Simple Phrase Grammar: The Hidden

Grammar of English
There's no Atlantis, no perpetual motion machine, and you're probably thinking there can't be a whole grammar of English that no one has ever mentioned. Statistically unlikely, right?
But a proof is simple and logical. A language first constructs words.

Stop

Help

Fore
Abandoning the conventions for constructing words is not an option -- it leads to nonsense:

nadd er ho rald gruwapt
You knew that. Second, a language develops conventions for putting those words into meaningful groups, which I will call phrases. (This is not quite the same defiintion as in grammar/linguistics.)

He kissed me

I wish I was in Paris

Jack and Jill went up the hill to fetch a pail of water
Abandoning the conventions for constructing phrases accomplishes nothing and just leads to difficult reading.

Spout spider up water bitsy the itsy went the

You already knew that too.
Third, and lastly, a language develops conventions/rules for connecting and organizing these meaningful phrases. For example, two independent clauses can be connected with a comma followed by a coordinating conjunction. For short, I will call these conventions English Grammar, abbreviated as EG.
Without that third step, a language would be just a sequence of unconnected phrases. Would that make communication difficult? Not really.
I grab some dirt

I run forward almost tripping on my skirt

I throw the dirt at the thief Casor is fighting

It is only dirt

It bothers the thief for only a heartbeat

But it is all I can do to help

Apparently a heartbeat is a long time in a sword fight

Casor plunges his sword into the man's stomach
That's the hidden grammar of English -- meaningful phrases, one after another, with no rules or conventions for connecting them. I call it Simple Phrase Grammar -- SPG for short.

There's a simple, empirical test for the existence of SPG: Will a passage be understood if it follows the principles of SPG but not EG? The answer is yes. The two following examples are from my own writing, with the phrases separated by commas:

Walking into the house after school, ah shit, I forgot about my father's wife, I never expected her to be waiting for me, an ambush, isn't she supposed to be working?

I'm walking in a crowd in the school hallway, a hand rubs my butt, someone laughs. I turn around to see who did it, the guys are smirking, the girls are looking at me with contempt, everyone thinks I deserved that, I don't know who did it, someone behind me whispers trash, I whirl around, I can't tell who said that either.
So, your readers all have SPG inside their head, and they can and will use it, despite having been taught a different grammar. As long as your writing follows the principles of SPG (which I will discuss), your readers will understand it.

EG does NOT make the same promise – sentences that are EG correct can be almost impossible to understand:

The book the girl whom the boy whom a father scolded kissed liked ended well.
Sentences that follow the rules of EG can also be easy to understand, of course, but that's only to the extent that they also follow the rules of SPG. Following both SPG and EG leads to very understandable writing:
I shake my head and try not to smile. They'll take it as a weakness and keep pushing. (The Tyrant's Daughter, Carleson page 62).

Of course, writers don't write sentences they themselves can't understand, but they do write sentences that are difficult to understand. The following sentence is perfectly grammatical, but it breaks the rules of SPG. It's not impossible to understand; but understanding is difficult.

It has been related how, in the crowd that witnessed Hester Prynne's ignominious exposure, stood a man, elderly, travel-worn, who, just emerging from the perilous wilderness, beheld the woman, in whom he hoped to find embodied the warmth and cheerfulness of home, set up as a type of sin before the people. (Hawthorne, Chapter 9, The Scarlet Letter).
A second issue is power -- how much can be expressed? It turns out that the rules for connecting phrases in EG are too limiting, so EG isn't that powerful. For power, rules are sometimes broken. Or, really, simply ignored.
He was an old man who fished alone in a skiff in the Gulf Stream and he had gone eighty-four days now without taking a fish. (The Old Man and the Sea, Hemingway)
Leaving out the comma (before and) was ungrammatical. But Hemingway wanted the meaning that comes from leaving the comma out. So leave it out he did, breaking the laws of EG. (The entire book is like that, and it won the Pulizer Prize, so do not say writers need to follow the rules of grammar.)
Writers want understandability and power, so the grammar of writing has been drifting towards SPG for over 140 years and breaking the EG rules for at least 80 years. Some ways of breaking rules are so common and well-accepted nowadays that we will have to talk about Writer's Grammar (WG). That's the grammar that writers commonly use and hence almost no one would object to or find jarring; it's between EG and SPG.

For example, few readers would be jarred by Hemingway's lack of comma. Or Stephen King's ungrammatical comma after fat:

She's as skinny as her brother is fat, and regards Hodges with a watery, suspicious eye. (Mr. Mercedes, page 219)
Or Green's ungrammatical comma:

... and then all of them would touch the coffin instead of touching him, because no one wants to touch the dead. (The Fault in Our Stars, page 268)
By the way, if you (mistakenly) think fiction writing should be EG correct, you probably don't know the rules of EG. It's a difficult-to-negotiate desert; as far as I know, no one follows all of the rules when they write. Yes, some writers come close, but most writers don't leave the first page without breaking at least one EG rule. And when they break those rules, no one cares. And as long as they follow the principles of SPG, their sentence will be understandable.

Why You Should Read This Book
There are three big reasons. First, you cannot understand the grammar of modern writing -- and how it has changed and how it is still changing -- until you understand the influence of SPG. So this book is a basic contribution to understanding the grammar of English, especially as practiced by modern fiction writers.

In other words, if you want to understand how others write, and how you write, and how English can be used to communicate, you need to read this book.

Second, learning SPG is a tour of some basic principles of easy-to-understand writing. You can use intuition to try to find your sentences that are not as easy-to-understand as you want. And you should. But it's difficult to intuit when a sentence is just a little bit difficult to read, and the cumulative effect of those just-a-little-difficult sentences makes a big difference. 

This is especially true when it's your own sentence, which you already understand (but your reader is reading for the first time). And, having intuited a problem, you then have to figure out what is causing the problem and how to fix it.

SPG gives you conscious awareness. You will recognize constructs that are perfectly "legal" in EG but nonetheless pose difficulties in understanding. This includes problems that are only a minor difficulty. And then you will know what the problem is and how to fix it. 

So, if you want your writing to be easy to understand, you want to read this book.

Some of my examples above were "pure SPG" -- I followed the principles of SPG and completely ignored the demands of traditional grammar (EG or even WG). These leads to a lot of ungrammatical writing. Martin Clark regularly writes books in SPG, and this book by Cornwell comes close:
I feel it like a magnetic force, a malevolent presence lurking in the dark behind the wall, close enough that I can almost smell it, an acrid edge, a dirty electrical odor like something old shorting out. What people smell when they're about to have a seizure but I'm imagining it. (Dust, page 56)

That shows no intention to write EG or even WG -- it's a powerful sequence of phrases.
So writing an entire book in pure SPG is possible. I did that once, and I'm glad I did -- it was very interesting, and I liked what I could do with SPG that I couldn't have done with WG. I was surprised by the power of SPG.  It sounds simple -- and it is -- but there are so many different options for what to write once I was not tied down by EG (or WG). But I don't imagine doing that again.

However, I love doing a scene in pure SPG. It's powerful. It works. It's strange, sure, but only for that scene. For example, I wanted a character whose thoughts were skipping because of his extreme anxiety. From my rewrite of The Scarlet Letter:
I do not want to be here, above this platform, this day, sitting with these men, forced to speak. I am so frightened I cannot think, my task ahead is horrible, I must again ask Hester to betray me, I cannot do this. I must do this, all expect it, I will pretend to be unable, I cannot pretend. When I ask her, she will be angry at my hypocrisy, just as I am mortified by it, so she will say I am the father -- who would expect her not to?
In general, punctuation and Grammar (PaG) can be used to create characters and mood. So SPG is a tool for that. And some scenes almost beg for SPG, especially action scenes and sexual scenes. You probably want to at least tip those towards SPG; many authors do.
In the following action scene, I wanted tension:

Someone with a gun. Down the far end of the hallway, to my left. What? Who? I'm frozen -- wasting a second. CRACK! a bullet chips the wall near me and ricochets down the hallway.


My body JOLTS into motion, running away! away! away! A second bullet CRACKLES off the wall to my right, shocking me, I trip and almost fall, bouncing clumsily against the left wall. Run! run! until I reach the end of the hall. Duck around the corner.
And then there's sentences. You might want to join the modern writers who occasionally break the WG rules, writing sentences that make sense because they follow SPG. Trying to capture the mood of a bakery:
My customers are in sweats and heavy sweaters, their hair unbrushed, lazy Saturday, the week peeling off of them. (How Lucky You Are, Lewis, page 33)
There's no grammatical justification for lazy Saturday, but it's perfectly understandable. You might have been bothered by it -- you are reading a grammar book, and that probably puts you in the top 1% for grammar awareness. But most readers would not even notice.

Oh, ugh, duh, stupid me.

The body was on its back, had an arm in a sling, and a hole in its head. (Evanovich, Tricky Twenty-Two, page 162)

All of that seemingly chaotic rule-breaking is simply authors following SPG. In fact, if SPG was considered to be part of the grammar of English, the passages above would be following the rules and be perfectly grammatical.
There are smaller reasons to read this book. If you want to understand EG, this book provides a unique perspective (usually on the dark side of EG, but not always.) To misparaphase Archimedes, give me a place to stand and I can see the world of grammar. SPG is that place outside of EG to stand.
This book is also absolutely essential to understanding the grammar of modern writing (WG). If you try to understand the grammar of writing without SPG, you will give up and call it chaotic rule-breaking. I did. Everyone else does. With an understanding of SPG, the grammar of writing makes sense. In fact, another piece of evidence for SPG will be its sheer usefulness in understanding modern writing -- understanding SPG gives you a better idea of what you are accomplishing with any sentence.

This book is also  useful for understanding any language, and language in general. Every language has to solve the problem of separating phrases; every language has to solve the problem of words to connect phrases. There are only a few terms in SPG -- phrases, separators, connectors -- but they are general and apply to any language.

That isn't true of the terms from grammar. For example, coordinating conjunction is not a fundamental concept of human language; it's just a word grammarians constructed to describe English. And, as will be discussed, that concept doesn't work well even for English. 
This book can even help you enjoy reading more. You can put on your traditional grammar hat while you read and be offended by ungrammatical passages. Or, you can learn to take off that hat and not be bothered by those passages. In fact, you can learn to appreciate the author's skill in writing a powerful yet EG-incorrect sentence.

I thought of writing as telling a story; SPG is more like a collection of images, and writing in SPG encouraged me to focus on the images I was creating and make them vivid. So SPG can even provide a different perspective on writing.
That's a lot to promise -- I know that. But from my perspective, I'm telling you that the world is round and revolves around the sun. I am just describing a world I have lived in and explored.
You won't need to trust me. I explain things logically; I give examples. I'm even empirical -- I want you to test what I say. You don't need a DNA sequencer or time on the Hubble telescope to investiage these issues, you just have to read and write to test every claim in this book.
Well, I will ask you to trust me once: Read the next chapter. If you are skeptical now, that's fine and natural. But give me a chapter. I think you'll be glad you did -- SPG is different, fun, interesting, and powerful.
Chapter 1: My Discovery of SPG
Dickens
The following passage has a paradox. The grammar of the second sentence is complicated, yet the sentence itself is not difficult to understand (except for the old-fashioned words).

He had his slippers on, and a loose bedgown, and his throat was bare for his greater ease. He had that rather wild, strained, seared marking about the eyes, which may be observed in all free livers of his class, from the portrait of Jeffries downward, and which can be traced, under various disguises of Art, through the portraits of every Drinking Age. (Great Expectations, Dickens, page 90 of paperback) 
I'm pretty sure the typical reader cannot understand the grammar of that second sentence. Having read this far, you might be a lot better at grammar than most readers, so maybe you can figure out that grammar. But it's hard to do, and you couldn't possible do that for every sentence.

So, sooner or later (probably sooner) you'd give up on understanding the grammar. And then you would be in the same place as the typical reader who never bothered to figure out the grammar.
Would you then be unable to understand anything? No. No one needs to understand the full grammar to understand that sentence. Without grammar, that sentence by Dickens "degenerates" into just a sequence of phrases, separated by commas. And, as a sequence of phrases, it makes sense. 
It's as if a second grammar processor resides in everyone's brain, one that can process an unconnected sequence of phrases. And Dickens mostly wrote so that his sentences could be understood that way (though you will learn to do better than Dickens).
That first sentence in that Dicken's paragraph is shorter, but I don't see how it fits EG either. Meanwhile, it too is easily understood as a sequence of phrases.
Contrast Dickens to Hawthorne:
The truth seems to be, however, that, when he casts his leaves forth upon the wind, the author addresses, not the many who will fling aside his volume, or never take it up, but the few who will understand him, better than most of his schoolmates or lifemates. (Hawthorne, The Scarlet Letter, start)
You cannot read that as an unconnected sequence of phrases. For example, The truth seems to be does not make sense by itself. Nor does or never take it up.
That passage wasn't meant to be read as a sequence of unconnected phrases. Instead, to understand that sentence you have to grasp its full grammatical structure and use that to connect the phrases. If you are confused about the grammar, you will be missing what Hawthorne hoped and expected you would understand.

However, because that's a long and complicated sentence, understanding the grammar is difficult. So Hawthorne's grammatically-correct sentences are a challenge to read.
Meanwhile, Dickens, writing some 30 years after Hawthorne, had found a style of writing that allowed readers to understand long sentences without understanding the underlying grammar. That was an amazing achievement and no doubt part of Dickens' success in writing for the masses.
Or someone else found it and then Dickens copied it, or improved on it, or popularized it -- it's impossible for me to go back and find out exactly who did what. In any case, Dickens is my marker -- some 30 years after Hawthorne, Dickens had a way of writing that made sense even though it degenerated into a sequence of phrases. Writing had advanced. (Or regressed, depending on your affection for EG.)
What had I accomplished with my realization about Dickens? People can understand a sequence of phrases without understanding the EG. When they did that, the commas were just separators.
However, all I had was an understanding of an archaic writing style. I was thrilled, sure, but I'm easily thrilled by grammar stuff. SPG wasn't a big deal yet.
Brown, Rollins, et al.
A few weeks after my insight about Dickens, I idly wondered what would happen if SPG was used for short sentences. It was just an idea, and I didn't expect it to lead anywhere. After all, I thought, why would SPG be needed for short sentences?
Well . . .
I had spent a month trying to understand how authors like James Rollins (Excavation) and Dan Brown (The Da Vinci Code) used commas. They didn't follow the EG rules, that was for sure. Neither did Hemingway, but I could see he was just following different rules, rules that made sense to accomplish a different meaning. So I assumed (perhaps generously) that Brown and Rollins had some good reason for what they did and that all I had to do was find the underlying rule or principle they were following.
But I couldn't find any patterns or reasons for their rule-breaking. I was bedeviled. No human being should have to spend a month thinking about commas; I still have depressing memories of that month.
But when I looked at Brown and Rollins, now armed with my idle speculation, their style suddenly made perfect sense -- as a sequence of phrases.
He still wore his Dominican robe, black wool and silk, but it was stained and torn. His Incan captors had stripped him all possessions, except for his robe and cross. The tribal shaman had warned the others not to touch these talismans from his "foreign" god, afraid of insulting this stranger's deity. (Excavation, Rollins, start)
The modifying phrase black wool and silk isn't really what's supposed to go inside a double comma; the next sentence's comma probably shouldn't be there grammatically; the last sentence has a grammatically misplaced modifier. So none of the commas above can be justified in EG. I had been overwhelmed with incomprehensible rule-breaking.
But as a sequence of phrases, then -- aha! Eureka! -- it makes perfect sense. (Try reading it that way -- you won't have any trouble understanding it. Or probably that's the way you read it the first time.) So I needed SPG to understand modern authors. And once I read their books from the perspective of SPG, everything they did made sense and usually seemed like good writing.
Ungrammatical? I showed authors one sentence from Brown, and they invented grammar rules to cover it. Which is to say, with a modification, stretch, or reinterpretation, they could explain that sentence as being grammatically correct.
But everyone had their own, idiosyncratic solution. Even more of a problem, their efforts  explained only the one sentence I gave them. To understand all of Brown and Rollins, they were going to have to do a lot of changing to EG. I had already explored that path, and it didn't work.
Meanwhile, I had explained Brown and Rollins with just one idea, and it was an idea I already had sitting around from Dickens. Scientifically speaking, that was a very good sign.
I'm using Brown and Rollins as markers. But it wasn't just them, it was a lot of authors -- famous, successful authors -- (1) breaking the rules in seemingly unexplainable ways, and (2) nonetheless making sense from the perspective of SPG.
In the sand, some of the three-toed bird tracks were small, and so faint they could hardly be seen. (Jurassic Park, Crichton, page 13)
In the sand is sitting at the front of the sentence like an adverbial phrase, but it doesn't modify any verbs in the sentence, it modifies the object of a preposition. The last comma separates two objects, which is common in writing (especially Crichton's) but ungrammatical.
But despite the rule-breaking, the sentence makes sense. You're not supposed to be decoding the EG of that sentence -- Crichton thought of it as a sequence of phrases, and you're supposed to read it that way.
The SPG idea had just gotten serious.
Striking Home
I was snooty about Dickens, Brown, and Rollins. I should be embarrassed about that now, but it's just who I was: I care deeply about grammar; I try to make the grammar of my sentences as simple and easy to understand as possible. And I never took off my grammar hat when I read, so I was constantly annoyed by Dickens, Brown, and Rollins.
So, from my perspective, shady authors had found a way to write ungrammatically and make money. Yes, I was snooty and cynical.
My all-time favorite book is The Fault in Our Stars, partially for its wonderful use of punctuation and grammar. Green, the author, occasionally writes long sentences. When I happened to look at one soon after my Brown-Rollins insight, I immediately noticed that Green's long sentence was . . . too complicated for the EG to be understandable, but perfectly understandable as a sequence of phrases. Oops -- I couldn't be snotty about my favorite book.
I don't know if the following even has an underlying grammatical understanding. If you can find one, I congratulate you. But the reader surely is not doing that. 
They [her parents] met in the Peace Corps in Papua New Guinea, and so whenever anything happened there, even something terrible, it was like all of a sudden they were not large sedentary creatures, but the young and idealistic and self-sufficient and rugged people they had once been, and their rapture was such that they didn't even glance over at me as I ate faster than I'd ever eaten, transmitting items from my plate into my mouth with a speed and ferocity that left me quite out of breath, which of course made me worry that my lungs were again swimming in a rising pool of fluid.
Long sentences put a burden on the reader, so their grammar must be easily understood. Knowing this, when I wrote a long sentence, I unimaginatively used simple grammar. Rushdie (Shalimar the Clown) has a 277-word sentence with a relatively simple, understandable grammar. But Green's sentence was grammatically complicated, according to EG . . . so it should have been impossible to understand . . . but it wasn't . . . because it made sense with SPG. Just like Dickens.
My snooty attitude completely crashed and burned when I found SPG in my own writing.
The second bullet CRACKLES off the wall to my right, shocking me, I trip and almost fall, bouncing clumsily against the left wall.
I was intentionally being ungrammatical. I knew that. I also knew the sentence made sense, duh, I made sure of that. The new awareness was why it made sense: I had unknowingly relied on SPG. (Really, even today I can turn on my EG processor and be jolted by that sentence. And I can turn that processor off and that sentence seems perfectly normal.)
Ungrammaticisms are everywhere. In the middle of a book full of grammatically conventional sentences, I read:
Being alone with Suzette made Sonia's absence all the more conspicuous, a ghost in the room. (The Myth of You and Me, Stewart, page 209)
A ghost in the room looks at first like a misplaced modifier; those are so common nowadays you probably didn't notice any problem. But it's not clear that a ghost in the room modifies anything. Instead, it's just a phrase ungrammatically added to the end of the sentence. Meanwhile, the sentence is no problem to understand as a sequence of phrases.
One night I was annoyed while reading a book by Dessen, because of her "grammar errors", but I didn't have anything else to read. In desperation, I turned off my EG processor. Once I did that, it was this great story and I wasn't annoyed. She just was using SPG a lot. So SPG isn't just a way to write, it's also a way to read.
There is one more important piece of evidence. I wrote a short story using SPG (Appendix A). To make this a good test of SPG, I intentionally used ungrammatical sentences about as much as I could. Would my story be understandable? This is one paragraph from that story (about two ghosts):
Norm appears next to me, like he does every year. Funny how dying on the same day and being buried in the same cemetery could tie two guys together, but there it is -- Norm saying hi, Norm asking about my afterlife, us shaking hands, then Norm and me sitting on the hill, sitting and sitting, sharing stories, watching, waiting. Wondering.
A few readers (fellow writers) complained about the number of commas, but no one had any trouble understanding the story. So SPG passed the test -- it's an understandable grammar. I wasn't too surprised -- Rollins, Brown, Dickens, et al. had already shown that.
Meanwhile, I was thrilled with the possibilities of intentionally writing in SPG. I wasn't in Kansas any more, and I liked this new world. I've now written a lot in SPG. I have stumbled upon a modern author (Martin Clark) who writes beautiful SPG. And I wrote this book, which made me analyze SPG a lot. SPG is something old, something new, something useful, and did I mention the part about being fun? It's an exciting world, and it's an adventure. Grammatically speaking, of course, but grammar is an incessant part of writing.
Thank you for reading this chapter. You can now write SPG. The following chapters, though, help you understand better what you are doing; they also present choices you might not think of. In other words, they will improve your SPG. And they will improve your understanding of grammar, and your general ability to write well, etc., etc., I already told you the different advantages of learning about SPG.
Chapter 2: A Basic Definition and Description of SPG
The three basic terms for understanding SPG are phrase, separator, and connector. Each will receive its own chapter; this chapter is an overview. (As noted, these concepts are so basic that they are useful for understanding any language. And, as promised, SPG does not have many terms/concepts.)

Phrases
With just single words, people could communicate. For example, if you wanted someone to sit, you might say "sit." If you wanted someone to open the window, you might say "window."

You could also say a collection of words:

window open
Using just two words, instead of one, substantially increases the chances that someone will know you want the window open.

But those two words might be a complaint because the window is open. Or just saying it is open. Or wanting it opened wider. So those two words are ambiguous. And if you want to say that your feet hurt because you've been standing too long -- forget it, that's not possible with an unorganized sequence of words.

leader me to take your
Communication is supposed to be successful, of course, but it's also supposed to be easy. You can understand a collection of words a lot more easily if there are conventions for organizing words and those conventions are followed.

So, every full language develops rules/conventions for organizing words into phrases. Part of this is word order; part of this is marking words by role. For example, quick modifies a noun, quickly modifies a verb, and quicker is a comparison. Words like the, and, and that help us assemble words into phrases.

It's a huge project. But the result is meaningful phrases. For the purposes of SPG, a phrase is anything meaningful by itself. (That's slightly different from the traditional EG definition, because it includes single words and clauses. Sorry. And the chapter on phrases has a more informative definition and explanation.)

So these are phrases as I am defining them:
Mary had a little lamb

Columbus discovered America in 1492
Separators
Imagine a language with phrases. If there was nothing to separate the phrases (indicating where one stops and the next one starts), it would look like this:
...a bright yellow-white row of teeth appear splintering over the mossy lips to gnash the saw from his hands fling it furiously to the ground it claws screaming machine frenzy and terror trying to dig escape from the vengeful wood just above where old Henry drops his screwjack... (Sometimes a Great Notion, Kesey, page 500)
That can be understood, but only with a lot of work. For ease in reading, someone would sooner or later invent something to separate phrases.
they all laugh · they have returned to the land of normalcy · I was just their escort · I hate normalcy
Would a language stop with just one separator? It could. But it's useful --- and logical -- to have two separators, one bigger than the other. I call this having two tiers. For example:
they all laugh · they have returned to the land of normalcy ·· I was just their escort · I hate normalcy
To understand that properly, you need to know that the double dot is a bigger division than the single dot -- but you probably figured that out already. Anyway, the double-dot divides this passage into two large parts, and then the single dot divides those large parts into smaller parts.
Replacing the dot with a comma and the double-dot with a period gives us a fairly modern-looking two-tiered passage (especially if you don't mind harsh comma splices):
They all laugh, they have returned to the land of normalcy. I was just their escort, I hate normalcy
We normally don't think of newline as punctuation. But it is, and it's a separator, larger than the period. Adding it to the period and comma creates our typical, modern, three-tiered grammar. To translate one of my action scenes into this primitive system (and also capitalize the start of sentences):

     One of the men has a gun, he shoots at us. His first bullet hits the gate lock, I think maybe opening it. The gunman is getting closer, the second bullet grazes Alex's arm. I see Alex start to bleed.

     The next bullet will kill Alex. This is not working. I slam my foot on the accelerator, time stands still. I look straight at the man with the gun, focus on his chest.

     There's a very loud gunshot.

That probably looks normal, even though there are no words connecting the phrases and all of the longer sentences are EG ungrammatical. Yet the passage makes sense, because your brain can understand a sequence of meaningful phrases, and my passage was constructed to be understood by that part of your brain. The separators enabled you to easily know what the phrases were.

Connectors
A language could stop at this point, but it will probably add what I will call "connectors" -- words at the start of a phrase that indicate how that phrase connects to the previous phrase (or the idea so far).

He's handsome, but he's just another jock.
A connector is especially useful when there is a change in direction (but), a change in time (then), or to show how a connector relates to the previous sentence (because, especially). This is a broader category than the EG term of "conjunctions."
SPG
The grammatical structure of EG doesn't stop here; this much wouldn't count as even a start for EG. But this is where SPG stops: phrases, separators, and connectors. SPG is, in a sense, a lack of rules and conventions for how to connect phrases; it's all we would have if there were no rules about connecting phrases.
You might want to say SPG's a lack of grammar, not a grammar. Well, true, but it's really hard to conceptualize SPG that way. So I'm going to call SPG a grammar. It has rules, principles, and strategies, which nonexistent things usually don't have. And if it was merely a lack of grammar, the existence of EG would make it go away -- but it's still here and anyone can use it.
Conventional English Grammar
EG is a fairly elaborate collection of rules for connecting phrases; as far as I know, these were mostly developed after 1500. For example, how you connect two phrases depends on whether they are independent clauses, dependent clauses, or predicates, and it depends on whether the separating punctuation is a comma or a semicolon.

I am impressed by that achievement. I suspect EG is better than SPG for communicating ideas, for example in science, philosophy, or politics. So EG helps us live and communicate in a world of ideas. I even like to give EG credit for the scientific revolution (though some credit must of course be shared with those pesky scientists).

But is EG good for writing fiction? I had a dream once, and in it were Hemingway, Dickens, Faulkner, Crichton, Evanovich, and a few other authors I didn't recognize. In the dream, Hawthorne's The Scarlet Letter had just been published, and they were reading it, marveling at the grammar. They all agreed that it was the best grammar that could ever be written, and after hundreds of years of developing grammar, perfection had been reached.
But then Faulkner, I'm pretty sure, said what they were all thinking: "But it's really hard to understand." And they all nodded. Hemingway said it best: "This grammar shit doesn't work." And then they all started discussing ways to write that would be more meaningful. But no one was listening to anyone else, and they were all talking at once, so I couldn't understand what anyone was saying. Then I woke up.
Dream or no dream, EG ignores the psychology of reading. A perfectly grammatical sentence can be too psychologically difficult for your brain understand. A classic example:
The grain that the rat that the cat that the dog chased worried ate lay in the house.
Of course, no one would intentionally write something that was completely unreadable. Or, if they did, in editing they would go ugh and fix it. But they would write something like:
The grain that the rat ate lay in the house.
The impossible sentence had four embeddings; this one only has two. So it's understandable. But, for the same reason that the first sentence was incomprehensible, this sentence is not easy reading -- embedded phrases are hard on a reader.
Another big problem is this. EG assigns different roles to the comma, but there are too many roles. Basically, you have to understand the grammar and organization of a sentence before you can understand what a comma is doing. Obviously that's not right -- the specific role of the comma was supposed to help you understand the sentence. (I discuss this issue in my book Modern Punctuation and Grammar: Tools not Rules.)
Worse, EG has assigned the comma roles within phrases. So the comma isn't even a reliable separator -- sometimes it separates meaningful phrases and sometimes its used to separate words within a phrase.
Fourth problem, the rules in EG for connecting phrases are limiting. That gives fiction writers a motivation to break those rules -- to accomplish meanings that they cannot achieve by following the rules. SPG then provides their means and opportunity -- they can break the rules to express what they want and yet be understood if their writing follows the principles of SPG.

So for, say, the last 80 years writers have been breaking the rules for how to connect phrases. Nowadays, it's hard to find one rule of combining phrases that is not commonly broken. For example, leaving out commas is so well-accepted that some commas are now called "optional". That's hopelessly vague as a rule, because it doesn't explain why a comma should sometimes be used and sometimes not. So that's essentially giving up on EG, which leads to a lack of rules -- which is what SPG is.
Another example. Comma splices are prohibited in EG, but they can't be eradicated -- they are used by almost every modern writer. So they're often acknowledged grammatically with the meaningless phrase "sometimes okay." That means the rule against comma splices usually isn't enforced. But if it isn't enforced, why even have it? If a rule can be broken, it technically doesn't exist -- which is SPG.

Third example: Fragments will never be a part of EG, but they are an essential part of effective modern writing.

So there's a total disconnect between EG and actual writing. SPG has been slowly but relentlessly eroding the walls of our precious, hard-earned EG, kind of like the Germanic tribes in the time of Rome. Or rock & roll, I guess, or the video games and modern technology currently desocializing our naive and vulnerable youth. Not my problem, I'm just writing an innocent grammar book.
An innocent grammar book that reveals the dark side of EG.

Part II: Basic Issues in SPG
Now we start the more-thorough part of this book: Part II is a careful consideration of the basic features of SPG.
Chapter 3: Avoiding Disconnected Phrases
My friend James, who said he wasn't coming, walked in the door.
That might look like three phrases, but it isn't. To start, My friend James is not intended to be a meaningful phrase. The actual phase is My friend James walked in the door. But that phrase is broken into two disconnected parts. I will call it a "disconnected phrase."
The disconnection is caused by the intruding who said he wasn't coming. That already has a name -- it's called an "embedded phrase." So the embedded phrase causes the disconnected phrase.
SPG promises a simple sequence of meaningful phrases. My friend James doesn't deliver on that promise. The embedded phrase in that sentence makes sense by itself, but many embedded phrases do not. Finally, the second half of the disconnected phrase (waiting for me) of course doesn't make sense by itself.
So disconnected phrases are inconsistent with the basic principle of SPG. Really, one of the basic principles of SPG is:
No assembly of phrases is required
EG creates several ways of writing non-SPG sentences, but the violation that causes the most reading difficult is the disconnected phrase. With no disconnected phrases:
My friend James said he wasn't coming, but then he walked in the door.

That is too simple to win the Pulitzer Prize in Literature, and no one will be amazed by the great grammar, but . . . it will be easily understood.
Effort/Difficulty
How much work does it take me to understand a disconnected phrase?

First, I have to realize that a phrase is not yet completed.
He was loopy from the pain medicine and kept bashing the plastic cone he was wearing to prevent him from pulling out his stitches into the furniture. (Kaufman, The Other Way Around, page 43).
There was no way to know that plastic cone did not finish the phrase and that a second part (into the furniture) was coming. Same problem:
Fireworks explode in my lower back as I use every bit of strength to break the current's hold and help Gus haul Cougar and Jupiter, who is wrapped around my dad like a snake, in. (The Speed of Falling Objects, Fischer, p. 247)
Suppose a phrase seems incomplete. I might have just misread something. If so, I should stop and reread what I have read to correct my error. Or the phrase might be incomplete because it will finish later. Then I should keep reading. How am I to know which to do? (I don't have ESP.)
This is especially a problem if I have turned off my EG processor, which I do when I read Dessen. Then I have a high tolerance for what counts as a completed phrase. The following disconnected phrase tripped me up:
My mother had her back to me, one hand on Grandma Halley's, and as I looked closely I could see Grandma Halley had fallen asleep, her eyes closed, breath even and soft. And my mother, who had spent the entire holiday weekend almost manic with reassurance, squeezing my shoulder and smiling, forcing conversation, was crying. (Someone Like You, Dressen, page 197).
The first sentence is ungrammatical but makes perfect sense with SPG. Had the next sentence stopped with conversation, it too would have been ungrammatical yet made perfect sense with SPG and not raised my heartbeat. But it didn't end, and was crying was unexpected and confusing to me. If Dessen consistently wrote EG, including never writing a fragment, I'd have had my EG processor on. Then I could have known that my mother was the start of a disconnected phrase. (Which might be how you read it out of context.)
Second step, I have to retain the first half of the disconnected phrase in my memory while simultaneously reading and understanding the embedded phrase or phrases. The difficulty of that depends on the length and complexity of the embedded phrase(s).

EG allows an unlimited number of embedded phrases of unlimited size and complexity. Hawthorne wrote that way, as a matter of style, and some authors still do that:
One night in a spirit of research the ambassador's daughter left a tape recorder running by her bedside but when she heard the voice on the tape its death head ugliness, which was somehow both familiar and alien, scared her badly and she pushed the erase button, which erased nothing important. (Shalimar the Clown, Rushdie, page 3)
Maybe you understood the grammar of that sentence, but it took me at least three readings to figure out how it's grammatical.
Third step, I have to recognize the second half of the disconnected phrase when it arrives. How do I know it isn't just part of the embedded phrase or a new embedded phrase? Meanwhile, I have to be looking for this second half while I read and process the embedded phrase(s).

The slender woman in the wide-brimmed hat that partially covered the side of her face hung up the public phone on the wall the right of the bank's entrance. (The Bourne Identity, page 167)
When I first read this, I did not realize that hung resumed a disconnected phrase.

One clue is meaning -- as I look for the second half of the disconnected phrase, I can discard things that do not fit with the meaning of the first half. In the following sentence, I had trouble with the meaning of the words, making an already grammatically-treacherous sentence too difficult for me to understand on a first reading (or second or third, though I can understand it now).
A single microscopic bacterium, too small to see with the naked eye, but containing the genes for a heart-attack enzyme, streptokinase, or for "ice minus," which prevented frost damage to crops, might be worth five billion dollars to the right buyer. (Jurassic Park, Crichton, page 70)
The primary way of identifying the parts of a disconnected phrase is supposed to be grammar -- once I understand the underlying grammatical organization of the sentence, I can mentally remove the embedded phrases and connect the halves of the disconnected phrase.
However, understanding the grammar of a sentence requires identifying the first part of the disconnected phrase, then the embedded phrase or phrases, then the second part of the disconnected phrase. So, for the most part, I have to connect the two parts of the disconnected phrase before I can understand the full grammar of the sentence.
So, grammar provides modest clues for assembling a disconnect phrase, but those clues are not easy to use.
Then, the fourth step is to assemble the two parts. This would be no more difficult than assembling the two parts of an uninterrupted phrase, except the parts of the disconnected phrase are separated spatially and in time, so forgetting can be a problem.
How Difficult?
As noted, a disconnected phrase can be so difficult to process that no one can understand the sentence. These are not the danger -- everyone can see they need fixing.

But a disconnected phrase can be difficult enough to process that some readers will go astray. These are a danger. You will not go astray when you read your own disconnected phrases, because you already know the meaning. Your beta reader doesn't complain? Your beta reader might have trouble and reread the sentence but not notice or remark on it; your beta reader could be one of the people who do not misread the sentence.

Suppose the embedded phrase is shorter, or the continuation of the disconnected phrase is more obvious, or for whatever reason no readers misunderstand your disconnected phrase. That presumably happens often with Hawthorne:
The truth seems to be, however, that, when he casts his leaves forth upon the wind, the author addresses, not the many who will fling aside his volume, or never take it up, but the few who will understand him, better than most of his schoolmates or lifemates.
That's still effort to read even when read correctly. Hawthorne is in general difficult to read, and a large part of the problem is his long and frequent embedded phrases.

A more modern example:

The man cocked his head to the side and as Fletcher gestured toward Yuri, starting an introduction, he spoke. (Learning to Swear in America, Kennedy, page 6)
That's not impossible to understand, it's just more difficult than a sentence should be. It's unfortunate that the continuation begins with he and there are three males in the sentence. But maybe that should be a warning -- when you intentionally construct a disconnected phrase, the difficulty in processing it might interact with another problem you were not aware of.

This is the smallest possible embedded phrase:

Morelli opened the door to his SUV and his dog, Bob, bounded out and almost knocked me over. (Tricky Twenty-Two, Evanovich, page 9).
Does this small, single word (Bob) decrease ease of reading just because it creates a disconnected phrase? Not consciously. But unconsciously, the same steps have to be executed to process the disconnected phrase. So, possibly Bob makes no hit on ease of reading, but it seems more likely -- and at least logical -- that this short interruption makes the sentence slightly more difficult to read at the unconscious level, albeit very slight in this case.
Assembling a disconnected phrase is probably the most difficult grammatical problem for a brain to solve. Some reading is easy to understand, and some is not, and the difference is rarely something obvious. Instead, it's the steady effect over time of small, unnoticeable difficulties. Evanovich is a role model for easy reading, and the above (Bob) is that book's first embedded phrase in nine pages.
Rewriting Hawthorne to eliminate embedded phrases makes him easier to understand. A rewrite:
She took the baby on her arm, wisely judging that one token of her shame would poorly serve to hide another. Then she looked around at her townspeople and neighbors. She had a burning blush, a haughty smile, and a glance that would not be abashed
I hope you can tell the difference between that and the other passages by Hawthorne. This is the original:
In a moment, however, wisely judging that one token of her shame would but poorly serve to hide another, she took the baby on her arm, and, with a burning blush, and yet a haughty smile, and a glance that would not be abashed, looked around at her townspeople and neighbors.
SPG
Disconnected phrases are against the rules of SPG. So you shouldn't use them in any case. But if you used them while otherwise writing in SPG, they would be even more difficult to process -- your reader is expecting EG-breaking phrases, so your reader wouldn't even be looking for a finish to your disconnected phrase. #1 is EG and the incomplete phrase gets finished. #2 is SPG, and there is nothing incomplete about the first phrase.
1. Standing up, really just trying to stand up, makes me dizzy.

2. Standing up, really just trying to stand up, I'm getting dizzy.
More generally, there are no grammar clues in SPG to indicate either an interruption or embedding. So, basically, SPG provides no help in processing a disconnected phrase. Of course, the same problem arises in EG -- standing up could be an introductory phrase. But the problem is bigger in SPG.
So writing in SPG in a sense forces you to avoid the disconnected phrase.

Rules Versus Psychology
Embedded phrases are perfectly legal in EG. They present information efficiently, with side benefits of adding variety and giving the writing a veneer of professionalism.
(The veneer of professionalism comes from the fact that embedded phrases are not natural to produce, which is to say, not a simple part of our language -- they will be less often found in casual speech or untutored writing. So it takes a certain amount of skill and experience to write embedded phrases.)
Agreement, convention, and grammatical approval might make the embedded phrase legal, but they do not make the psychological difficulty disappear. And EG allows endless interruptions limited only by your creativity, patience, and good judgment. A constructed sentence:
James, the boy I like, the boy who has ignored me since kindergarten, who is now nearest the door, the door to my freedom, which I so much long for, looks at me.
SPG doesn't have an agreement to avoid embedded phrases -- there's no agreement about anything. But disconnected phrases nonetheless violate the basic principles of SPG. So it's a rule I discovered, not constructed. And no one can make that rule go away.
So following the principles of SPG leads to easier-to-understand writing. That will be a common theme in this book: SPG is simple, it's primitive, and it doesn't require reassembling phrases. That adds up to easy reading, at least psychologically speaking.
Anyway, If you are writing in SPG, there is a simple rule:
Avoid disconnected phrases
Avoid them Completely? Really?
Um, completely avoiding embedded phrases is difficult. Using them is a temptation, that's for sure -- as noted, they're efficient. And most writers are accustomed to using them, plus there is that veneer of elegance which can be painful to give up.
If you want to use them occasionally, they should be short and well marked. This is only one word:
... their sweet cur dog, Brownie, probably dozing tail to snout on a chamois pad near the heat vent, ... (Clark, The Jezebel Remedy)
Also, it's nice to mark off the embedded phrase with a double dash rather than a double comma (assuming the comma is your separator for the rest of the sentence). There's still an interruption, and the disconnected phrase still needs to be assembled, but at least there's no comma confusion -- the comma is still functioning as just a separator:
Worst was his riding a motor scooter -- not a motorcycle, mind you -- to town in warm weather, this huge man putt-putting down Starling Avenue, and ... (Clark, The Jezebel Remedy, page 5)
Parentheses also work to mark off the embedded phrase -- the point is merely to use a punctuation different from the separator.
Exceptions? They are possible, but not common. In the following, the dashes mark off a long embedded phrase.
I knock anyway, which is like the stupidest thing to do with a doorbell staring at me, and a girl comes to the door, my age, and she's not standing right, but she doesn't seem surprised to see me, and before I can even explain myself -- which there was no chance in hell I was going to do cos I can't even explain myself to myself, how was I ever going to explain myself to her? -- she invites me in.
In my opinion, this interruption disrupts processing of the disconnected phrase (before I can even explain myself she invites me in) -- when I finally read the second part, it comes as a surprise. But the second piece of the phrase makes sense by itself, so that isn't a huge problem. (A final meaningful phrase like that is actually a writing technique.)
In that passage, I wanted a sense of interruption. Usually I am a purist -- I try to avoid all embedded phrases. They seem necessary . . . but they aren't. They violate the basic principle of SPG, which is an odd thing to do intentionally when trying to write SPG.
Except of course when you want an interruption:
He runs his hands up her smooth sides -- she gives a tiny jump at his initial touch -- and beneath the inside-out shirt. (King, Mr. Mercedes)

King was using grammar to mimic what was happening in the scene. He minimized the interruption by breaking at a logical point in the sentence, but that choice didn't work well. First, he wanted to emphasize an interruption, so breaking at a logical point minimized the effect he wanted. Second, the phrase before the interruption makes sense by itself, so the reader has no reason to expect a continuation. I think better:
He runs his fingers under her shirt and onto her -- she jumps at his touch -- smooth skin.
Which is to say, if you're going to have a break, make it a REAL break. (Did I mention that SPG is a different way of thinking about writing?)

Chapter 4: What is a Phrase?
I already admitted that my definition of phrase is different from the traditional grammar definition. Now let's explore what a phrase really is, within SPG.

Something Meaningful
Martin Clark's writing is almost pure SPG, though of course he has his own style of doing that. I strongly recommend looking at The Jezebel Remedy (which is also a good story).
I asked how he thought to write that way. He said he knew Latin and Greek, then he said about them, "you can stack all kinds of phrases and images pretty much how you please."
Images? That isn't a grammar term. But as a first definition of phrase in SPG, it's insightful: A phrase is something that creates an image. Notice how SPG can be a sequence of images:
The song ends. The dance is ending for everyone else, but we're still in the middle of the dance floor, finding our own ending. I gaze up at him . . . he gazes down at me . . . he leans down . . . his eyes meet mine . . . he kisses me softly. Tenderly, us pressed together, our lips together, us together,
A restriction to just visual images would be too limiting -- phrases can also be feelings, thoughts, actions, and sensations. So, more generally, SPG tends to be a sequence of pieces. (By "piece", I mean some sort of complete thought.) For matching form to content, SPG is ideal for writing a sequence of pieces.
A short story by Lynn (https://www.writingforums.com/threads/short-story-746-words-mild-language-mature-content.164802/) focused on sensations. Accidentally (or intentionally -- or inevitably) that led to something very SPG-like. An excerpt:

I imagine what it feels like to have that arm slowly wrap around my waist, palm lightly grazing my belly, the heat from his skin searing through my cotton top, hand cupping my hip, and bicep nestled between my arm and side of my breast. I breath deeply.
So, to write SPG well, you probably should be thinking about stacking images, sensations, thoughts, actions, and feelings. Even though I do eventually talk about grammar terms when I try to explain what a phrase is.
SPG can be a different way of conceptualizing your writing -- instead of communicating sentences, you are communicating pieces. When you write and edit, instead of focusing on sentences or words, you can focus on those pieces. Clark writes great images, and he might just naturally be good at that; but I find that SPG helps me focus on images and improving them.
A Definition
Well, two definitions of "phrase":
A phrase is between two separators
A phrase should be understandable by itself
So the following is four phrases:

Showing the teacher my schedule, she's young, she's the first teacher to actually look at me, this is the first time today I felt like a real person with feelings.
These two rules make a lot of sense -- at the comma, the reader stops and tries to understand the phrase. If the writing follows those two rules, the reader will succeed; if it doesn't, the reader will fail.
Your own intuition is the best guide to what should be a phrase, but knowing your grammatical options might help. Or maybe I'm just over-analyzing here, but this is partially a grammar book. So, let's move on to a grammatical analysis.
Clause: The Perfect Phrase
I think about her question, ...
In the terminology of English grammar, I think about her question is a clause, because (roughly) it contains a subject and a verb. In SPG, the clause is probably the best example of a meaningful phrase -- it's both the prototypical phrase and the perfect phrase.
The clause is also the prototypical simple EG sentence. That similarity to SPG is no coincidence -- the practical reasons why a clause is a complete sentence grammatically boil down to the fact that a clause makes sense by itself.
There are some picky differences. First, a clause can stand by itself as a complete EG sentence because that's the rule. SPG doesn't have rules; instead, phrases are meaningful and a clause tends to be the most meaningful type of phrase, and that's a fact of psychology.
However, not all clauses are meaningful (at least if they are defined as anything with a subject and a verb):
Ella thinks about the question, she wants.
She wants might meet the grammatical definition of a clause, but it isn't meaningful, so it doesn't meet the SPG definition of a phrase.

A note on terminology. In EG, the technical definition of phrase excludes clauses. They have their own reasons for that; I'm not following that definition in this book. And a SPG phrase can be only one word, which also doesn't fit the regular English meaning of phrase. But the SPG meaning of phrase is so close to our language's natural meaning that making up a new word for this concept seemed inappropriate.
Functional Clauses
Mark looks down at my hand, squeezes it tight,
Squeezes it tight makes sense. It doesn't make sense by itself, but we know Mark is doing the action. Thus, the second phrase is an implicit clause: Mark squeezes it tight. The corrected rule:
Each phrase should be understandable by itself (with parts contributed by the preceding phrase).
In the sentence above, the subject was being carried over from the previous phrase. It's also possible to carry over both the subject and the verb:
He kisses her ear, her cheek,
That's two phrases, and the implicit clause is he kisses her cheek.
I naively expected that anything could be carried over. But it's really hard to carry over the middle or end of the previous sentence without carrying over the front. Meanwhile, information starting from the front can be carried over, no matter how small or large it is. The following carries over the subject, verb, and a preposition: 

I think about her question, what it means to me,
The functional clause is I think about what it means to me.
I think about her question carefully, thoughtfully.
Thoughtfully is just an adverb, but it picks almost everything from the previous phrase. So even one word can be viewed as a functional clause (I think about her question thoughtfully).
Her smile is watery. Grateful. (The Tyrant's Daughter, Carleson page 118)
Grateful, an adjective, picks up everything else it needs to be a clause from the previous phrase. 

So, a variety of grammar types can be phrases, but they are all explainable as functional clauses. The clause (actual or functional) is the most common type of phrase in SPG.
I waved at Ryan, and he started letting out more cable. I was in water up to my knees, my waist, my chest, and then the water was over my head. More panic. (Metro Girl, Evanovich, page 245).
Reading it once more, carefully, hopelessly, still having no idea what it means. (I'm Not Exactly Perfect)
"And raped me," I said. So loud, so clear. (Someone Else's Love Story, Jackson, page 218)
I was all at once aware of how thin my silk shell was, how bare I was under it. (The Opposite of Everyone, Jackson, page 61)
Front Only? Really?
Trying to pick up the middle or end, without the front, is awkward at best. Really, it's pointlessly difficult.

John kisses Mary, Mary him back.
The second phrase is trying to pick up the verb from the first phrase. That's not impossible, because the brain tries understand whatever it's given. But, unlike when trying to carry over the front of a previous phrase, carrying over the middle is difficult. A reader will likely stop to process the grammar, which is against the whole spirit of SPG.

John was born in Finland, Jane Mexico, Harold Detroit.
That tries to carry over the middle. Again, it's awkward at best.

Trying to carry over the object, without also carrying over both the subject and verb, is even worse. 

John kisses Mary, Joe likes.

John kisses Mary, then touches.
So, there is Front-Only Rule for picking up information from a previous phrase -- the next phrase can pick up as much of the front as needed, but cannot easily pick up just the middle or end. As always, this isn't a convention we can agree to follow or not follow; it seems to be a principle of psychology. So I'm not making up this rule, I just discovered it and am reporting it.

This sentence is normal:
I am attracted to some guy who has ignored me, mistreated me, and said a total of four words to me.
The subject easily carries over. But the verb is changing, so, following the "rule", the object (me) has to be repeated in every phrase in order to be clear. Not repeating the object, hoping that it carries over, works horribly:
I am attracted to some guy who has ignored me, mistreated, and said a total of four words to.
Some writers try to break the front-only rule:

Between those and his own skill he'd survived the crash. Not his gunner, he noticed briefly. (The Cardinal in the Kremlin, Clancy page 17)
I wouldn't rate that as very successful; I would rewrite.

So violations of the Front-Only rule are awkward and jarring. That's why they are not used often. But when a writer breaks the front-only rule, the separator is almost always a period. (As, for example, in the passage above.) The following works with a period (#1) and fails dramatically with a comma (#2). After they are embarrassed by their parents:
1. Walcott turned to me and said, in a low conversational tone, I want to die now. You?" (Someone Else's Love Story, Jackson, page 78)

2. Walcott turned to me and said, in a low conversational tone, I want to die now, you?"
Similarly, #1 works fine, but #2, with a comma instead of a period, is jarring.
1. Things break all the time. Glass, and dishes, and fingernails. (Handle with Care, Jodi Picoult, start)
2. Things break all the time, glass, dishes, fingernails.
Another example. This is jarring:
     She had to be insane to want to drive in this.

     As if he wasn't. 
Deep Freeze, Racina)
I will note that the author wanted the extra attention, so jarringness was not all bad. But it still illustrates our points – (1) the difficulty of anything but a front-only carryover, and (2) the use of a period when the carryover isn't front-only.

The following violates the front-only rule and it uses a comma. But, I think it's wrong:
1. When Herod the king had heard these things, he was troubled, and all Jerusalem with him. (King James Bible).
So there are principles about what can be carried over and what cannot. Your intuition should work fine as a guide, but the front-only rule works just as well. If you want to break it, use a period.
Carrying: Words or Thoughts?
Ella stays quiet, and watches the drama.
It seems logical to think in terms of words and say that the word Ella attaches to watches the drama. That's a very grammatical way to think of things.
There's an alternative. The brain keeps track of what is being talked about; that's one thing brains do. So the brain has in mind the idea of Ella, not the word, and then the idea of Ella is attached to watches the drama.
Or it could do both -- that's the brain's usual MO. But there are advantages to thinking of the brain as carrying over meaning. Consider this:
Ella stays quiet, watches the drama, waiting to see who will back down.
Does the third phrase make sense by itself? No. It would if it picked up the word Ella from the first phrase, but that would require changing my rule, which said that pickup only occurs from the previous phrase. But the second phrase, to be complete, has to pick up the idea of Ella from the first phrase. So the third phrase picks up the idea of Ella from the second phrase, and I don't have to change my rule.

In fact, the third phrase cannot pick up a noun from the first phrase:

Ella stays quiet, Jon stares at William, waiting to see who will back down.
No one will interpret that third phrase as being about Ella. This shows that only the preceding phrase is relevant, though it is the implicit preceding phrase that matters.

Meanwhile, the subject can be easily carried across many phrases, as long as it's an idea in each phrase.
I'm sitting on the hill, waiting, and watching, enjoying the sun and the breeze and being a ghost for a day.
It's the narrator who is enjoying the sun. 
Choices on How Much to Carry
Suppose you are writing SPG. Because the subject can carry over to the next phrase, you, writer, have choices: not repeating the subject, or repeating the subject. The following contains both choices:
 I should help him, comfort him, I can't do anything really, rolling onto my side, the blanket over my ear, falling back asleep.
That's a subtle choice, but SPG is a world of subtle choices. When I edit my SPG, I feel like Jackson Pollack standing over an apparently meaningless painting, studying it, finally changing something that looks just as arbitrary as the rest of the painting, and getting a feeling that the change was right and makes things slightly better.

1. I went to my kitchen, tapped on Rex's cage to say hello, and burst into tears.
2. I went to my kitchen, tapped on Rex's cage to say hello, and I burst into tears. (Tricky Twenty-Two, Evanovich, pages 167-168)
#1 is standard grammar; #2 is presumably ungrammatical. (It might seem grammatical fine, but that and is not connecting three predicates or three clauses.) My feeling is that  reintroducing the subject in the third phrase (#2) is brilliant, doubling the power of that phrase.
I found the following sentence in a book using mostly-normal grammar but a slight tendency towards SPG. It's the second sentence I'm talking about, but I will leave in the preceding sentence, because it's somewhat in the same style. When the subject doesn't change from the previous phrase, sometimes she restates it and sometimes she doesn't. (David is her long-term boyfriend.)
So what I want to know is, if David came home and I wasn't there, if I were dead, missing, lying in the hospital, unconscious, beyond the reach of anything he could do, what would he do? Would he sink to the floor, slide down the wall to his knees, would his breathing turn jagged, gasping, would he make any sound, would he sob, cry out, would he hold his hand out in front of him like this man [in a picture], down on his knees, his hands spread, impotent, powerless, in love? (Body of a Girl, Leah Stewart)
Nouns
The second type of phrase in SPG is a noun or noun phrase:
A car, Wendy's car, we both recognize it, ...
A car is not picking up information from the previous phrase to become a functional clause. Instead, a noun can stand by itself as a phrase because the reader can understand it (and visualize or at least imagine it).
Roughly, the reader cannot visualize running without someone running. So an action can't be a phrase by itself. But the reader can visualize car by itself.
Can a noun be in the middle of a sequence of phrases? That isn't WG, but it's possible in SPG:
Drowsy, feeling lips on my knee, kissing me, an oh-my-God sensuous feeling moving up the inside of my thigh, I try to lay still but I have to squirm, lips moving higher, Rob, driving me crazy with desire, then kisses on my stomach, my breasts, finally Rob over my face, his breath
Rob is being introduced as a topic, but not at the start, Rob appears more than half way through. I wanted to capture the idea of her first noticing the sensations, and then, as she wakes up more, attributing them to Rob.

Normally the idea of Rob would be introduced by making him the subject of the next phrase:

Rob driving me crazy with desire
But I meant Rob as a single image -- her eventually becoming aware of and identifying Rob. Because I was writing SPG, Rob could be a single phrase, so my grammar matched what I was trying to communicate. Which is what grammar is supposed to do, but the rules of EG sometimes work against that.
Interjections
As we passed, I checked his marriage finger for that tattletale ring of paler flesh. Bingo. (Someone Else's Love Story, Jackson, page 20).
Bingo works fine as its own phrase. Technically it's a noun, but it's being used as an interjection. Anyway, interjections can be phrases. In narration, that probably works only for first person, where the feeling is known to belong to the narrator.
She looks shocked, then offended, shit, females never like me, I thought this was going to be different. (NEP)

Oh, ugh, duh, stupid me -- now I recognize my mystery feeling as jealousy. (EG)

Adjectives? Not Really
Some authors use adjectives as if they were phrases. But that doesn't work well for me, they are too jarring. 

He was living in a large complex, very depressing. (A Grown-Up Kind of Pretty, Jackson, page 166)

We're not ninjas," I said, sour. (A Grown-Up Kind of Pretty, Jackson)

I could see that she was smiling, faint, but enough to .... (A Grown-Up Kind of Pretty, Jackson)

Choices on Phrase Combination
1. I changed, last night I became a new person with a new life.

2. I changed last night, I became a new person with a new life.

3. I changed, last night, I became a new person with a new life.
These are all slightly different; all are fine SPG. I wanted #1 for my story, but #2 and #3 could be best for other stories. This choice is subtle, but the sheer number of choices gives SPG a hidden power.
Introductory Phrases? Usually Not SPG Phrases
In the morning gloom, Ella stood at the bus stop.
In the morning gloom is an introductory phrase in EG -- it provides information about what follows (Ella standing).
Introductory phrases often do not make sense by themselves. For example, there is no image for in the morning gloom.  Instead, most introductory phrases gain meaning only when attached to following information. Assembly required. Therefore, they do not meet the definition of a phrase in SPG.
Long and leanly muscular, ... (The Fault in Our Stars, Green, page 8)
There is no image for long and leanly muscular. It describes, but it describes someone in the next phrase; it adds information to an image, but only when the person is imagined.
Introductory phrases are, of course, a well-accepted part of EG. Readers are accustomed to reading them, they pack information efficiently, they allow an author to control the order of presenting information, and they add variety. But when they are not meaningful by themselves; they are not a part of SPG.
Ironically, morning gloom is a noun phrase, so it could function as a phrase in SPG:
#1. Gloomy morning, Ella stands at the bus stop.
So the problem with In the morning gloom was the preposition -- in can't be visualized, because there's no subject yet to be in that morning gloom. Meanwhile, the SPG acceptable gloomy morning is not acceptable WG.
Introductory phrases pose difficulties in reading. Imagine the introductory phrase is separated from the sentence by a comma. How does the reader know it's an introductory phrase? Because, when the reader is done reading it, it doesn't yet make sense. Well, that's a slow start already.

The introductory phrase usually connects to what immediately follows. So the reader reads whatever comes next, then tries to connect the two. This usually is successful. So the introductory phrase is not as difficult as a disconnected phrase.

But there's no rule in EG limiting the writer to one introductory phrase, so the piece it attaches too might not be immediately following. A constructed sentence:
In the early morning fog and gloom, at an ordinary bus stop in Dayton, Ohio, with her skin already chilled, and her hair wet with droplets, Ella stood waiting.

That's grammatically perfect EG, but it's also a lot of partially meaningless phrases to remember and then finish processing later. A reader will tend to end up with four disconnected ideas. Or, probably, fewer -- you might have had a little brain fog trying to process four phrases that did not make sense until you got to the end.

So, usually, a sentence has only one introductory phrase. One relatively-short introductory phrase create no consciously noticeable difficulty. That leaves us with our standard question: Is a short introductory phrase absolutely no difficulty, or is it imperceptibly more difficult (which is a small but accumulating problem)? Logic again suggests that there must be some problem.
Authors also often leave out the comma after the introductory phrase. That avoids too many commas playing too many roles in a sentence, but it gives the reader one more task to do in understanding the introductory phrase.
Anyway, an advantage of SPG is to avoid that difficulty in reading. Seize the advantage.
To me, introductory phrases differ in how well they can be imagined. I see no problem with introductory clauses involving time.
And I leave. When I'm out of his office, I collapse on the couch.

That is easily conceptualized as a phrase (clause) with a connector. But any introductory phrase is at least a warning flag. For a book in EG, I would prefer the above, but if I was writing in SPG, I might write:
I leave his office, collapse on the couch.
There might be no grammar rule for what counts as meaningful.

1. On the computer, she typed an email.

2. On her knees, she looked for her ring.
I think #1 is not a meaningful phrase. I complained before about prepositions that imply nouns but do not have nouns, so the noun must be picked up from the following phrase. But I would rate #2's introductory phrase as meaningful, even though it is grammatically-identical to #1. The difference is that the pronoun (her) brings a person into the introductory phrase. In context, the identity of the person would probably be known.

On her knees, on her floor, in the house she'd never wanted, she couldn't catch her breath. (Evvie Drake Starts Over, Holmes, page 248)
The counts as EG – EG allows infinite stacking of introductory phrases. That usually works out poorly, because it usually breaks the principles of SPG. But in the above, SPG is followed and the sentence makes sense.

There are two obvious fixes in SPG for the non-self-sufficient introductory phrase. First, it can be moved to where it makes sense:
Ella stood at the bus stop, waiting in the morning gloom.
Of course, there might have been a reason for the original word order. The other fix is to make the introductory phrase into a real phrase. That's a lot easier to do in SPG because of its grammatical flexibility:
A gloomy morning, Ella standing at the bus stop.
That version eliminates in, which was probably a grammatical contrivance. Second, it changes the to a (a gloomy morning). That better fits meaning -- the morning has not yet been mentioned.
I chose gloomy morning over morning gloom. Is morning gloom a special kind of gloom? Doesn't it just mean gloom in the morning? Meanwhile, gloomy makes perfect sense as an adjective modifying morning. (As noted, SPG encourages attention upon individual phrases -- attention they deserve.)
Two Clauses In the Same Phrase
In SPG, it is quite natural to separate two clauses with a comma. They are, usually, full thoughts deserving to be their own phrases. But one of your choices, one of the tools in your toolbox, is to put two clauses in the same phrase:
I try to lay still but I have to squirm.
I didn't want the image of her laying still -- I wanted the image of her trying to lay still but in fact squirming – both images at the same time.
A phrase should be something a reader can think about, and the comma functions as a signal to pause and think. So if you don't yet want the reader constructing the image or feeling that goes with your phrase, and if the next phrase leads to the correct image or feeling, the two phrases should probably be combined into one.
I look up at him and close my lips and lean slightly forward. Teenage boy, he understands but doesn't know what to do.
The first sentence is 'kiss me' movements. These are not three events happening over time, they're an integrated package of movements. So I made them a single phrase. Similarly, he simultaneously (1) understands, yet (2) doesn't know what to do. I didn't want the reader focusing on either one of those -- I wanted the reader focusing on both. So they also were combined into one phrase.
When EG is Wrong and SPG is Right
1. I can't swear at him, because I'm on probation.

2. George Washington was elected president because the people trusted him.
When EG and SPG conflict about whether or not to have a comma, SPG tends to convey the correct meaning better than EG. In the above, #1 says two things -- (1) that she can't swear at him and (2) why. The comma before because separates the two ideas. So, the number of ideas equals the number of phrases. Perfection.
#2 assumes you know that George Washington was elected president and asserts only one thing -- why. The two clauses are put in the same phrase to indicate that they are just one idea. So again the number of ideas equals the number of phrases.
That's normal SPG and WG, but #1 is technically incorrect EG. In EG, the comma isn't a separator of ideas, it's a symbol in a rule-based system. According to the EG rules, #1 should be written as:
1a. I can't swear at him because I'm on probation.

Most writers ignore EG and insert the comma to signal two ideas. That works, because (1) readers know that a comma can be just a separator, and (2) readers aren't sensitive to breaking EG laws in general, and (3) readers are unlikely to know that particular law. (Or care.) And, nowadays, using the comma is common in WG.
This issue -- using a comma to signal two ideas -- is not just for the word because, and it's not just for subordinating conjunctions, it comes up for everything. Fearlessly inserting a comma to mark two ideas:
She was still walking, towards the sound of the nail gun. (The Moon and More, Sarah Dressen, page 21)
The following is two good authors putting a misleading but EG-required comma between two independent clauses, even though only one idea is intended:
I could be naked standing next to Lula, and no one would give me a second glance. (Top Secret Twenty-One, Evanovich, page 10)
Evanovich did not mean to say that her character could be standing naked next to Lula -- that never happens and Evanovich didn't mean to say it might happen. So the comma signals the reader to pause and get the wrong impression. That doesn't work well.

I got the feeling that I could hurl obscenities at her, and she'd just keep on sipping her tea. (Fixer,, Barnes, page 67).
Barnes did not mean so say that her character could hurl obscenities at someone. Of course, readers will eventually understand these two sentences. But this understanding is achieved despite the grammar; grammar is supposed to be helping, not sending readers off in the wrong direction.
This issue is discussed in my book Modern Punctuation and Grammar: Tools Not Rules. For here, I want to make the point that SPG gets it right, EG doesn't, and writers usually follow SPG on this issue. Which is a good example of how our grammar has been changing, and the change is towards SPG and supported by the fact that all readers understand SPG -- it's the hidden grammar of English.
Editing Into SPG
To me, this next passage somewhat resembles Dickens. I don't get the sense that I'm supposed to work hard to understand the full grammar of the sentence; instead, I'm supposed to read a sequence of phrases. However, unlike Dickens, the phrases are not easily understood with reference to only the preceding phrase. That does not make for easy reading.
If he had chosen to look back, which he did not, he could have seen the spire of Much Nadderby, and, seeing it, might have uttered a malediction on the inhospitable little hotel which, though obviously empty, had refused him a bed. (C. S. Lewis, Out of the Silent Planet)
I rewrote this so that each phrase made sense by itself or with reference to only the immediately previous phrase. That improved the understandability of that sentence (though it might not have the elegance the author wanted).
He did not choose to look back, but if he had, he could have seen the spire of Much Nadderby, and upon seeing it, he might have uttered a malediction on the inhospitable little hotel, which had been obviously empty and yet refused him a bed. 
And that's a general principle you can use to make any writing easier to understand.
No Assembly Required
We have now twice visited the idea that EG requires assembly and SPG should not. The first was the disconnected phrases; now we have the introductory phrase, when the following phrase is needed.

This principle of avoiding assembly can actually be quite subtle:

I want you to think about and test what I say in this book.
That looks like one phrase. But it's really two ideas, (1) thinking about what I say in this book and (2) testing what I say in this book. Those don't fuse into an integrated action. So the compound verb must be broken into two pieces, then each piece needs to connected to the rest of the sentence. Assembly required.

So that compound verb very efficiently avoids repetition. But it creates a sentence that required assembly, so it wasn't SPG, and the sentence was slow to understand. Having an embedded and disconnected phrase would actually have been easier -- then at least the punctuation gives clues to the underlying grammar.
I want you to think about -- and test -- what I say in this book.
But that's still not really SPG. The SPG sentence below has more words of course -- the whole point of not using SPG was to save words -- but it's really easy to understand:

I want you think about what I say in this book, and to test everything.

That's not perfect -- there's an extra word and some ambiguity in the meaning of everything. But no assembly is required and it's easy to read. Authors don't write on home-made papyrus. We do try to avoid useless words, to make a sentence easier to read. But there is no reason to save words when that makes a sentence harder to understand.

So, two distinct verbs probably should not share an object in SPG. But if the verbs are meant to be combined, that's different.

She punched and kicked the wall.

I wanted an image of punching and kicking.

Reassembling phrases can also be ambiguous.
Ella went to the store to buy ingredients for supper tonight.
Did Ella go to the store tonight? Or did she go earlier to buy things for tonight's supper? It's ambiguous.

Ella looked up and leaned forward seductively.
Did Ella look up seductively? EG can be be a morass of disconnected pieces, often requiring impossible decisions about how assembly should occur. You are supposed to completely avoid that in SPG. If she did not look up seductively:
Ella looked up, then leaned forward seductively.
Chapter 5: Avoiding A Within-Phrase Comma
Suppose you're writing SPG and using the comma to separate phrases. It's awkward – and probably downright confusing -- to also have a comma within a phrase. Your reader will natural think that comma ends a phrase – that's what your other commas were doing; that was the point. How is the reader supposed to know this within-phrase comma was different?
If the words before the comma make sense as a phrase, your reader will be deceived into thinking the phrase is over. If the words before the comma don't make sense, your reader will notice something is wrong, triggering a response to solve the problem. That's better than being deceived, but it's not an auspicious event -- the reader, having read some words is supposed to be already understanding those words, not be just starting out on a quest.
Your reader might think the confusion is caused by misreading a word, so your reader might reread the phrase. That would be a waste of time in this case, and meanwhile the action in the story has ground to a halt.
Sooner or later, your reader will read on, hoping that solves the problem. That should work (unless a word actually was misread).
But no matter how this further reading plays out, the reader must look at the meaning of the words, then use that meaning to figure out organization. Once the organization is known, the meaning of the commas can be known.
That's totally backwards. The comma is supposed to be helping to organize the sentence; the reader isn't supposed to have to organize the sentence to then discover what role the comma plays.
And if some of your commas don't end phrases, what happens when your reader comes to a comma that does end a phrase? Your reader has to worry that isn't the role the comma is playing. So all of your commas have become less reliable, and your reader will not simply trust any comma to be ending phrase.
The following is a constructed sentence. There are three phrases, but there are commas within the phrases.
She knew, well, his situation, the tall, handsome man living, working, and playing in Dayton, Ohio, but she disliked, avoided, and criticized long distance romances.
SPG should never be this difficult to read. It should never be close.
The actual size of the problem depends on a lot of things. You might only rarely have commas within phrases. You might try to ensure that the meaning makes everything clear. Readers are used to handling commas within phrases, EG does that all of the time.
But the basic advice for SPG is:
Avoid commas within phrases (when the

comma is the separator)
SPG is supposed to be simple. The reader is supposed to see a comma and know it separates two phrases, not be using EG to discover its meaning. Carpe diem.

EG
EG of course allows commas within phrases. In fact, it sometimes demands them. One of the peculiar weaknesses of English punctuation is forcing the comma to play too many roles. The consequence, as I have now pointed out several times, is that the comma does not organize a sentence until the reader knows the role of the comma. And the reader cannot know the role of the comma until the sentence is organized. Ironic, right?

It is possible that I am overstating the problem. But everyone else ignores it. Um, they ignore it until they have to write, and then they have to deal with it.

EG could be substantially improved just by changing the punctuation mark for lists.

His face was heavily wrinkled, savaged by time, four packs of menthols a day, a poor diet, and most of all a bitter sense of injustice. (The Target, Balducci, page 1)
You might understand that organization; I didn't. Using the tilde (~) for lists helps:
His face was heavily wrinkled, savaged by time ~ four packs of menthols a day ~ a poor diet ~ and most of all a bitter sense of injustice.
The point I am trying to make is this: There's a substantial problem with commas in EG. This can be handled in different ways. (Disussed in Modern Punctuation and Grammar: Tools not Rules.) But you make it go away when you write in SPG.
Just Leave the Comma In?
A within-phrase comma will not stop the world from turning. Clark never claimed to be writing SPG (perhaps because I invented the word), but his writing comes very close to SPG. Anyway, he sometimes puts commas within phrases:
... a candy dish filled with pink, yellow, and green butter mints on the dining room table ... (The Jezebel Remedy)
And this is from DIckens:
He had that rather wild, strained, seared marking about the eyes, ... (Dickens)
These are not unreasonable -- the reader knows this role of the comma. So you can put commas within your phrases even though you are also using the comma as your separator.
But that probably isn't your best choice. I'm a purist. I want to turn off the EG processor, have pure SPG, then dance in the options of that. I want the simplicity of SPG while I tap into its power and complexity. Or, put another way, one of the main advantages of SPG is simplifying the meaning of commas -- why would I throw that advantage away?

And there are techniques for avoiding the comma. So, while leaving in the comma is one of your choices, and on rare occasion possibly a reasonable choice, you should seriously consider the other options and probably never put a comma within a phrase when trying to write SPG.
Discarding the Comma
One choice for avoiding a within-phrase comma is simple: Remove it. Put your cursor behind it, hit backspace, and delete it.
I drive down the road, I follow signs to Dayton Ohio, I count on my fingers and toes all the reasons I have for being angry with him.
That breaks a rule of grammar -- city is supposed to be separated from state by a comma. But most readers won't care; I doubt many will even notice.

So far I have accepting the rules for constructing phrases in EG. So this is different -- now I am suggesting that you break the rules for within a phrase.

So be it.
A list can be just ands with no commas:
red and green and pink
That construction is used in WG:
Two abrupt explosions pieced the sounds of the sea and the wind and the vessel's pain. (The Bourne Identity, Ludlum, page 13)

At last he drops off for two hours, sleep that is thin and dream-haunted and unrestful. (Stephen King, Mr. Mercedes, page 200)
His offer was a living thing between us, so new and pink and blinking that it made me nervous. (The Opposite of Everything, Jackson, page 67)
Two adjectives modifying the same noun should (usually) be separated by a comma in EG. Or at least that's the rule:
She was a large, impassive, heavy-featured woman with a stern, set expression of mouth. (The Hounds of the Baskervilles, Doyle, page 63)
But they can be separated by and or just left together without a comma.
...resembling the serene and slim Virgin Mary in every way... (Evanovich, To the Nines, page 49)
Bob was a big scruffy red-haired dog... (Evanovich, To the Nines, page 58)
...he kisses my cheek, no BITES it, stabbing shocking excruciating pain.
In the following, the author is writing a list, so the comma for separating adjectives can be misinterpreted as separating items of a list:
She has curly red hair chopped into a short bob, freckled skin, a trim, perfectly average body, and her wardrobe runs heavily to black-and-olive drab. (Evanovich, Wicked Appetite)
Yes, you might have read that correctly, but at first I read that she had a trim (a type of haircut). So there was comma confusion. Either of the following would have been clear:
a trim and perfectly average body

a trim perfectly average body
And Evanovich avoids that problem elsewhere. From her Plum Series:
I have a lot of unruly curly brown hair from the Italian side of my family... (Tricky Twenty-Two, page 4)
Other Punctuation Options
There are other punctuation options:
red & green & pink
a primitive/simple grammar
These might be awkwardly unfamiliar. But readers will understand them, and they would become more familiar if more writers used them.

Plus, it wasn't like anybody was knocking down my door, eager to befriend the loner/quiet/sad girl. (Kill the Boy Band, 2016, Moldavsky, page 36)
...and his girlfriend/fiancee/wife had been an eager and cooperative subject. (Last Seen Leaving, 2016, Roehrig, page 4)

And we have already mentioned the idea of marking an embeded phrase with parentheses or dashes instead of commas.

Rewrite
Another option is to write around the problem:
Dayton in Ohio

a candy dish filled with pink and green butter mints
That second example simply left out a color. (I think Clark was describing an actual candy and did not have that option, alas.)

Trying to write SPG, I had:
She acts like being here, talking to me, is ordinary. 
I rewrote that to:
She acts like being here is ordinary, talking to me is ordinary. 
And I had other choices. Similarly:

1. It was a solid, very safe choice.

2. It was a solid choice, very safe. (The Opposite of Everyone, Jackson, page 98)


That uses the adjective phrase I complained about. Perhaps I should not have complained as much, but I would have written:

3. It was a solid choice, a very safe choice.

To return to that initial example, this is a possible rewrite:
Well . . . he was tall and handsome, but she knew his situation, he lived his life in Dayton, and she disliked long distance romances, criticized them, and certainly avoided them

Moving a List to the End
When a list is at the end of a sentence, the items in the list can probably be conceptualized as phrases. So a technique is to move a list from the middle to the end of the sentence.
1. I slowly, languorously, and carefully massage my hand. [wrong]

2. I massage my hand slowly, languorously, carefully.
#1 is correct in EG, but doesn't work as SPG -- I slowly is not a phrase, and languorously only makes sense with reference to a following phrase. #2 is SPG with the adverbs being their own phrases (and picking up most of the information from the preceding phrase).

From Clark's book (written in the style of SPG), a very long list at the end of a sentence is easily understood as meaningful phrases.
...she seemed to have ... been shanghaied into a dull land of earth tones, Scrabble games, paint-by-number vacations, Cinemax replays of A Star is Born, monthly potlucks, Lean Cuisines, cobwebs, dust bunnies, marital conversations retarded by a mumbled "Huh" or a distracted "What, sweetie?," community center Zumba classes, flannel, mismatched silverware, lukewarm champagne and box steps every December 31, matted fleece bedroom slippers and sex so mission control she could count down the seconds between her husband biting her neck and squeezing her breast.
In theory, she seemed to have been shanghaied into a land of carries over through the entire list. In practice, that might be a bit much for a brain to carry over, but EG has the same issue. In practice, enough gets carried over that I have no problem processing these noun phrases as meaningful SPG phrases.
Thinking of those as being phrases, instead of list items, suggests some editing changes. It's grammatically permissible for the last two items of a list not to be separated by a comma (no Oxford comma). However, as phrases in SPG, the comma is needed. So a comma would be very useful after bedroom slippers. Meanwhile the and isn't necessary to close off the list if they are phrases in SPG. That creates:
...matted fleece bedroom slippers, sex so mission control she could count down the seconds between her husband biting her neck and squeezing her breast.
It's awkward that the following two phrases are not so obviously separated by a comma:
marital conversations retarded by a mumbled "Huh" or a distracted "What, sweetie?," community center Zumba classes,
I'm not even sure how that comma got inside the quotes. Anyway, putting the comma outside the quote marks works better for separating.
marital conversations retarded by a mumbled "Huh" or a distracted "What, sweetie?", community center Zumba classes,
In the following Clark writes a list of adjectives after the noun they modify, allowing them to be conceptualized as SPG:
the painkiller cool, strong, rapid,
But I would have put a comma before cool. The problem is the painkiller cool is not a typical word order for an English phrase.
Chapter 6: Separators
The separator is usually a comma. That fits the comma's role as the smallest divider, plus it leaves the period to be used as a larger divider. So the comma is your default separator. Typical SPG:
Oh oh, Jeremy coming up to me, showing me a big smile, he's standing close, I could touch his chest or arm, his closeness excites me.
If you are using something other than a comma, you should have a reason. But there are other separators (and, occasionally, good reasons).
Period (Full Stop)
The separator can be a period. That choice gives up one of your tiers -- you can't have the period as a larger separator. But it gives a different feel and should be in your tool-box.
I listen to him breath. I feel each inhale. Exhale. Against me. (Lynn, The Scent of Dreams)
We talked in the car. He talked. Cried. I listened. Windows down. Gusts of wind. Sand from my feet on the Wendy's bed and black floor mat.

(Messenger, Williams, page 193)

And of course any sentence-ending punctuation will accomplish the same effect:
We both look at the zero. Nothing is happening. We're still alive! I'm still here! The bomb didn't go off!
With the period as the separator, a phrase can easily end up being a fragment:
No one came near Maria or me. Not complaining about that. Only occasionally Puke Face. He'd look down at us, drool a little, and move on. Hours passed. (Metro Girl, Evanovich, page 285).
A fragment can result because the phrase is just a noun, or because information is being carried over. As noted, when the information to be carried over is the middle or end of the previous phrase, the period is the separator of choice.
Business was being conducted. All kinds of business. (start of The Cardinal of the Kremlin, Tom Clancy)
So, fragments can be conceptualized as children of SPG, infiltrating modern writing. Did I mention how SPG explains how writers deviate from EG?

Style
Choice of separator gives the SPGer another distinct choice for style. Some mid-paragraph changes from comma to period as separator:
One more glance-around as we leave, still all men. Strange. Almost upsetting. (Appendix B)
No indication that a crime had been committed, no mention of the nursery school or of a human being. A dead body. Found. In a patch of woodland. (Borderline, Marklund, page 46 trade)
And a change in separator from one paragraph to the next:
     I sweep her into a big hug, my hands don't pass through her, she says she loves me, I look into her eyes.

     She's here. She does.

(Appendix A)
Ellipses
Another choice for separator is the ellipsis. In nonfiction, which would not concern us except for this book being nonfiction, the ellipsis signals that words are missing. (In this book, unspaced periods are used to signal that.) In fiction writing, an ellipsis usually signals a trailing off, as if a person is running out of words or cannot think of them. Or it could be used for a dramatic pause. So it's a busy symbol.
Ellipses can also be used to separate loosely connected thoughts:
That's embarrassing . . . it makes me anxious . . . but I love it too.

He shakes his head and says, "I don't know . . . To help you . . . to do something worthwhile with my life . . . in addition to saving lives at Buckhead restaurants, that is." (First Comes Love, Giffin, page 158)

Which means the ellipsis can be used as a separator:
He's about 6 foot 2 inches, gangling, bony face, big hands, hands that don't look clumsy, hands that would be good at building things . . . hands that could . . . I'm daydreaming . . . hands that would make me feel . . .
To me, ellipses suggest the passage of time. The following is the first paragraph where I decided to use ellipsis as the separator:
Something's wrong. Looking at Rob, it's not Rob, wondering if it's me, I feel normal, looking around the restaurant, something about the restaurant is wrong. Normal waiters . . . normal busboys . . . the decor, it's ugly but not wrong . . . the two men at the next table, unremarkable . . . studying the other customers . . .
I didn't want the sense that her observations were occurring quickly. Instead, I wanted the reader feeling the time between those events. Even if the reader didn't know I wanted that effect, the ellipses still slow the reader down, mimicking the effect I wanted.
Commas Within Larger Separators
The ellipses is "bigger" than a comma, so a comma can be placed within a phrase when the ellipsis is the separator.
A girl walks uncertainly almost to where I'm sitting . . . stops . . . asks with her eyes if can she sit with me . . . I'm fond of my place next to the lake, in the sun, where I can be alone and just think . . . but it's also a jail cell.
A reader might decide that I switched back to using a comma as a separator or forget that I was temporarily using something bigger then a comma. So there could be some confusion.
But those minor confusions are nothing like the major confusion created when the separator is a comma and commas also appear within phrases. Also, in the above, there would have been little problem if the reader thought those commas were separators. So the ellipsis as separator allows commas within phrases.
Trying my best, but . . . I study the quote as hard as I can, but . . . I still don't understand it. 
It seemed right to put the comma and conjunction (, but) before the separator. That creates a different meaning, but it's the meaning I wanted. This suggests a huge range of possibilities with slightly different meanings, which is my experience in writing SPG.
I never use a larger separator just so I can put commas in my phrases. The ellipsis has a meaning, at least to me, and I use it only when I want that meaning. I just feel more free to add commas to my phrases when I am using a "bigger" separator. Of course, you can do whatever you think is best, but there's a problem if your separators don't have a consistent meaning.
The Dash
Another occasionally-useful separator is the dash.
Easy Lays are simple to deal with -- they want to have sex -- if they get it, they're happy -- if they just think they're going to get it they're still happy -- so I don't have to play any complicated male ego games with Jeremy -- I can pretty much do whatever I want -- it's all smooth and easy.
The dash is "bigger" than the comma, so it allows commas within phrases.
I decided that one passage from Martin Clark's The Jezebel Remedy would have worked better using a dash as the separator. Changing commas to dashes:
She and Joe drove directly back to the farm, and for a second time they searched everywhere they knew to look -- kept at it -- hunted along the creek -- honked the horn all the way to the main road -- crisscrossed the woods calling Brownie's name -- crawled behind the square bales of hay and shined the flashlight -- circled Foy Rice's pond, Joe with his hands cupped around his eyes so he could see into the shallows. Nothing.

(page 211)
The comma between pond and Joe was misleading in the original version -- I read pretty far into that modifier before realizing it wasn't its own phrase. So switching to dashes had the side benefit of making that within-phrase comma easier to understand.
Why use a dash as the separator? The superficial answer is that the comma didn't seem to be working right, and I didn't want the between-event duration suggested by ellipses. In other words, the dash was the only remaining good separator.
The rewrite of Clark's passage was a list of events, and I suspect that's one good circumstance for dashes. But I also use dashes to separate ideas:
No tables are completely empty, so I sit at a mostly-empty table in the middle of the cafeteria, a small clique of girls across from me, occasionally looking at me, then looking annoyed because I'm at their table -- like I'm doing something wrong -- but I have to sit someplace.  (NEP)
The following is neither events or ideas. I think I just wanted a bigger separation than a comma. The dash tends to be harsh, and I wanted harsh.
I'm SO insulted -- angry, offended -- getting off his lap and standing up -- totally pissed.  (NEP)
Here's another good candidate for dashes. (She is trying to get someone to sponsor her entry into a dance.) Without dashes:

"I just want to have a good time. Dance." I shrug my shoulders. "Whatever."

He looks at me. He's undecided. He's probably intrigued by the idea of whatever. He wants to, he's just worrying. I add, "I'm a damsel in distress."
Using dashes improves the second paragraph -- it became less a sequence of events and more a collection of ideas:
He looks at me -- he's undecided -- he's probably intrigued by the idea of whatever -- he wants to, he's just worrying -- I add, "I'm a damsel in distress."
So the dash is useful when the comma and ellipsis don't work. That seems to be lists, ideas, and events that need to be separated yet the time between them isn't important.
Semicolon
A lot of writers avoid all semicolons. If you never use a semicolon, you're probably fine and certainly in good company. Also, the semicolon plays a role in EG, so to me it suggests EG. That's a small reason to avoid it.
But the semicolon is sitting there, waiting to be used, perhaps even coming to mind unbidden when you have some problem you can't solve with your regular tools. I was writing pure SPG:
I stand too close to William, we accidentally bump together twice; when we get to the front of the line, he pays for me.
That wasn't four sequential events. The first two phrases are things happening while they stand in line; neither one is actually occurring first. But then the next two are events ordered in time. So treating them as four equal things didn't work. A semicolon allowed a higher tier, organizing the sentence the way it should be organized.
But there was another choice:
I stand too close to William and we accidentally bump together twice, when we get to the front of the line he pays for me.

I'm not sure why I used semicolons in the following.

I don't want to figure anything out; I don't want to try to help things I can't help; I don't want to think; and I definitely don't want to face myself. I just want to escape. Everything. 
Those pieces are, in a way, ideas, but separating them with a dash didn't capture that she was probably thinking of them one at a time, in that order. A comma blended them together, which I didn't want. That kind of left just the semicolon. Also, the semicolon is often my go-to punctuation for parallel form.
In theory, the semicolon should be very useful in Modern English, because it can create four tiers of separators: commas, semicolons, periods, paragraphing. Modern writing has instead moved away from the semicolon. Perhaps readers cannot easily handle the fourth tier -- they can understand the semicolon as a separator larger than the comma and smaller than the period, but the distinction isn't that easy to make and maintain.

Mixing Different Connectors
In some of my examples, the separator changed half-way through the sentence. But usually a sentence has only one type of separator. I think that homogeneity is good -- we want the reader knowing what the separator is, and inconsistency too often leads to  uncertainty and ambiguity.

But it's theoretical possible to always choose the best separator and not care if it's the same or different from the previous separator.
Mrs. Neal startling; turning back to the board, rereading the quote . . . seeing if my answer makes any sense. I'm praying it did, not much hope; she still isn't smiling -- so it didn't.
To me, mixing separators invites thinking about their meaning -- the whole point of using them would be that they have different meanings. That leads to the reader trying to understand the meaning of the punctuation, which usually isn't what I want. To me, SPG is supposed to be simple; hopefully, the phrases get the same relationship to each other, and that relationship is supposed to be 'this is the next phrase.'
So I don't use that style. (The passage above was constructed as just an example.) But someone will sooner or later try it.
Faced with the cold hard reality of writing a story -- using just words and symbols to communicate what I want to say -- I will sometimes use a different separator just once, because it seems right:
By the time everything is fixed, the day is over, so we spend the night at the nearby hotel, by the ocean with a restaurant; maybe a romantic evening with post-argument sex?
It's odd to have just one semicolon. However, the sentence-ending question mark belongs to only the last phrase, and the semicolon nicely accomplishes that organization. A period would have done the same, but it would have been more of a break than I wanted.
Here's a stray dash separating an idea from events. It also functions like a colon -- the events explain the idea.
Funny how dying on the same day and being buried in the same cemetery could tie two guys together, but there it is -- Norm saying hi, Norm asking about my afterlife, us shaking hands, then Norm and me sitting on the hill, sitting and sitting, sharing stories, watching, waiting. Wondering.
And as a Separator
afk4ever wrote:
I look down at my kicks and maybe I totally read her wrong cos she's just sat down beside me and all I can do is sputter my name, and she says "I'm Emma" and smiles at me.
He is using and as a separator:
I look down at my kicks

maybe I totally read her wrong cos she's just sat down beside me

all I can do is sputter my name

she says "I'm Emma"

smiles at me.
I never would have thought of that. But I can mimic it:
Then she asks if I know why I'm here, and I just shake my head no and I'm ashamed, but it's no big deal to her and she just gestures and I guess I'm supposed to follow her, so I do, but she's limping like something's wrong with her leg, and suddenly I think maybe I'm here cos I like guys, but that doesn't make sense either.
Instead of consistently using and, I also used other conjunctions. I was also consistently used clauses. My goal was to mimic his style, but it comes out feeling like SPG.
Another author using and as a separator for a SPG-like passages in her book:

My face is in his hands and my lips are at his lips and he's kissing me and I'm oxygen and he's dying to breathe. (Shatter Me, page 228, Mafi)
This time I'm in his arms and against the wall and I'm trembling everywhere and he's so gentle, so careful, touching me like I'm made of porcelain and I want to shatter. (page 147)
When and is the separator, a problem arises if and appears within phrases. The following would be awkward:

And she steals the pack and my lighter from me and lights one herself 
The first and is not meant as a separator. This is the same problem as putting a comma within a phrase when the comma is the separator. But the author actually wrote:

And she steals the pack from me and my lighter and lights one herself (afkforlife)
So he cleverly chose an odd construction which allowed finishing the phrase before the conjunction. So, if not perfect SPG, at least there was no disconnected phrase:
She steals the pack from me

and my lighter

lights one herself
Miscellaneous
Here's a slash being used as a separator (inside parentheses):

Via an onerous process of elimination ("What do you want" / "What do you want?" / "I'm happy with anything." / "So am I." / "Maybe not the panna cotta?" / "Agreed. Not the panna cotta." / "The lemon tart -- was that a face you made?" / "Happy to have it." / "Oh, I was going to say not that? But if you want it, we can . . .?" / "Very happy not to have it." / "So that leaves three -- go on, you choose." / "Honestly, they sound equally good to me. I couldn't choose between them. You choose. Any. But not the tiramisu." / "And apple crumble's boring, so shall we go sticky toffee? / "Fine." / "You're sure you don't want lemon? I think you wanted the lemon, and when I said I didn't, maybe you were just agreeing to be polite." / "I'm happy with anything. Lemon is fine. Sticky toffee is fine." / "Sticky toffee, then?" / "Sticky toffee it is." / "Sure?" / "Sure, I just want a taste anyway.") we order the sticky toffee pudding. (Not Working, Owens, pages 102-103)
And the separator can even be that mid-height dot I used just for the sake of example in my Chapter 2:

do not swallow · to minimize swallowing use a pea-sized amount in children under 6 · supervise children's brushing until good habits are established · children under 2 yrs: ask a dentist. (Crest, instructions)
Chapter 7: Connectors
1. She's gutsy, but she doesn't smile much. (EG)
I will call but a "connector." That's one of the three key grammar terms in SPG. Definition:
 A connector occurs at the front of a phrase and indicates how that phrase relates to the previous phrase (or previous idea).
In SPG, using a connector is always optional. Removing the but:
2. She's gutsy, she doesn't smile much.
That's an ungrammatical comma splice in EG, but it's perfectly acceptable in SPG -- it's a sequence of two meaningful phrases. (But it's not the meaning I wanted.)
There is a huge variety in connectors:
nothing comes to mind, except for the obvious
Some guys don't tell, and some guys tell everyone.
that seems like a bad choice, especially with her sitting there,
We were arguing, now we're silent,
Norm appears next to me, like he does every year
The mayor's happy, because everyone forgot about the fire hydrant snafu
Norm goes racing down the hill, even though there's no hurry
If you are accustomed to the concepts of EG, you probably expected 'connector' to be the same as 'conjunction.' But they aren't the same -- the list above includes a few connectors that would be called adverbs in EG.
So 'connector' might seem like a complicated concept, but it's not -- EG is the complicated grammar, and its category of 'conjunction' is seriously flawed. Meanwhile, 'connector' is a simple concept. And, like the two other basic concepts in SPG, 'connector' is primitive and fundamental to any language.
We are done! Connectors have been explained! Except . . . for better or worse, you know English and the rudiments of EG. And worse, you have the habits of EG. So I should explain how the connector is different from the terms and so-called concepts in EG and how it should be used differently. EG is a mess, so that discussion will take the rest of this long chapter. Sorry.

(I did promise a look at EG from a new perspective.)

Not Functioning As an Adverb

1. That seems like a bad choice, especially with her sitting there.
Especially looks like an adverb. Ending in -ly, it looks EXACTLY like an adverb.
But! Especially doesn't modify the verb. Moving it in front of the verb actually destroys its meaning:
2. That seems like a bad choice, with her especially sitting there.
The explanation in EG is that adverbs can modify phrases and clauses. So especially modifies with her sitting there. But IT DOESN'T -- especially doesn't make any sense when the second phrase is by itself:
Especially with her sitting there
As I discuss in my book The, adverb tends to be a junk category, used for many words that are not easily classified into the usual categories.
Clauses are, in a sense, just a sequence of ideas. The reader starts out not knowing if there are any special relationships between them; if there is, the reader doesn't know what they are. But of course the reader can try to infer them, as part of making sense of the ideas.
But it's very common -- and good writing -- for the author to express those relationships. Some relationships can be expressed with the coordinating conjunctions. But, for example, shows that the next clause in some way changes direction from the preceding clause. Many relationships can be expressed with the subordinating conjunctions, such as because and while.
Then there are words, such as especially, which are not called conjunctions yet perform the same role.So, when you saw my list of connectors, you might have thought it strange to consider especially as a connector; in fact, it's strange to consider that usage of especially as an adverb. Meanwhile thinking of it as a connector makes perfect sense.
And now my eyes start to get tears. Meanwhile, my father has stopped talking.
Meanwhile expresses the relationship of the second phrase to the first, and it has no meaning without that first phrase. So it's a connector.
The grammarians can't call meanwhile a connector, because they don't have that term, yet they have to call it something, so they call it an 'adverb'Unlike the previous example, meanwhile can be put in front of the verb without loss in meaning.
My father has meanwhile stopped talking.
And, in a way, meanwhile is saying when something occurred, so it modifies the verb. So there's a few good signs for it being an adverb.
But meanwhile doesn't modify the verb in the way that, say, quickly would do. Quickly stopped is a way of stopping; meanwhile stopped is not a way of stopping.
And meanwhile doesn't really say when the action occurred. Night stopping would do that, though no one would call night an adverb (or use it that way). Same for August 8th stopping.
Instead, meanwhile says when the action occurred, in relationship to the previous action. Normally two events occur sequentially, but meanwhile indicates they are happening at the same time. So meanwhile doesn't have any meaning without the first sentence, and it perfectly fits the definition of a connector.
Another example:
All he said yesterday was that he would see me today. It seemed so momentous. Now it seems so trivial.
Now is exactly like meanwhile. It can be moved to the front of the verb:
It now seems so trivial.
And in a way it modifies the verb, though in a way it doesn't. But ultimately it describes a transition -- the first two sentences are about the past, and now marks a return to the present.
The word then has the same issue:
Then we introduced ourselves. (The Fault In Our Stars, Green, page 5)
As noted, events usually follow one another. If so, then is redundant. But the previous sentences in that book had interrupted the flow of events to describe someone. The connector then usefully indicated a return to the description of events.
Contrast these examples to a real adverb:

Quickly, she listed her previous boyfriends.
It makes perfect sense to think of quickly as an adverb. It modifies listed (the verb) and is easily moved in front of that verb. I would even think that's easier to understand:

She quickly listed her previous boyfriends.

Also, there's no reference to anything that went before, and the phrase stands by itself. So quickly is not a connector.
I suspect there is a simplicity to putting the connector first (instead of in front of the verb) and putting true adverbs in front of the verb (instead of at the start of the sentence). It is, in a way, odd that the connector can be moved in front of the verb in EG.
King Jame Bible
I'm going to stop for a moment and consider the King James Translation of the Bible. The first verse famously begins with "In the beginning". The next 26 verses begin with the word And. That's an incredible lack of grammatical diversity.
This is a translation from some older language, probably Hebrew. It apparently had a rule that a verse had to start with a connector. So they had to use a lot of meaningless ands. (I'm treating the verse number as the separator.)
The point is, the concepts of SPG are primitive and basic. So they are useful for analyzing any language. Hebrew (or whatever language it is) doesn't solve the problem of connection the same way as Modern English, but it still faced the same problem and had to find some solution.
The Book of Matthew apparently follows this rule too -- verses start with a connector. It has three different types of connectors: (1) what we would now call coordinating conjunctions, such as and; (2) a reference to time, such as now; or (3) an introduction to who is talking, such as Jesus said. So this unknown language had its own list of allowable connectors.

To ride with the unicorns for a moment . . . the basic structure of the English sentence is thought to be subject/verb/object. But in a story, could we think of information about time as coming first. That would make the order when/subject/verb/object.
Obviously, information about When can usually be left out, whenever it's the same time (or just after) the preceding sentence. Essentially, time gets carried over. If this is not true, mentioning time becomes (nearly) mandatory. In the following, #1 is confusing and I suspect no one would write it.
1. I liked Tom. I love him.

2. I liked Tom. Now I love him.
And sometimes time is not the issue, say in a discussion of setting or an essay on ideas. Then other connectors are needed. But perhaps the basic form of an English sentence is to start with an optional connector.
Pre-Connectors
Because everyone forgot about the fire hydrant snafu, the mayor's happy.
One of the quirks of English grammar is that a subordinating conjunction can come first in the sentence, yet express the relationship of the first phrase to the second. I will call these pre-connectors. This is not a term from SPG, I am using it just to contrast SPG to EG.
Obviously, pre-connectors are different from connectors, which always state the change from the previous phrase.
Because it contains a pre-connector, the first phrase above is not meaningful by itself -- assembly is required. So that phrase violates the principles of SPG. That factor is enough reason to not use pre-connectors in SPG.
The need for assembly gives the pre-connector some challenge in reading. As always, this difficulty becomes perceptible for multiple introductory phrases:
Because he wanted to come to the party and be with other people, and he wanted to have a good time and celebrate the end of his week, while working on the latest project he was preoccupied.

As always, even a single short phrase after the pre-connector presumably has some cost in understandability, even if it is not consciously noticeable.
Second, the pre-connector forces use of EG to assemble the meaning. If you are writing SPG, a pre-connector will not cause the world to self-destruct -- readers are accustomed to them and will know what to do. But it will lose the feeling of SPG and the simplicity of SPG.
One simple rewrite is reversing the order of the phrases.
The mayor's happy because everyone forgot about the fire hydrant snafu.
Of course, there could be a reason for the original order. The other simple solution is to transform the connector and move it to the second phrase:
Everyone forgot about the fire hydrant snafu, so the mayor's happy.
The pre-connector has two more other oddities. First, coordinating conjunctions cannot be pre-connectors. For example, when the sentence order of #1 below is reversed, the meaning changs.

1. But I can't, I have to do something. 

2. I have to do something, but I can't.
In other words, the coordinating conjunctions always refer to the previous phrase. Only subordinating conjunctions can be pre-connectors. Why? I have no idea.

Second oddity, a subordinating conjunction can't be a pre-connector in the middle of a sequence of phrases.
1. Because I'm making a new start, I don't even need to be on his list.

2. I don't need to be high on his list, because I'm making a new start, I don't even need to be on his list.
#1 has two phrases and the pre-connector applies to the second phrase; #2 has three phrases, with the supposed pre-connector appearing before the second phrase. However, everyone will interpret it as applying to the previous phrase.
This problem transcends pre-connectors. Here is the same problem for an introductory phrase.
1. Thanks to John, we knew to avoid eating the salad.

2. We went to lunch, thanks to John, we knew to avoid eating the salad.
Thanks to John obviously applies to the following phrase in #1, but not in #2; in #2, I would rate it as ambiguous but probably applying to the phrase before.
Quite literally, the knives came out.
No problem.
...if you crossed a line, quite literally, the knives came out. (Shadow War, McFate & Witter, page 4).
That's a problem -- which metaphorical does literally belong to? I think the second, but it could be both and I'm not sure. But if it's the second, a reader could easily get off to a wrong start when first reading if you crossed a line, quite literally...

This problem should not occur in SPG. Quite literally is suspicious as a phrase, but it could pick up everything from the previous phrase. It should not be an intro to the following phrase. Rewrites:
1. If you crossed a line, the knives quite literally came out.

2. If you crossed a line, the knives came out, quite literally.
(#1 follows my "speculative" rule that the adverb should be in front of the verb.)

Coordinating Conjunctions: An Illogical Category
1. red and white

2. red or white

In logic, #1 is a conjunction and #2 is a disjunction. To make up a term, these two words from logic, used in the same way in writing, are junctors. We are -- for now -- talking about lists within phrases.

In the terminology of EG, and and or are conjunctions. To be more precise, they are coordinating conjunctions. However, the other coordinating conjunctions are not junctors -- the following don't work:

3. red but white

4. red so white

5. red yet white

Your brain can try to make sense of those, that's what brains do. But it's work, and it's not obvious what the answer should be. This difficulty contrasts to the perfect ease in understanding the junctors in #1 and #2.

So it's inappropriate, and wrong -- and ultimately dysfunctional -- to put and and or in the same category as but, so, and yet.
1. Sally was tired but happy.
This is not really an exception, it's just another way of carrying over:
2. Sally was tired, but [she was] happy.

What about
1. Sally but not Tom went to the party.
This is exactly the same as
2. Sally, but not Tom, went to the party.

The commas were just left out for convenience. The structure of both sentences is the same: the phrase Sally went to the party needs to be assembled. So it's not good SPG.
Sally but not the man she was talking to at the party were happy.

Too much. I don't even know if the verb in that sentence should be was or were, both sound wrong. So even EG is having a little trouble with that construction.
Back to topic. For "joining" two independent clauses, the category of coordinating conjunction seems to make sense:

I like Jim, and I want to go out with him.

I like Jim, or I like his money.

I like Jim, but he doesn't like me.

I like Jim, so I sometimes smile at him.

I like Jim, yet I am unwilling to commit to him.

Those five coordinating conjunctions seem to all be playing the same role. But they aren't, which is revealed when we consider three clauses instead of two:

I like Jim, he likes me, and we get along.

I like Jim, he likes me, but we don't get along.

I like Jim, he likes me, so we are going out tomorrow night.

I like Jim, he likes me, yet we can't stop arguing.

And seems to be functioning as a junctor -- it's connecting the three clauses into one list. However, but, so, and yet are not functioning as junctors -- they are showing a change of direction in the last clause from the previous clause (or clauses). In other words, they are connectors.
And this can be shown by moving the connector. For example:
I like Jim, but he doesn't like me, and we don't get along.
But has exactly the same role in front of the second phrase as it did in front of the third -- showing a shift from the previous ideas. The and probably would be understood as connecting the third phrase to the second as a grammatical contrivance; it would not unite all three clauses.

I don't know what to make of the sentence with or.
I like Jim, he likes me, or we get along.
Is or a junctor or connector? I vote for ambiguity. I will happily say that sentence is not SPG: I like Jim will be read as a statement of fact, and the reader will not get the proper interpretation until the or a few phrases later. Anyway, this is not relevant to the current issue, and in general I'm going to ignore both or and its problems.

Now reconsider the two-clause sentences. It looked like all of the coordinating conjunctions were junctors, but that was an illusion. But, so, and yet were explaining how the second clause differed from the first. And could have been joining the two phrases together into a list, though it too could have been just showing the relationship to the previous phrase -- continuing in the same direction.
Comma Splices
He looked at me, I smiled at him.

That's called a comma splice. It breaks the rules of EG. There are a variety of ways to "fix" it, but the most obvious is just to add and:

He looked at me, and I smiled at him.

That and is what I call a grammatical contrivance. It's not there for meaning, it's there to satisfy the rules of EG. (Sometimes the and is meaningful, and then it's not a grammatical contrivance. But for the above sentence, and was added solely for grammatical reasons.)

One of the goals in writing is to make words as meaningful as possible. If you can save a word, with no loss of meaning, that's good. If you are unwilling to tolerate the grammar splice, the and is a good investment even if it's a grammatical contrivance.

In SPG, grammatical contrivances are unneeded, so I will recommend:

Don't Use And Unless You Mean It

Most writers will use a "soft" grammar splice without much worry. Those don't bother anyone and are a part of WG. Examples:
Maybe I will, maybe I won't.

He didn't involve me, he ignored me.

I was just their escort, I hate normalcy.
The harsh grammar splices do bother people and presumably are not a part of WG. But they are perfectly acceptable in SPG. In fact, in SPG you probably should be writing harsh grammar splices.
He thought he might get something, this is a big disappointment.
He's visiting here trying to sell printers, that means traveling salesman.
A harsh comma splice stands out as EG ungrammatical. Here's a gaggle of them in one sentence
I show the teacher my schedule, she's young, she's the first teacher to actually look at me, this is the first time today I felt like a real person with feelings.
Note that if , and I'm happy was added to the end of the above, then and would be a junctor and everything would be grammatically correct. So the readers cannot be objecting to the comma splice aspect of that sentence while it is being read; a grammatical objection can arise only at the period (when the sentence stops instead of being completed in an EG-appropriate way). And the same is true for the comma splice with only two phrases -- they are not a problem while reading the sentence.
A Meaningful And?
Is there a meaningful use of and? And if so, what would it be?
One indication that and can be meaningful is its use at the start of a sentence -- there's no grammatical need for it there. Admittedly, the starting and could be a poor choice, and it could be used for rhythm. But otherwise, it would be meaningful – no one adds it as a contrivance, because none is needed.
The jocks erupt in laughter. And my thinking turns on -- that was a stupid thing to say.
Without the and, the passage sounds like two consecutive events, which was not the impression I wanted to create.
The word and can help organize a sentence in a variety of ways. 
My Mom can be tough to get along with, but I argue with her or whatever, and she's always a real person.
That and functions to connect the third phrase to the second as one of the exceptions (reasons why she likes relating to her mother).
More organizational ands:
Sitting for a while longer, then starting to fidget, and our time's up.
My new life – chaste, pure, and a side effect is becoming an A student.
Feeling her disappointment, that hurts me a lot, but it's not my job to make her happy, I'm the child here, and I don't want any cookies.
Another role is, ironically, creating a list.
"I don't understand females. And they always hate me. I can't even imagine them being friends."

Those are two reasons why she can't imagine females as friends, so the and signals a two-item list.
The guys with girlfriends are sitting with their girl friends, and the immature guys sit with their immature friends and act immature.
That's not two events happening in time, it's just two things that are true. The order doesn't even matter. So it's truly a list. The and isn't a grammatical contrivance, it's now helping communication.
So. You might want to obey the Grammar Gods and put in and as a grammatical contrivance. That's a reasonable choice if you aren't writing flagrant SPG. But if you are writing pure SPG, you don't need that grammatical contrivance. Eliminating the contrived ands allows all of your ands to be meaningful.
Compound Predicate
So far, I have been discussing clauses. In SPG, nothing changes for compound predicates. In EG, the rules change: There isn't supposed to be a comma separating two predicates. So only #1 is grammatical; all three are fine in SPG.
#1. I pull my hand away from his and put it in my lap.

#2. I pull my hand away from his, and put it in my lap.

#3. I pull my hand away from his, put it in my lap.
Why would anyone add an ungrammatical comma, as in #2? Actually, there are a lot of reasons, but they all kind of boil down to wanting put it in my lap to be a separate phrase from I pull my hand away from his. In other words, to follow the logic of SPG.(These reasons are discussed in Modern Punctuation and Grammar: Tools Not Rules.)
That "ungrammatical" comma in #2 is used so often in modern writing that breaking it probably jars no one. #3 eliminates the meaningless and, which we have already talked about, so it's the most SPG-like, though the least grammatical.
Chapter 8: Starting Out
Congratulations. You've finished a basic description of SPG. Actually, you've finished a thorough description. Now you need to practice -- the best way to learn about SPG is to write it, and a writing tool isn't really added to your tool-box until you use it.
The longest journey begins with a single step off the high dive, and the logical way to begin writing SPG is with deliberately ungrammatical sentences. Whatever habit you might have of being grammatical, you need to break it.
Long sentences are the easiest way to write ungrammatical SPG, so you should probably start with those. Use the typical connector, the comma. That leaves you with long sentences consisting of a sequence of phrases separated by commas:
Standing in the crowd outside the dance entrance, wishing I was beautiful and guys would come up to me, but I'm ordinary, spotting a guy walking towards the entrance, going in by himself, he says hi to a few people, so he's not unpopular, stepping in front of him, saying "Looking for your girlfriend?"
And when you do that, a new world of writing opens up and your journey begins.
I have described "rules" for SPG, such as not having commas within your phrases and avoiding grammatical contrivances. You should follow those rules completely when you first start -- the point is to learn SPG. Later -- when you are trying to write well using the tools you have learned -- you can decide whether to break my rules for SPG, but first learn the techniques for following them.
Once you have done that for a while, explore the potentials. Play with different ways of writing a phrase, play with different connectors. When you have learned to write SPG with commas, play with different separators. And on and on, it's a world of subtle choices.
Or maybe that was horrible advice. Forget about grammar. Construct an image, write it down. Construct another, and another, one by one, a train of images. Make the images meaningful. Put a comma between them, and you have SPG. When you edit, you can sharpen and perfect your phrases. And you can think about other ways of using SPG to present those images.
Um, don't start out on nonfiction. Chapter 9 talks about niches for SPG; nonfiction generally isn't one of them.
Part III: More
Part III presents other grammar techniques, suggestions for style, and some philosophical ideas about grammar. This information is not critical, but SPG gets its power from its freedom to choose, so it's useful to know more choices. Also, SPG is a tool, and it's nice to know what this tool is good for.
Chapter 9: Niches: What is SPG Good For?
If you mostly write in WG . . . SPG still can be a tool in your tool-box, to occasionally be taken out and used when appropriate. Actually, that goes both ways -- if you mostly wrote in SPG, WG could be taken out and used when appropriate.

When would you choose to use SPG? Which is to say, what is SPG good for? Or bad for? My impression:
Nonfiction/Ideas
This book has flashes of SPG, but it is mostly not SPG. I felt hypocritical for a while, but then I decided that SPG is not particularly good for nonfiction. Maybe it is not very good for the relationship between ideas. In any case, this book has far more embedded phrases, introductory phrases, and otherwise complicated grammar than I would ever use in fiction.
What I love about my Mom is that I can just be myself. If she doesn't like it, we argue or something, but there's never any pretending.

I don't even like the use of if in SPG, even though it's a fundamental tool in expressing ideas. I rewrote the above by substituting when for if. making the sentence about real events, not some hypothetical.
Commentary
When I am writing SPG fiction, I will sometimes pop into EG for commentary. Note the embedded phrase in the following:

I thought, with all the fucking disappointments in life, that the after-life would be better, but I'm wrong. (Appendix A)
The obvious explanation for that sentence appearing in a story written in SPG is that commentary is ideas.  And I really liked the effect of abruptly popping into EG – it set off that sentence from the rest of the story.
He likes thin and busty, which is the O-negative of female body types. I only have thin. Because he's The Mountain for the entire school, he has a thin and busty girlfriend. He seems happy, and I can't see any weaknesses. (I'm Not Exactly Perfect)

In the midst of my SPG novel is this EG commentary. The because is a pre-connector, and the last and is a grammatical contrivance. The which contributes to the un-SPG-like effect.
Feelings
SPG is better than EG for scenes where you want your reader to feel emotion. Which is to say, if you want your reader to know a character is angry, you can just say so, and EG might work fine. After all, that's information. But if you want the reader to feel a character's anger, SPG will work better, for three reasons:
· EG turns on the reader's thinking, while SPG frees up the reader's brain to feel.

· Feelings are pieces and SPG is built to communicate pieces.

· SPG encourages focusing on pieces as you write, and it allows easy insertion of emotional pieces.
For example, suppose you have an action scene and you want your reader to feel tension or suspense. In a book with otherwise normal grammar, Laurie Halse Anderson wrote this for the final action scene. Notice how much it's like SPG.
I follow the sound, pushing off the wall, pushing Andy Evans off-balance, stumbling into the broken sink. He curses and turns, his fist coming, coming. An explosion in my head and blood in my mouth. He hit me. I scream, scream. Why aren't the walls falling? I'm screaming loud enough to make the whole school crumble. I grab for anything, my potpourri bowl -- I throw it at him, it bounces to the floor. My books. He swears again. The door is locked the door is locked. (Speak)
Anderson was not trying to use some grammar she had never heard of, she was just trying to write a good action scene. But it's not EG or even WG, it's a sequence of phrases, each one making sense. So yes, that's SPG.

SPG is probably good for any feeling. Happiness:
I'm in love with the world and Mr. Rubinstein is a genius. I walk upstairs, fall into bed, feel wonderful, happy memories flood my brain, then I'm asleep. (NEP)

Pain:
Walking into detention, someone saying whore. Sitting, just staring ahead, numb with pain.  (NEP)

Parachuting:
The wind rushing upwards. The ground so far below yet approaching closer. The feeling of danger frantically pounding my panic button. My hand clenched around my rip cord so hard it hurts. It's incredibly intense. And terrifying. But I'm alive, I'm here, in the sky, and I'm doing it. Me. (EG)

Shame:
Going to my locker to get something to read in detention, please God no, a condom on the floor in front of my locker, #11 written on it, I can't move, I stare in horror, frozen with shame. I'm guilty and someone just threw the first stone. It hurts in so many ways, I did not know it was possible to feel this awful. (NEP)

Sexual Scenes
A sexual scene -- kissing and more -- could be very conceptual. There's reasons to be conceptual; librarians might even prefer conceptual. But a sexual scene usually is physical actions, sensations, and feelings. In other words, pieces. And perfect for SPG.

For example, separating at the commas and periods, these are the pieces of one scene:

And then they are at the top floor

kissing

he wrenches open the lift door and they stumble out

still pressed against each other

need spiraling between them

she has one hand inside the back of his shirt

absorbing the heat of his skin

she reaches behind her with the other

fumbling until she opens the door

they fall into the house

she does not turn on the lights

she staggers backward

dazed now by his mouth on hers
(The Girl You Left Behind, Moyes, page 185)
This style -- pieces -- continues on for the whole scene. It has no embedded phrases, introductory phrases, or complex grammar. It has only one connector after the start (still).

So most physical sexual scenes tend to be SPG-like in content, which leads to SPG-like writing if the author tries to fit the grammar to what is being communicated. My two favorite sexual scenes are both from Martin Clark's The Jezebel Remedy, which is essentially all SPG.

Again, typical:

It started as a slight bend toward him that he mirrored, a tentative shift together in the moonlight. Then he rolled on his side, she on hers. They both moved closer, her mouth finding his, his hands fitting themselves to her familiar, long-beloved contours. (Someone Else's Love Story, Jackson, page 276)

You would be challenged to find a proper EG grammar for any of those sentences. And trying to understand the grammar would totally miss the point -- that was meant to be understood as a sequence of images. Yes, it's not jarring, and that's probably a point too -- WG moves towards SPG.

This pure SPG is for kissing.

The song ends. The dance is ending for everyone else, but we're still in the middle of the dance floor, finding our own ending. I gaze up at him . . . he gazes down at me . . . he leans down . . . his eyes meet mine . . . he kisses me softly. Tenderly, us pressed together, our lips together, us together, together, two together, one together, together, together, together. (NEP)

I usually like ellipses for my sexual scenes, to communicate a sense of time between  actions. SPG helps me focus on the quality of each piece; I should do that anyway, but SPG makes it easier.

I am actuallyl embarassed how many of my examples in this book involve sex. It just turned out that way, because . . . SPG is good for those scenes.

In my reading I came across a sexual- scene written in normal grammar, and it was actually off-putting. I thought, How old-fashioned. I have found other sexual scenes that are in-between. To be honest, grammatical contrivances don't work well in a sexual scene. Even just the word but is a minor problem – it means someone is thinking.
Swirling Thoughts and Feelings
We can imagine someone in a scene consciously knowing everything that's happening, including their own thoughts and feelings. They could be focusing clearly on every aspect of what's happening.

Usually, our conscious experience is more disorganized, including thoughts and feelings flitting into consciousness and being quickly replaced, without any attention to them. Perhaps there are also half-perceived sensations and feelings simmering at the edge of awareness.

There's a lot of reasons not to portray a swirling confusion of conscious experience while telling a story. But if you wanted to, again SPG would seem to be ideal. And of course we have already discussed that for sexual scenes and feelings.

As always, grammar affects character. The character of May, in my book Not Exactly Perfect, would be impossible to create without SPG. I've already given this example:
I'm walking in a crowd in the school hallway, a hand rubs my butt, someone laughs. I turn around to see who did it, all the guys are smirking, all the girls are looking at me with contempt, everyone thinks I deserved that, I don't know who did it, someone behind me whispers trash, I whirl around, I can't tell who said that either.

Adding Bits of Feelings
Walking into the house after school, ah shit, I forgot about My Father's Wife, I never expected her to be waiting for me, an ambush, isn't she supposed to be working?
When I rewrote Not Exactly Perfect into SPG, I found myself adding little bits of emotion. I love emotion, so  I add more to any rewrite. But SPG made those little pieces of emotion  easier to add. In the above, an ambush could be added effortlessly to the sentence. Inserting that piece in a grammatically appropriate way would have been harder for me, and harder on the reader.
The same applies to ah shit. That was easily added to the middle of the sentence, something WG does not easily allow.
So, even when a scene is mostly narrative, SPG seems to be good for adding small cookies of emotion -- you are writing a sequence of phrases, so you can simply add an emotional phrase to the sequence.
In the following, I was thinking SPG but it came out as also being WG. But it was easier to add emotion thinking of it as SPG. Her new step-mother has fixed her breakfast:

"Thank you, May. It is nice to spend this morning time together. What do you have planned for today?"


This time is nice for her? It's just breakfast. She can't possibly like me, she doesn't even know me. And I'm not very likable. "Not much." Another blank day. Trying to think of something more to say . . . nothing comes to mind.

My addition in rewriting was And I'm not very likable. It's a piece.
Adding a metaphor:

D'Amacourt went back inside his office without closing the door, the cage of an angry cat left open. (The Bourne Identity, Ludlum, page 167)
That metaphor could be tacked onto the end of that sentence, with no additional work required, because the reader can understand SPG. A grammatically correct alternative:

D'Amacourt went back inside his office without closing the door, it was like the cage of an angry cat had been left open.
Ugh. That has the positive of not being grammatically jarring, but it's awash in empty words.

The Remaining Battleground
What about when emotions aren't involved, but your writing isn't ideas either? Then which is better?
Not EG -- pretty much no one adheres perfectly to that in modern writing. Ignoring jarringness, SPG is powerful. But WG has its strengths too, plus it by definition is not jarring.
So we will see more drift towards SPG. I think the reality is that they have different strengths.

Poetry
Poetry can be written in EG, of course. However, SPG tends to be the natural grammar of poetry-- a poet usually wants to turn off rational processing and stack images and feelings and thoughts and ideas.

The following is, as far as I know, a grammatically typical poem. Note that newline (new paragraph) is a separator, though used differently in poetry than in prose.
My inner peace broken, aggravation grows,
solace invaded, damages show.
When peace of mind is shattered;
words, memories, skills are scattered;
I cannot write when my mind is broken. 

(J.W. Smidt , excerpt from Frustration,, https://www.writingforums.com/threads/164212-Frustration)
For the following, I started with one of Clark's SPG paragraphs, but transformed it into poetry layout. (Two words are also changed.) This is feelings. She has just had a week-end fling, hoping to add excitement to her life, and now she is coming home to her husband. I have added tabbing, creating a second tier of separation.

She'd tried to imagine it

dissected it in her mind


weighed and assayed

debated it for weeks

but the choice now 

seemed plainly foolish

her cure and fabulous antidote not even quality snake oil

her grand escape a dumb-ass detour

and she felt like a fucking dunce

and an idiot and

-- worse --
a tired, implacable cliche

Because


sitting there on the side of the road



sobbing and sick
She wanted the weekend erased

realized she loved her husband

and her small-potatoes hick life

and all her mundane altars and

She was afraid she could never fully correct her mistake

and reclaim the substantial marriage

she'd bartered for a flash-in-the-pan pittance.
That isn't typical poetry, and it doesn't have rhyme or meter. But it comes close. And that's somewhat amazing -- that a long piece of prose can be turned into something that looks like poetry. You are welcome to try it on your own writing. (It's even a good exercise.) Or someone else's.
The young man


who was' tall and thin


with sun-streaked fair hair


and a wind and sun-burned face

who wore 


the sun-faded ﬂannel shirt


a pair of peasant's trousers


and rope - soled shoes

leaned over

put his arm


through one of the leather pack straps

and swung the heavy pack


up onto his shoulders

He worked his arm


through the other strap

and settled the weight of the pack


against his back

His shirt was still wet


from where the pack had rested. 
That's the second paragraph from Hemingway's For Whom the Bell Tolls, and it does better than most at being converted to a poetry format. That's because there's only one disconnected phrase. But when that disconnected phrase restarts (with leaned over) it's obviously wrong as poetry.
The rest? It sounds like prose put into a poetry format. There are no vivid images. I don't think we want to criticize Hemingway's passage as prose, and it was written to be prose. But so was Martin's, and yet it came out well as poetry.
Well, there is no proof here (or anywhere) and you are welcome to your own opinion. Poems differ, and you should examine how much a poem resembles SPG. The most important claim here is that poets tend to write something that is more like SPG than EG or WG. And my claim is that they do that because they want the power of SPG.
And, sometimes, so should you.
I want to add, In my rewrite of The Scarlet Letter, the main character wrote poetry, so I could do the actual sex scene as poetry. That worked better than any prose I could have written.
Tweets
A tweet was a 140-character essay when this book was first written. Politics and opinions aside, the most effective tweeter in that 140-character format was Donald Trump (circa 2016).

China steals United States Navy research drone in international waters – rips it out of water and takes it to China in unprecedented act.

If you don't like Trump, you can criticize his grammar errors. If you want to write powerful tweets, though, it makes a lot of sense to analyze what he was doing right. For example, his political tweets usually start with a "fact" and then add opinion. Finally, there is a short expression of emotion (with Sad! actually becoming well-known and highly copied.)

Boeing is building a brand new 747 Air Force One for future presidents, but costs are out of control, more than $4 billion. Cancel order!
Anyway, Trump's tweets are grammatically fine as SPG. SPG saves words; actually, eliminating grammatical contrivances leads to SPG. SPG is also good for emotions and being understandable. So it's natural for carefully-constructed tweets to devolve into SPG.

Has anyone looked at the really poor numbers of @VanityFair magazine. Way down, big trouble, dead! Graydon Carter, no talent, will be out!
Chapter 10: Flexibility in Verb Forms
1. I walk to Jeremy's car.

2. I am walking to Jeremy's car.
-ing can be added to most verbs. That can create a noun (I like walking) and it can create an adjective (the walking man). We are interested in when it remains a verb, as in the example above. Am walking is the progressive form of the verb walk.

"Progressive" is always described as the action being in progress. The best sense I can make of this is that the action was happening before the sentence (or clause or phrase) started and continues happening after the sentence (or clause or phrase) is over.

1. I am walking to Jeremy's car. I kiss him.
The use of progressive indicates that the kiss occured during the walking, because the walking was not yet finished.

2. I walk to Jeremy's car. I kiss him.
In my ideal world, the regular verb would be used only when the progressive verb could not. In other words, the regular verb would signal that the action is completed during the sentence and be over when the sentence is over. If so, she kissed Jeremy after walking to his car.

However, the regular form of the verb is NOT defined as an action being finished when the sentence finishes. So, it can be used for actions in progress. That choice will be technically correct, whether or not it's a good choice, and in fact authors use the regular form for actions in progress. So, technically at least, #1 is ambiguous as to when she kissed him.

Reversing the order to show that the action in a progressive starts before the sentence:

She kissed Jeremy. She was walking to her car.

She kissed Jeremy. She walked to her car.

The progressive shows that she kissed him while walking to her car -- the action started before the sentence started. #2, the regular verb, I think is clear about order, that she kissed him and then walked to the car. But the ambiguity is still there, and is stronger for:

She kissed Jeremy and walked to her car.

Were these two events happening at the same time? One were they after another? It could be either. And that sentence is very typical writing.

These ambiguitoes are unfortunate. A story is not a simple sequence of events, ocurring one after another. If it was, describing the flow of events would be simple. Instead, the events sometimes occur together, or one starts before another but they overlap. Perhaps the author does not care -- in the examples above, perhaps the kiss was the only important thing. But I am unlikely to form a vivid image of an ambiguous scene. And since walking to the car was mentioned, the author probably does have a specific timing of events in mind.

There are two reasons why the regular verb is used for actions in progress. First, some verbs are not actions. So they can't be completed, and it's perfectly unambiguous -- and traditional -- to use the regular form.

John is in Kansas

Jon's ring exists.

We would not say:

John is being in Kansas

Jon's ring is existing.

That's silly. And redundant. And unneeded -- there is no possible confusion using the regular form for an action that by its meaning  is in progress.

The problem is sentences like this:

1. The woman stood in the far corner of the dimly lit room, hiding in shadows like a fish in gray water. (Crais, The Promise, page 1)

The woman did not move from sitting to standing. Nor did she move from standing in one place to standing in another. Instead, Crais was describing setting, her standing was in progress, and Crais meant:

2. The woman was standing in the far corner of the dimly lit room, hiding in shadows like a fish in gray water.

So Crais deliberately used the regular form of the verb when the progressive form was the perfect meaning. Why?

In writing advice, one of the current fads -- or brilliant insights, depending on your point of view -- is to avoid use of the helping verb is (and it's other tenses, such as am and was). This avoids, among other things, passive constructions and progressive verbs.

The idea is that the regular verb is stronger, and this is correct. It's shorter, having one word instead of the progressive's two words; is is a grammatical contrivance.

Strong or not, there was a tiny sacrifice in clarity and accuracy -- Crais could have used the perfectly clear progressive and did not. This is not an isolated example; this style is common. Another example:

He lay flat on the brown, pine-needled floor of the forest, his chin on his folded arms, and high overhead the wind blew in the tops of the pine trees. (For Whom the Bell Tolls, Hemingway, start)

I'm pretty sure Hemingway meant he was lying and the wind was blowing.

Now, I will ask a question. If the regular verb is better, why did Crais write "hiding" instead of "hid" (in the second part of his sentence)?

There are many possible complicated answers, but the simple answer is that grammar allowed him to write hiding without having to use a helping verb (was). And he was willing to use a longer word (hiding versus hid), even though that probably wasn't quite as powerful, because the extra clarity was worth it.

SPG avoids this issue/problem by not needing a helping verb.  So you can choose whichever verb you want without having to worry about adding a helping verb.

1. Hands my schedule back to me, his hand accidentally brushes against mine, he doesn't notice, so he's happily married. [fine, but not my choice]

2. Handing my schedule back to me, his hand accidentally brushing against mine, he doesn't notice, so he's happily married. (NEP)

So, SPG allows free choice of the best form of the verb. You could, if you wanted, even use progressive for actions in progress and the regular form for actions completed during the sentence.

Participle Phrases
1. He arrived at the gate and threw it open. (9 words)

2. Arriving at the gate, he threw it open. (8 words)

Arriving at the gate is a participial phrase. As you can see, it starts with a progressive verb.

The participial phrase has won this battle of words -- it has one fewer word. That's because it doesn't need a helping verb, and it avoides a conjunction (and), which was a grammatical contrivance.

As you might expect, modern writers now often use participial phrases, I think because it saves that word.

Now let's look deeper into the participial phrase. There is -- or once was -- a rule that the particple phrase should be used only when the action is in progress for the following clause. So this would be correct:

Standing tall, he spoke to the criowd

And this would be incorrect:

Standing up, he began to run.

This rule is not easy to find. I found a website that did not mention the rule and then followed it for every example. Some people know about this issue, but most people have never heard of it. Instead, in modern writing, the partipical phrase functions pretty much like any other clause, describing an action. That participle phrase above functions just like "He stood up":

He stood up and began to run.

But this change in the use of participial phrases creates the same problem as with progressive verbs. For describing a scene, it is very useful if writers can use the verb form to distinuish events that happen during a sentence versus those that are in progress. And this modern use of the participial phrase again violates this, only this time the progressive is being used for actions that do not continue past the participial phrase.
Well, we cannot solve the problems of a devolving grammar (throwing away a useful distinction in order to save a word). The point here is still the same: SPG does not save or cost words, so you can use progressives for actions in progress and regular verbs otherwise.
I should help him, comfort him, I can't do anything really, rolling onto my side, the blanket over my ear, falling back asleep.
I could have written fell back asleep, but I wanted the previous two ideas to be a part of this falling asleep.

This is by Clark:


To his surprise, he did seem more attached to his wife following her admission, and she to him, and they rocked along in the bull's-eye for several years, hit the jackpot, raising their daughter on forty bucolic acres and painting and practicing law and reveling in what was happening to them, time, place, and desire aligned and serendipitous, so much that ... (The Jezebel Remedy)
There are a couple points about using them in SPG. When the participle phrase lacks a subject, as is very common in modern writing, it is often not a meaningful phrase when it comes first.

1. Feeling like an idiot, I just stood around at the front door.
2. I just stood around at the front door, feeling like an idiot.

Both are normal grammar, I have just changed whether. the participial phrase comes first or second. In #1, the participial phrase picks up its subject from the next clause. But, without conext, #1 isn't good SPG, because the first phrase is meaningless by itself. (Of course, conext could change that.) #2 is always okay as SPG because it picks up the subject from the preceding sentence.

Perched on a barstool in a dark, noisy, overpriced restaurant in Princeton, New Jersey, I was wearing a red dress that was too tight....
That would be a perfectly normal sentence in WG. The participial phrase can also use an -ed verb. Here, it would pick up the subject 11 words later, which is an assembly. But the author, writing in WG but wanting to be easy-reading, actually wrote:

I was perched on... (Evanovich, Top Secret Twenty-One, start)
Two extra words! But easier reading.

Also, the participial phrase can have a subject, though this is not common (except in SPG).

Him arriving at the door, her hearing his knock, the long-awaited meeting was close at hand.

Anchoring
1. Mrs. Neal is smiling at me, trying to make my answer not seem so bad.

2. Smiling at me, Mrs. Neal is trying to make my answer not seem so bad.

3. Mrs. Neal smiling at me, trying to make my answer not seem so bad. (NEP)

#3 is the shortest, by a word. However, while fine for SPG, #3 is ungrammatical, in a way that would bother most authors. In #3, both phrases are participial phrases. Grammatically, the participial phrase needs to be with a normal clause, to "anchor" the sentence. In #1 I made the first phrase the anchor; in #2 I made the second phrase the anchor. But I don't see any difference in meaning between #1 and #2; in fact, they both seem the same as #3.

So the "anchoring" is a grammatical contrivance -- it is not needed for meaning, it is needed only to satisfy rules of grammar.

Of course, the one-word advantage for #3 can be erased by using a regular verb instead of progressive in #1 or #2:

1a. Mrs. Neal smiles at me, trying to make my answer not seem so bad.

2a. Smiling at me, Mrs. Neal tries to make my answer not seem so bad.

But that puts us on unwanted but familiar ground -- using the regular form of the verb instead of progressive, even though the progressive might be better, solely for grammatical purposes.

So the need to anchor is one more grammatical force working against choosing the best form of the verb. And SPG does not have a need to anchor.

Standing in the door, lingering after, wanting to spend time with someone who paid attention to me. (NEP)

Here's the same principle with a fragment:

1. Jeremy eventually becomes bored with me, no surprise.

2, Jeremy eventually becoming bored with me, no surprise.

Why use a fragment when it's fairly easily to rewrite into a grammatically correct form (#1) and the rewrite has little change in meaning? In WG, the best choice is (usually) avoiding the fragment. But in SPG, you can choose the verb form that works best, which in this case was #2.
So, in SPG, because the grammatical issues are gone, you can choose the best verb form based just on meaning. That's one more subtle advantage for SPG.
Chapter 11: The Advanced Grammar Zoo
Linguists study our language a lot more thoroughly than writers would ever want to. They have discovered/named some interesting grammatical phenomena which are perhaps not so useful for WG, which is why they are not well-known.

But they seem useful for writing SPG. SPG gets its power from all of the options that open up without the constraints of grammar. So you should know the options.
Left Dislocation
Outdoors was the place to be, and television, we were lucky to own one. (William Goepner)
What has happened is this. The second part of that sentence leads with a noun -- television. There is a comma, then the regular portion of the sentence appears, with a pronoun replacing the noun phrase. Compare it to:

We were lucky to own a television.
The first version is called "left-dislocation." In a way, the noun phrase has been "dislocated" to the left, though "moved to the front" is a more apt description. The following is a simpler example:
Well, Judge Thatcher he took it and put ... (Huckleberry Finn, Twain)
I create my left-dislocations in a way that fits the name -- I start with a normal sentence, dislocate a noun phrase to the front, and replace the missing noun phrase with a pronoun.
But we don't imagine Huck Finn making tricky grammatical transformations. There's something primitive about left-dislocation. The people who use it naturally presumably start with a noun phrase, then produce the sentence. It really does need a different name, one that fits its natural use, such as "Leading with a noun."
So left dislocation can be used for "voice", say to portray a child or someone lacking a firm knowledge of traditional English grammar. But that's not the only use. As a grammatical construct, it has two potential uses in writing.
First, left-dislocation can be easier to read when the noun phrase is too long.
#1. The language we use when we write and try to be impressive doesn't correspond to the language we use when we speak.
#2. The language we use, when we write and try to be impressive -- it doesn't correspond to the language we use when we speak.
My father's only brother, and my only living relative at the time, he had been landed with me, aged 5, when my parents ... (Outlander, Gabaldon, page 4)
The annoying speeches, the attempts at re-education, the moral preaching – all this had to be saved for the future....(The Coincidence Makers, Blum, page 64)
An ad that confused me:
We believe baked goods and doing good go hand in hand.
The original had newlines, which I removed in the sentence above. They might have helped understanding. As for improving it, an inelegant that would have helped, but a left-dislocation works well:
Baked goods and doing good -- we believe they go hand in hand.
And here's another usage in fiction:
“The detectives who came to the hospital, remember how Wilson said they asked about you?” (Sentry, Crais, page 61)
That's dialogue, where informal grammar is much more tolerated. And without the left-dislocation, the grammar would be complicated, too complicated probably for anyone to actual construct on the fly in conversation. So the left dislocation is easier reading and probably a more natural voice.
But that wasn't what Goepner was trying to accomplish, beause his noun was simple and the "undislocated" sentence easy to understand:
Outdoors was the place to be, and television, we were lucky to own one.

Outdoors was the place to be, and  we were lucky to own a television.
Those two sentences have the same essential meaning. But the word order is different, the reading order is different, and they have slightly different meanings; the second reason to use left-dislocation is to get that slightly different meaning.
In a way, Goepner was using left-dislocation to introduce a topic. We have a variety of ways of introducing topics in speech and writing.
Remember my brother Tom? He bought a new car.
Speaking of television, we didn't even have one.
My arrest. The Downtown Civic Club met each [continues the story of him being arrested] (Grisham, The Racketeer, p. 35)
Once upon a time, there was a princess. She lived in a castle with her three brothers.
The next topic is next month's charity auction.
So, introducing a topic before talking about it is a natural thing to do in communication, and we have a variety of ways of doing that. The above are all normal in speech or writing. Left dislocation accomplishes the same thing, it's just a little less grammatical, a little less traditional, and probably a little subtler.
And yet the use of left-dislocation is not common. The reason is simple -- the left dislocation is not a part of WG, and so it is a little jarring. So, to avoid that jarringness, it is not used. It's never needed, there are always substitutes, even if they are not as elegant.
Then, because left justification is so rarely used, writers are not aware of it, creating another reason they don't use it. The result is a perfectly useful construct relegated to the backwaters of grammar.
It's kind of a shame. Here is a sentence with subjects that are too long.
#1. I was trying to make a joke is what I don't say to him. I feel sorry for your poor mother is what I was going to say to him, . . . 
Mafi, who is a grammar genius, tried to avoid the problem this way:

#2. I was trying to make a joke, is what I don't say to him. I feel sorry for your poor mother, is what I was going to say to him, . . . (Shatter Me, Mafi, page 99)
However, one of the most reliable rules in EG is to not put a comma between the noun and verb. And a left-dislocation works well:

#3. I was trying to make a joke, that's what I don't say to him. I feel sorry for your poor mother, that's what I was going to say to him, . . .
Anyway, the idea of left justification fits nicely into Sequential Phrase Grammar. From my short story intentionally using SPG:
A car, Wendy's car, we both recognize it, ...
I guess that's a double left-dislocation? Anyway, SPG allows having just a noun as a phrase. So, starting with a noun is fine. Those images were in exactly the order I wanted, the first two being what he's seeing. Same for this:

Normal waiters . . . normal busboys . . . the decor, it's ugly but not wrong . . . the two men at the next table, unremarkable

The third phrase is a left-dislocation. Because it's part of a list of what she is looking at, the normal phrasing would have ruined the parallel form and been more jarring than the left dislocation.
Repetition of the Subject
The following are, technically, not left-dislocations, because the noun at the start is also a pronoun.
Some people wear suits, some wear short-sleeved shirts and casual pants, depending on what they cover and whether they need to impress anyone. Me, I wear suits to look older. (Body of a Girl, page 23)
Me, I want a hula hoop. (The Chipmunk Song, Seville)
The left-justication is part of the more general repeition of a noun. The following just repeats the noun
There can be no outrage, methinks, against our common nature, -- whatever be the delinquencies of the individual, -- no outrage more flagrant than to forbid the culprit to hide his face for shame... (The Scarlet Letter, Hawthorne)
That repeition is like a reminder, and it's needed for that. But it straightens out the grammar in the same way a left dislocation would.
Kind of a left dislocation:

Something about silk, it could feel more naked than naked. (The Opposite of Everyone, Jackson, page 61)
That leads with the noun phrase something about silk, but uses it to refer to silk. I don't think there's any other way to write that sentence half as elegantly.

And the implications for SPG are the same. This is a useful grammatical construct, useful enough that some authors will use it even if it's ungrammatical and unfamiliar. SPG does not create those barriers, allowing you to best use noun phrases as they should be used.

Right Dislocations?
The following passage ends with what I will call a "right-dislocation" -- a phrase to explain the pronoun (something) in the previous phrase.
I'm just trying to eat my cereal in peace and ignore the obvious but she won't freaking shut up, again about this, and [she's] just staring at me and I'm like "yeah?" and wtf. I almost wish I'd chosen oatmeal because then my food would be getting cold so I'd have something obvious to complain about, my food getting cold. (afk4life, unpublished)
Again, "right-dislocation" is a linguistic way of viewing the situation, as if the phrase was intentionally removed from it's original location and replaced with a pronoun (something), then added to the end. In actualy conversation, it seems to occur when a speaker realizes that a pronoun was not clear. (Or a noun phrases needs to be clarified, in the more general case.)
There is not the same reason to use it in writing -- if a pronoun is not clear, the authore just fixes that in editing. But the right-dislocation can be used for voice. 

"I didn't know that, about your sister," I said. (The Opposite of Everyone, Jackson, page 61).

"It's not new, what you feel." (Let the Devil Out, Loehfelm, page 118)

The right dislocation looks more like WG if a period is used as the separator:

"It's not new. What you feel."

Like the left-dislocation, the right-dislocation can also be used to simplify a complicated phrase. In this beautiful example, 43 words are used to describe this.
She excelled at this, finding the blind spot, the blank space in an otherwise crowded room, and hiding there, looking out at a room full of strangers, watching, and listening, an owl in the crook of a branch, absorbing the nighttime wilderness around her, invisible and calculating. (Let the Devil Out, page 43, Loehfelm)
That right dislocation also served a useful function: She doesn't excel at nine things (the list), she excels at one thing, a package of skills.

One more example:

He was dyslexic, my brother. (A Very Large Expanse of Sea, Mafi, page 27)
Pronoun Dropping
Don't know much about history... (Wonderful World, Adler, Alpert, & Cooke)
A language is said to be "pro-drop" if it allows dropping a pronoun (when the pronoun is obvious). Everyone agrees that English (EG) isn't pro-drop: If you drop the pronoun from the sentence, you end up with a fragment. As above. Or:
1. Ella raised an eyebrow. She hesitated.
2. Ella raised an eyebrow. Hesitated.
Of course, a fragment is against the rules of EG. But it's also a normal part of writing nowadays, which is to say, an accepted part of WG. So WG is not as strongly against pronoun dropping.

SPG is even more flexible about pronoun dropping, not having any rules and all. This was already discussed in the chapter on phrases: One choice is to leaving the subject out.
Walking into my first class, 11th grade American History, handing my schedule to the teacher -- male, about 42. Him checking it. "Welcome to Ferndale High School, May. And welcome to our class. I'm Mr. Stanton." Handing my schedule back to me, accidentally brushing his hand against mine, he doesn't notice. So he's happily married. Taking an empty seat. Listening to American History and trying to pay attention and be good.
Think of this another way.
Jane is staying at the party, and Jane is acting sexy.
No one writes that way -- basically, the repetition of Jane is unnecessary. (Worse, it suggests that the Jane in the second phrase might be new, not a reference to the previous phrase.) Better, appropriate:
Jane is staying at the party, and she is acting sexy.
You could find sentence that as an example in a grammar book, it's so perfect. But it might be hard to find in a fiction book, because most authors nowadays avoid even the repetition of she and Jane. Some possibilities.
1. Jane is staying at the party and acting sexy.

2. Jane is staying at the party, and acting sexy.

3. Jane is staying at the party, acting sexy.
#1 is grammatically correct but slightly changes the meaning. #2 is ungrammatical in a way no one notices because it's so common, and it captures the meaning. The third is the modern usage of a participial phrase as a verb.
Which is to say, there are a lot of ways to write this sentence ungrammatically and eliminate the unnecessary pronoun. Because they make sense in SPG, authors can use them. That's our grammar devolving to SPG. In SPG, I have already discussed the freedom to use the pronoun or not.
Noun-Adjective
His lips moved, his tongue thick. (Jurassic Park)
A most remarkable sentence. There are two ways to see what might be happening here. First, as the heading of this section suggests, Crichton reversed the order of the noun and adjective. A verb-modifying adverb can usually appear either before or after the verb:

Jon quickly ran

Jon ran quickly.
It is as if Modern English never decided where the adverb should be placed. In contast, placing the adjective in front of the noun is one of the most consistent features of constructing English phrases:

Jon owned a brown car.

Jon owned a car brown. [no]
Yet Crichton deliberately placed the adjective after the noun. Curiously, the correct order is no better than the inversion, and might even be worse:

His lips moved, his thick. tongue (Jurassic Park)
That leaves the reader "hanging", waiting for a cotinuation.

The second way to see that sentence is that Crichton is using the acjective thick as if it was a verb. That idea is not as strange as it seems. Mandarin apparently treats their adjectives as if they are verbs. A verb in a way provides information about a noun, just like an adjective:

Jon runs.

Jon is running

Jon is tall.
Neither the verb or adjective make sense without a noun that they are applying to. A list of the eight grammatical constructions children use when they are in their two-word stage included noun-adjective and not adjective-noun.
As far as I know, created and raining could be considered verbs or adjectives, with no reason to choose one over the other:
All men are created equal.

It is raining.
The more familiar comma splice, another choice for Crichton's sentence, contains an extra, meaningless word:
His lips moved, his tongue was thick.
In fact, other authors use noun-adjective.

A second man followed, the pursuit cautious, his intent violent. (The Bourne Identity, Ludlum, page 13)
It was midmorning of the nineteenth week, the day bright, the Mediterranean calm and glistening. (The Bourne Identity, page 29)
They moved onto the bed, each taking pieces of clothing off between kisses. Her body was beautiful, the tan lines distinct. (The Last Coyote, Connelly, page 269 paperback)
Anyway, the point here is the same. Whatever jarringness is produced from using noun-adjective, and perhaps having an adjective function like a verb, will be reduced in SPG, because your reader is not expecting things to be grammatical.

That gives you extra freedom to use this construct when it seems useful. From my SPG:
The window is open, and a warm breeze comes in from the ocean, and Rob is next to me in bed, and it's bliss, us skin-to-skin, my hand caressing his face.
 ... but his other hand is now sliding down my stomach, destination obvious, ...
Chapter 12: A Few More Grammar Issues
Sentences and Blending
You're writing SPG and you have a streak of phrases separated by commas. How do you know when to put in a period?
When the number of phrases exceed some limit, like six? Well, that would be a shallow way to write. And it won't work well -- your typical sentence will usually stop far short of some of the examples in this book. (One of my SPG sentences contains 18 phrases.) So you will usually be stopping long before any numerical limit.
So let's be more conceptual. The human brain can blend things together. When you read carrot, broccoli, peas, your brain adds them up to get 'vegetable'. To some extent, the same thing happens for phrases in a sentence -- the reader's brain blends them together. When blending is good, a long sequence of phrases in the same sentence is perfect.
And now I can answer my question: In SPG, the period says to stop blending.

1. He knows I'm a slut. For a moment I hoped he didn't. That I was here because he wanted to talk, with me, about something else, because I was a real person.
2. He knows I'm a slut. For a moment I hoped he didn't, that I was here because he wanted to talk, with me, about something else, because I was a real person instead of just a slut. (NEP)
That's a subtle difference, but SPG is a world of subtle choices. It's not that one passage is right and the other wrong: The point is just they are subtly different and I could choose the one I wanted. #1 is a more natural organization, but I wanted #2.
The exception to that rule is interesting. What I call a hard blend occurs when a phrase is added to a sentence to create blending that wouldn't naturally occur. The last phrase of the following is my favorite hard blend. (She and Brett have been exchanging sexual sparks, now they're meeting at a seminar he invited her to and he is casually touching her.)

Somewhere, she realized, every flirt and two-step has to either stall or grab traction and bull ahead, to cross its own particular Rubicon, because you can only dally and dip and dance and double-entendre for so long, and now Brett was blunt and clear. (The Jezebel Remedy, Clark, page 49)
There was a huge change in content for that last phrase, but  forcing it into that long sentence worked great. Putting a period after long would have made a better fit between grammar and meaning. But that wasn't the effect Clark wanted.
It would have been easy to put a period after unfathomable in the following, but I wanted the blend.
He has a crush on me? That's unfathomable, I just wanted someone to like me, and I couldn't even imagine that.
And this choice cuts both ways -- you can take two phrases that do fit together, and if you put the second one in a new sentence, that stops the blending and gives more attention to the second phrase. In other words, more punch. I did this in #2:
#1. "They're all great, Principal Seymour. But Mrs. Neal is my favorite." I like sticking up for her, even if she just sent me to detention.

#2. "They're all great, Principal Seymour. But Mrs. Neal is my favorite." I like sticking up for her. Even if she just sent me to detention.
But that's also just normal good writing to do that.

Relative Pronoun: Which 
A relative pronoun works like this:

I start the car that I just bought.

I start the car, which I just brought.

I say good-bye to the man who just sold me a car.

The relative pronoun can sometimes be left out. It doesn't really disappear though, the remaining sentence is grammatically identical.

1. I start the car that I just bought.

2. I start the car I just bought.

#2 saves a word that is mostly a grammatical contrivance, but leaving out the relative pronoun has more potential for ambiguity, and it does not change the fact that the reader must understand the phrase as a relative pronoun.

The relative pronoun can run amok in EG.

She worries that he knows that I assume that I think that I love that you are here.
Is there a disconnected phrase? Well, she worries is a full clause and it's a meaningful image. But the sentence is not a sequence of clauses:

She worries, he knows, I assume, I think, I love, you are here.
Instead, the point is what she worries about. And in that sentence, the full information is five relative clauses later. So, completion needs to be performed; assembly is necessary.

But what if there is only one relative clause?

I love that you are here.

I love my car, which you know.

I have read the rules of SPG. Actually, I wrote them. And those seems to follow the rules. So they should be okay. There is no great harm in writing them.

And still, I tend to avoid them when I write SPG. Maybe that's just my style. Maybe there really is a problem. In fact, in #1, the first clause is not finished until the second clause is understood. So there are no words to add to the first clause, but the clause must still be held in mind while processing the second clause.

So you can do what you want. I hope we have agreed on that. But you should realize how easy those are to rewrite in SPG to eliminate the relative clause.

You are here, I love that.

I love my car, you know that.
1. I whack Alex on the head, which is just one of the typically idiotic things I do when I'm on impulse.

2. I whack Alex on the head, that's just one of the typically idiotic things I do when I'm on impulse.
#1 is grammatically correct, using which as a relative pronoun. #2 is SPG. It's a harsh comma splice, but that is a regular pronoun.
A possibility if Green had been using SPG:
#1. ... so she took me to see my Regular Doctor Jim, who agreed that I was veritably swimming in a paralyzing and totally clinical depression .... (The Fault in Our Stars, page 3-4)
#2. ... so she took me to see my Regular Doctor Jim, he agreed, he said I was veritably swimming in a paralyzing and totally clinical depression ....

The Transition Between Narration and Dialogue
Dialog is people talking. Efficient dialogue would be like efficient writing and probably resemble WG. Natural speech is probably more like SPG, though it depends on the person and the choices made for how to punctuate the speech.

The issue here is the transition from narration to dialogue. If we think of writing as having the two large continents -- narration and dialogue -- the transition between the two is a small, ugly, awkward island that no one particularly likes.
But it exists.
#1. "Uhhn," is all I can say, it feels glorious
Every time I read that in my editing, I disliked the comma after Uhhn. One day my muse had a brilliant inspiration -- take it out.
#2. "Uhhn" is all I can say, it feels glorious
Of course, the comma is grammatically correct. But the sentence looks a lot better without it. Clark similarly wrote:
 marital conversations retarded by a mumbled "Huh" or ...
Should the transition from narration to dialogue be different for SPG?
Narration and dialogue can be completely separated, eliminating a visit to the island and solving the problem.
I did something wrong, I broke the rules. "I'm sorry, Mark."
However, just adding a dialogue tag reintroduces the problem.
#1. I did something wrong, I broke the rules. I say, "I'm sorry, Mark."

#2. I did something wrong, I broke the rules. I say "I'm sorry, Mark."
#1 is perfect EG, but it breaks a rule for SPG -- the second sentence in #1 is one phrase, so the comma in the middle is inappropriate. #2 treats the second sentence as one phrase, so it works as SPG -- but it breaks the punctuation rules of EG.
A short piece of dialogue can be woven into the narration, and there is more of a temptation to do that in SPG.
#1. Standing up, saying, "It's a deal," and shaking his hand.
#2. Standing up, saying "It's a deal", shaking his hand.
#1 is the correct EG punctuation, but it violates SPG. First, it puts a comma in the middle of the second phrase. Second, the comma that is supposed to be ending the second phrase has wound up inside the quotes. #2 corrects these problems and is SPG compatible, though grammatically incorrect.
I would happily raise the flag of SPG on Transition Island and ignore EG -- if that was simple or easy. But it isn't.
#1. I did something wrong, I broke the rules. I say, "I'm sorry, Mark. I didn't mean it."

#2. I did something wrong, I broke the rules. I say "I'm sorry, Mark. I didn't mean it."
Again, #2 eliminates the comma in the middle of a phrase. But it's odd to claim the two-sentence dialogue is one phrase. So the logical argument against #1 disappears.
Ceding Transition Island to EG is ugly. That was already shown, plus the island has problems even under undisputed rule by EG.
Did he really say, "I'm going."?
I have punctuated that sentence in a way that's consistent with its meaning. But it's not EG correct -- I don't even know what the EG correct punctuation is, but it won't be pretty.
He asked, "Are you going?" and he didn't wait for an answer.

Ugly again. The two phrases have no separation; meanwhile, a separating comma occurs within the first phrase.

That problem is easily solved by making that two sentences -- but authors are supposed to be able to write that as one sentence (when that best fits the meaning), not be forced to turn it into two sentences purely for grammatical reasons.
I would suggest, in the absence of any obvious answer, to do what you think is best for a sentence. That might not be the best long-term solution -- readers benefit from conventions and regularity. But it allows the exploration of different options. And I'm not sure if many readers care.
Getting another round of drinks, me just ordering the same, me moving us ahead in my plan, "Do you want to hear my story about this bar?"
And if a piece of dialogue can be treated as a phrase, I can also write:
Getting another round of drinks, me just ordering the same, asking "Do you want to hear my story about this bar?", me moving us ahead in my plan.
That gets the logic and temporal order right.
We think of says, and variations like said and saying, as being verbs. You never questioned that, and neither did anyone else. But in the King James Version of the Bible, they are treated as connectors, signalling a change from narration to dialogue. That might be an interesting way to think of them in SPG.
He stands up, says "We have to go."
First Person: A Subtle Choice
If you are writing in first person, you can drop the subject and it will be assumed to be the main character.
Walking into my first class, 11th grade American History, I hand my schedule to the teacher -- male, about 42, he checks it.
At home. Alone. On a Saturday night. Nothing really to do. I can get all my remaining homework done tomorrow. Depressed.
I found myself tending to leave out the I when the main character was describing her own action, and including I when the main character was talking to the reader about herself, which would be a description of a setting, motivation, or a lot of things other than action. That's -- once again -- the kind of subtlety SPG allows. Leaving out the I for describing action:
Critical Thinking? Double checking my schedule. It says Critical Thinking. What's that? Why me? Showing the teacher my schedule, she's young.
Using I to talk to the reader:
I want to change. I want to be different. The new May. Not a slut. But I don't want to change this much. I don't think I even can.
Switching from one to the other mid-paragraph:
Driving about three miles. Finding a bar, parking, putting on extra makeup to look older. Walking in. I can be here legally, as long as I don't order alcohol.
Repetition with Addition

1. We are going the graveyard. We are always going to the graveyard. (Girl Runner, Carrie Snyder)
2. But the rain! The constant, unending rain! (Jurassic Park, page 3)
The second sentence repeats and elaborates on the first sentence. So, from a standpoint of pure information, the second sentence makes the first redundant. But of course the author wanted the effect of two sentences, and the first sentence says one thing and the second says another. It's kind of a SPG notion of one idea per phrase.

The period seems a little heavy for #1. A comma seems too ungrammatical for WG, but it would work fine in SPG.

We are going the graveyard, we are always going to the graveyard.
Anyways, this construction is easier to execute with SPG. 


A car, Wendy's car, we ...

I wanted the sense of first seeing a car, then recognizing it as Wendy's.

And this is gross, and I mean really gross, and disgusting, most disgusting, but ...
Chapter 13: WG and SPG Twining and Cohabitating
Coexistence
In my SPG writing, I sometimes switch into EG for commentary. In my WG writing, I sometimes switch to SPG for an action scene, sexual scene, or idyllic scene.

The latter is somewhat normal. In a book with fairly normal grammar:

I see myself on horseback, on cloudback, dressed in bones, dressed in a sari. I see all my expressions -- I am enraged and in love and sad and joyful and forty more things in between. (Jackson, The Opposite of Everyone, page 288)
The first sentence ungrammatically drops the and; the second sentence drops the commas and uses and to separate items in a list. This is my favorite ending scene; grammatically correct writing would have been a tragedy.
There is no doubt some cost switching from one style of grammar to another, but appaently it is minimal, and the advantages can make it worthwhile in the right situation.
The Stray Sentence
Some writers occasionally insert an ungrammatical sentence that sounds like SPG. From a book with normal grammar:
"What is it, I asked?"

He didn't deny there was an it, just said "Can we talk about it later?"

(Someone Else's Love Story, Jackson, page 96)
The second half of the last sentnce has a prodrop. Adding he after the comma would have created an unjarring comma splice; more is needed to achieve actual grammatically. And of course normal grammar dictates a comma after said. So the sentence came out sounding like SPG.
Nedry fell to the ground and landed on something scaly and cold, it was the animal's foot, and then there was a new pain on both sides of his head. (Crichton, Jurassic Park, page 196,
That's very harsh comma splice in the middle of the sentence. Or ordinary SPG.

I heard the one-two crunch of her boots on the path. A pause, then the oyster shells crunched again. (Two Nights, Reich, page 1)
That's a noun phrase (a pause) sitting by itself. To be grammatical, all she had to add was There was. But those were two empty words.
Patricia Cornwell, in the book Dish, is fearless about writing ungrammatically. Combined with being very understandable, that's a formula for writing SPG, and some of her sentences come out looking just like SPG.
The figure standing on the other side of the wall is a young male, small, maybe a boy, I'm fairly sure. (page 57)
To me, that's a very skillful blend of SPG and WG, creating a nice feel that you can't get without SPG. In other words, brilliant grammar.
We've not had a hard freeze yet, the weather temperate for December and overcast, but it won't last. (page 61)
That's another SPG sentence. Adding a verb (is) to the second phrase would make it more grammatical (though a harsh comma splice). I think Cornwell's version is better.
Using and as a separator. (She is speaking of her husband.)
If someone is casing our house or stalking me it would have been very helpful having him around and I don't like it when he's gone. Recent weeks have been long and hard and maybe I shouldn't have told him I was fine and didn't need him because it wasn't true at all. (page 64)
Intriguing are these two SPG-like handlings of dialogue:
"We'll see what it looks like when we get there" is what I say. (page 330)
"I'm familiar with the place" is all I offer this man who... (page 3)
It's rare to end dialogue without any punctuation, no matter how natural that might look.

Stray SPG sentences from other books:

She scoots in even closer, spooning, her knees tucked into my knees, her belly pressed against my back. (The Opposite of Everything, Jackson, page 195)
She leans forward, something building, intense and gorgeous in this brief hiatus, and they are kissing, a kiss she feels she has waited years to complete, a kiss that does not already have a full stop in mind. She breathes in his aftershave, her mind spins, goes blank. (The Girl You Left Behind, Moyes, page 185).

It was a nice night out, warm for this time of the year, and Lula was sitting on her porch steps when I drove up. (Tricky Twenty-Two, Evanovich, page 182)

I smile, grateful for the inclusion of the word even. (First Comes Love, Giffin, page 231)

Those authors are, in a way, doing nothing different from Hemingway -- writing ungrammatical sentences that work. And sooner or later these sentences will be WG.

Problems with Shifting From SPG to EG
Your reader's grammar processor is either on or off. If it's on, and you write something ungrammatical -- as your reader perceives things -- then your sentence will be jarring.

That problem goes both ways. If you write SPG, your reader's EG processor has to turn off. Then your reader will tend to be confused if you then write a complicated sentence requiring EG. I have already given this example:
My mother had her back to me, one hand on Grandma Halley's, and as I looked closely I could see Grandma Halley had fallen asleep, her eyes closed, breath even and soft. And my mother, who had spent the entire holiday weekend almost manic with reassurance, squeezing my shoulder and smiling, forcing conversation, was crying. (Someone Like You, Dressen, page 197).
The second sentence has the problem of a very long embedded phrase. I think I could have handled that if I had known the sentence was grammatical. But I had no reason to expect my mother to be more than a fragment. So I processed the sentence in a perfectly reasonable way that stopped working when I got to was crying.
Another sentence that confused me:
Everywhere there were the sounds of inanimate pain, wood straining against wood, ropes twisting, stretched to the breaking point. (The Bourne Identity, Ludlum, first paragraph)
The commas look like they are just marking a list. They aren't, each comma plays a different role. So EG doesn't work well, and this sentence easily degenerates into a sequence of phrases. More generally, I think Ludlum wanted me to read his book as a sequence of phrases, and I was.

But the first phrase isn't meaningful by itself -- what is inanimate pain? I sat there puzzling over what inanimate pain was, with the next phrases finally explaining it to me. If I had my EG processor on, that would not have been nearly as big of problem, because in EG I know to go to the next phrase to see if that helps. A fix:

Everywhere there were the sounds of inanimate pain -- wood straining against wood, ropes twisting and stretched to the breaking point.
Another example:
The tone of the funeral was surprisingly upbeat, with humorous commentary from friends and family, one colleague noting that Busoni's love of Renaissance art, by his own admission, had been matched only by his love of spaghetti Bolognese and caramel budino. (Inferno, Dan Brown, page 458)
The profusion of commas is awkward -- I thought the second comma signaled a list. The EG processor is liable to be turned off while reading Brown, but the embedded phrase (by his own admission) requires it to be on for this particular sentence. That's awkward.
Trying to Satisfy WG and SPG
The restrictions of SPG eliminate difficult grammatical constructs and lead to easy-to-understand writing. Meanwhile, the restrictions of WG eliminate jarringness. Accepting both restrictions leads to very easy-to-understand writing.
So you can have your cake and eat it too, though it's a grammatically-bland cake -- you box yourself in with a lot of restrictions, so accepting both restrictions substantially reduces variety. The resulting writing will seem simple and you won't impress anyone (except me) with your writing skill.
Evanovich (Plum Series) is a good example. She just wants to write an enjoyable book, and she writes ordinary-looking sentences that rarely break WG. But they rarely break SPG either. I looked in Tricky Twenty-Two and didn't find an embedded phrase (in narration) until I got to page 9, and it was just a single word (Bob). I gave up at page 22 on finding an embedded phrase that wasn't a name.
I have already given many examples of her writing being SPG-like. The following is very much a sequence of images. These are fragments, which are accepted in WG:
It took a full minute to orient myself. Kidnapped. Chained. Stunned. I looked at my arm. Two puncture wounds. One in the vein in the crook of my left arm. One in my upper arm. (Tricky Twenty-Two, page 238)
Grammatical correctness usually involves adding one or a few words.

1. Jeremy eventually becoming bored with me, no surprise, ...

2. Jeremy eventually becomes bored with me, but that's no surprise, ...
#1 is my SPG sentence. #2 achieved EG correctness at the cost of two words. Also, the progressive verb, which I wanted for meaning, got changed to a direct verb. So, there's a trade-off, gaining grammatical approval but adding words and not getting quite as good of meaning.
1. Eating lunch by myself in a crowded cafeteria is bad for my digestion.

2. Eating lunch by myself in a crowded cafeteria, this is bad for my digestion.

3. I'm eating lunch by myself in a crowded cafeteria; this is bad for my digestion.
#1 is grammatically correct, and it has the fewest words. But it has a complicated subject (eating lunch by myself in a crowded cafeteria). #2 solves this problem with a left dislocation in SPG. But it's ungrammatical. #3 is the longest sentence and has a semicolon, but it is grammatically correct and consistent with SPG.
1. Showing the teacher my schedule, she's young. First teacher to actually look at me like I'm a real person with feelings.

2. I show the teacher my schedule. She's young, and she's the first teacher to actually look at me like I'm a real person with feelings.
#1 is the SPG version. #2 adds four words to achieve a SPG compatible sentence that's also grammatically correct, but those four words are a grammatical contrivance. #2 also doesn't group the things the way I wanted. But it still works well enough.

So, you can add a few words, make a few small concessions, and end up with something unjarring that also fits SPG.

However, there's one implacable conflict between SPG and WG -- and as a grammatical contrivance.
Iggy led the way, Lula and I followed, and the remaining five guys followed Lula and me. (Tricky Twenty-Two, page 21)
That's pretty much a meaningless and, put in to achieve grammatical correctness. So that breaks one of my rules of SPG. But taking and out breaks the rules of EG. So it's impossible to follow both SPG and EG in this situation. Evanovich is almost always willing to use an extra word to achieve grammatical normalcy, but occasionally she does not.

I methodically went through the room, looking in drawers, the closet, under the bed. (Tricky Twenty-Two, page22)
Another example, from Lynn's story:

I imagine what it feels like to have that arm slowly wrap around my waist, palm lightly grazing my belly, the heat from his skin searing through my cotton top, hand cupping my hip, and bicep nestled between my arm and side of my breast.
I like this passage a lot. It's nice SPG until that final and; the final and in one word makes the sentence grammatically correct. But it turned on my EG processor, which I did not want.

So, authors trying to be simple and easy to read usually include that and, to make their writing grammatical. And if you look, they sometimes leave it out. If you want to make your writing fit both WG and SPG, there is no perfect solution, and some concessions must be made, one way or another. But the result will be easy-to-understand reading.
Neither
Just to be obsessive-compulsive about listing all of the possibilities . . . a writer can break the rules of WG and SPG:
I suppose I cannot truthfully say that I have always loved ceramics, yet even as a small boy I took an unconscious delight and pleasure in going to the shop: in its abundance of pretty, bright-coloured objects, better than toys; ladies and gentlemen and animals; its displays of cut-glass and forty-two-piece dinner services -- Susie Cooper and Wedgwood Strawberry Hill -- though in those days, of course, I did not know their names. (The Girl in a Swing, Adams, page 3)
If there's a way to understand this as correct EG, I can't find it. So I assume the reader understands that as a sequence of phrases. But the easy-reading principles of SPG are being broken; for example, better than toys is not a meaningful phrase (because the topic of the previous sentence is the shop). The use of the colon and semicolons does not follow the rules of EG but it does not fit the normal simplicity of SPG either.
So this manages to break the rules of WG and SPG.
This style has a mature feel,  and the reading difficulty makes the reader focus on what is being said rather than reading it quickly. I suppose it could be following underlying rules, though I do not know what they are or what they hope to accomplish. And that's pretty much all the nice things I can say about purposely making reading difficult to understand.

Young Adult
Youth tend to be flexible, and the genre of Y/A tends to be tolerant of change, or perhaps even encouraging of it. So Y/A is a good place to find SPG, or to look for different ways to use SPG (and other new grammar tecniques).

Jesse is in the sophomore hall girls' bathroom, the farthest stall from the door, one huge, scuffed fisherman's boot propped up on the toilet seat so she can balance her backpack on her knee and rifle through it. She's looking for the masking tape that she totally, totally put in here this morning, she's positive, she has a perfect picture-memory of swiping it out of the designated masking-tape cubby in her mother's rolltop desk in the den and dropping it into her backpack, the big pocket, right here she totally put it here where is it where is it the bell's about the ring -- (The Difference Between You and Me, George, start).

One day I was looking at the grammar in a random collection of Y/A books.

I realized Isabel was staring at me, still worried. (P.S. I Like You, 2016, West, page 6)
The trailing adjective, picking up Isabel from the previous phrase.

I was tempted to make her finish that sentence. To accept her invitation just to be funny, but I put her out of her misery. (P.S. I Like You, West, page 6)
That second sentence begins with a fragment, which is then joined with the following clause as if it was a compound sentence. Or it's just SPG.

"I don't see why she'd spread a rumor about her own sluttiness," Emily continues evenly, reasonably. (The Difference Between You and Me, 2012, George, page 7).
A trailing adverb, but it makes sense and was already described as a part of SPG.

Reality came rushing back to me, at full force. (Beyond Clueless, 2015, Alsenas, page 1)
A trailing prepositional phrase, functioning as an adverb I believe. Grammatically, there was no need for the comma. This is basically the independence of the modifier, a change in WG that is part of the drift to pure SPG.

The following essentially is SPG, image after image, but using a period as a separator. The result is a lot of what grammatically are fragments.


Aunt Odie is the best cook there is in all Florida. Maybe Georgia and Alabama and Louisiana, too.


She makes everything from scratch, even her own mixes for things like cakes and biscuits and brownies. She sells the mixes down to the Publix supermarkets. And lots of other places. Like the Piggly Wiggly. And Walmart. Plus to grocery stores in the other states I have mentioned.

(Messenger, 2016, Williams, page 10)
Eight of the next 14 sentences are fragments. 

2027
Before We Go Extinct is a good example of cutting edge. Some samples:

I don't know when it happened and Dad isn't talking, he's tight-lipped but smiling, and I get it, I do. But I'm still sad because, Mom. And because, everything. (Before We Go Extinct, Rivers, page 237)

"Sorry", I whispered, and that sorry stretched out so far between me and the shark that the invisible thread stretched to infinity and to heaven and to where the spirit of stuff goes when it dies because it has to go somewhere, and I think it got all the way to The King [his friend], that's how far it went. I cried, now waist deep in the rising tide, and the corpse of the shark was tethered to the fisheries boat, to be dragged somewhere for scientists to study and destroy and take pictures of for the local news. (page 237)
Then there's Mafi, who feels like the cutting edge style in 2027. Did she do time travel? The following, which is very SPG-like might be the most elegant paragraph I have read.

I always wonder about rain drops.


I wonder about how they're always falling down, tripping over their own feet, breaking their legs and forgetting their parachutes as they tumble right out of the sky toward an uncertain end. It's like someone is emptying their pockets over the earth and doesn't seem to care where the contents fall, doesn't seem to care that the raindrops burst when they hit the ground, that they shatter when they fall to the floor, that people curse the days the drops dare to tap on their doors.


I am a raindrop.
Here is Mafi avoiding commas within phrases, a basic SPG technique:
I've been neglected abandoned ostracized and dragged from my home. I've been poked prodded tested and thrown in a cell. (Shatter Me, page 70)
This next passage is SPG-like, but the second sentence is . . . creative, definitely not WG, but not like any SPG I've ever written. Which justifies the idea of fusion.
Warner almost trips over his own feet. He eyes are wide; alarmed. He stops few feet short of our goal. Spins around. (Shatter Me, page 99)
And I like it. Which is a really good bottom-line.

Chapter 14: Thinking in SPG

When you write, even if all of your sentences are a part of WG, you could think in terms of SPG. That's an courageous claim -- that SPG can give you new ways of looking at your writing. But let me give it a try.

Order of Events and Images
1. She flew out to Cleveland from Kennedy, and picked up her rental car. (Don't Believe a Word, MacDonald, page 55)
2. She flew out from Kennedy to Cleveland, and picked up her rental car. 

If you think of writing as presenting information, #1 is fine, and #2 is simply the same information.

SPG invites you to think of creating images in your reader's mind. #1 first creates an image of landing in Cleveland, and then a second image of leaving from New York. However, those are not in the correct temporal order. Again, thinking in terms of information, that's still not a problem.

But considering the images in the reader's mind, it is a problem. Is the reader not supposed to untangled the images? That's hard for me to imagine. So the reader presumably does untangle them -- imagining the departure from Kennedy as coming first. So why not write that way?

It's probably an error in any case to think of writing as merely communicating information. Instead. the writer should be thinking about what images (and thoughts and feelings and concepts) are being created in the reader's mind. I think SPG encourages that. And if you just write SPG for fun, you can still carry that attitude back to your regular writing.

EG happily allows backwards order: 
I went to the store after studying my Chemistry.
I suppose that could be a SPG phrase, but SPG mostly forces events to be presented in the order they occur.
I studied my Chemistry, then went to the store.

Consider:
What's taking so long?" Gus asked for the third time, pacing in front of the tiny window in the private room that had been assigned to Christopher. (Picoult, The Pact, page 14 trade)
It is easier to first picture a room, then a window in the room. So starting with window makes things just a little difficult on the reader. The window (instead of a window) also works better if the room is mentioned first.
A small point? Yes. But that's how you make your writing easy to read.

A private room had been assigned to Christopher and Gus was pacing in front of the tiny window. What's taking so long?" Gus asked for the third time,
Grammar
WG asks the question, is this acceptable grammar? SPG asks the question, is this simple to understand? You can write WG and still realize when your are breaking the rules of SPG.

1. "Target ahead," my team leader, Jimmy Miles, said from the lead car.

That's the first line (and paragraph) of Shadow War. It pretty much does everything a first line is supposed to do. Unless you are thinking in terms of SPG, you probably wouldn't even notice the embedded phrase -- it's the most innocuous embedded phrase possible (a name). That's a completely standard way of introducing a name, and it's so short and unproblematic that you might not see any problem.

But if you were thinking in terms of SPG, you would know it's a problem. Maybe the embedded phrase is still the best choice, but you now would not casually add an embedded phrase as if it can't possibly be any problem. Instead, you might consider:
2. "Target ahead," my team leader said from the lead car.

For the first sentence in a book, I definitely prefer #2. That choice postpones the problem of introducing Mile's name, but in this case the reader doesn't need that knowledge until a couple of pages later.
Problems in Assembly
He ran past Gus Harte, breathless and reaching for him. (Picoult, The Pact, page 13 trade)
Assembly required. Breathless is next to Gus Harte, but since he is running, he is breathless.
Except not in this particular sentence. Actually Gus Harte is breathless -- in this one case, the phrase modifies what it follows. There was no way to guess that -- in practice, modifiers are placed where convenient, and location is not a reliable clue, while meaning is.

In EG, the focus is on proper grammar, and assembly is an ignored problem. The implicit promise is that assembly will happen effortlessly if the grammar is correct. If you become familiar with SPG and constructing sentences where no assembly is needed, you might be more sensitive to when assembly is needed and potential problems in assembly.

The second sentence of Shadow War is:

"Copy that, Alpha One," I replied into my headset, as the outer wall of the abandoned outpost began to emerge from the desert half a mile away, a dark shadow against a dusty brown hill so slight most people wouldn't have noticed it was there. (Shadow War, McFate & Witter, page 1)

This creates a nice mood. But I can read it for the third time and still not know what the modifiers are modifying. The desert a half mile away makes it sound like the desert is a half mile away. (It's not.) I don't know what is a dark shadow and what people wouldn't have noticed.

All the words are there. I can't find any actual grammar errors. But it's a complicated grammar. Assembly is required. That's status quo for EG. But did the authors actually stop to think if that assembly was going to be easy (or even if I would do it correctly)? I am thinking not.
I think I have already made this point. SPG, done rightly, means thinking about how the words in a sentence are going to be assembled into images. That's a good issue to think about in WG too. And writing in SPG probably develops skill in solving those problems.
Adding Pieces
From writing SPG, I have learned that I can add pieces of emotion -- wherever I want, whenever I want, as easily as I want. The following is ordinary WG, but it throws an odd piece in:


"So you're afraid to make a decision."


"I just don't see the point of them. I'm not afraid."


He stares into my eyes, looking for truth. I stare back, I'm not telling the truth.


I break first -- he so desperately wants to win and save me. "I'm terrified."


"I don't blame you." I want to feel his arms around me. He continues, "But you can't go through life like this. You have to make decisions."
I want to feel his arms around me is perfectly grammatical, but it's also an isolated piece of emotion. In a sense it disrupts the flow of the story, yet it adds to the story. I think SPG taught me that style.

Meaningful Phrases
Gus did not like to cry around him, either. (Picoult)

The comma is not working. I think the author wanted a pause or break between him and either. But it left a meaningless word by itself. Yes, modern writing can end a sentence with a single trailing word. But there's a logic to it, with the previuos sentence contributing to the single word to create an implicit clause.
Which is to day,  you can imagine modern writing as chaotic rule-breaking, with anything possible. SPG gives structure to when and how the rules can be broken.
Chapter 15: Conclusion
You have the power.
Author Notes
Thanks for reading this.

This book was overwhelming, I did my best, and I know it's an amazing book, I'm at least happy about that. Sometimes there is no source given for an example. Usually that's because the example was constructed. For a few, the source was my books.

NEP stands for Not Exactly Perfect, the book I rewrote into SPG.

Appendix: Examples
This appendix contains two of my short stories written in SPG. It also has a passage from my SPG novel Not Exactly Perfect.
I of course recommend reading some from Martin Clark's Jezebel Remedy. I hope I have given you the tools to look more critically -- or appreciatively, or understandingly -- at the grammar of anything you read.
EVERY YEAR
I'm sitting on the hill, waiting, and watching, enjoying the sun and the breeze and being a ghost for a day.
Norm appears next to me, like he does every year. Funny how dying on the same day and being buried in the same cemetery could tie two guys together, but there it is -- Norm saying hi, Norm asking about my afterlife, us shaking hands, then Norm and me sitting on the hill, sitting and sitting, sharing stories, watching, waiting. Wondering.
A car, Wendy's car, we both recognize it, and Norm goes racing down the hill, even though there's no hurry, but this is his one day every year to see his wife, so he's excited. Me following, more leisurely, by the time I get there Norm is lying face-up on his grave.
"That's creepy," I say. "Sit up."
"She imagines me lying here."
"She imagines you six feet under."
"Shush, she's coming."
"She can't hear us." He knows that.
"Yeah, but I want to hear her."
So I stay quiet, watching the drama, but it's not TV -- it's a real guy, and he's dead and she's not, and they love each other, and this is really important to them.
She kneels in front of his grave. "Hi Norman. I brought you some flowers." She places them on his grave and they sink right through his leg.
Norm says, real sincere, "Thanks." I see a tear in his eye. Norm doesn't like flowers so much, but her gift means a lot to him.
"I don't know if you can hear me." She looks around, but she can't see us of course.
Then she takes out pictures, like she does every year, and shows them to Norm's grave. Now he sits up and looks closely. "Cynthia. Look at that belly! She's due in two months. You're going to be a grandfather again! Aren't you proud?"
Norm jumps up, does a fist pump, and shouts, "YES!" I have to laugh.
"Here's Rebecca's school picture." Norm stops jumping around and looks closely. "And here she is at Halloween."
Norm looks at the picture, then says to me, "Some princess, I think."
"I, uh." She stops. "Well . . . " I can see exactly what's coming, but Norm looks clueless. She does this really huge sigh. "I met someone."
Norm looks puzzled. Poor guy.
"I was lonely."
And then the light goes out in Norm's eye. And he slumps and then lies back down on his grave.


"I know you would want me to be happy."
We watch her walk back to the car, drive off, Norm stands up dejectedly, and I say, "You want her to be happy, right?"
"I guess." He shrugs. "But . . ."
He can't finish. I put my hand on his shoulder. "It'll be okay."
"Yeah." He doesn't sound sure. He shakes his head once, looks me in the eye plaintively, then disappears.
I thought, with all the fucking disappointments in life, that the after-life would be better, but I'm wrong. I walk over to my grave, and sit there, and then I lie down too, even though it's creepy, but I'm too depressed to sit up, and I wait for Martha.
And the sun goes behind a cloud, which is depressing, and then it comes out again, but the sunshine doesn't making me happy anymore, and I lie and wait, and wait. And wonder. And worry.
HANDS, REACHING OUT OF MY GRAVE, GRABBING ME! I scream with terror, panicking, breaking free, running, fleeing, zombie-hell, worst nightmare ever, and I hear . . .
laughing?
I turn around, ready to run, but it's Martha slowly rising out my grave.
She smiles at me. "Scaredy-cat."
"Son-of-a-bitch, Martha, don't ever do that again." But I'm smiling too.
She holds out her hands to me. "Hi."
I start walking towards her. "I'm sorry you died."
"Don't be silly. Now I'm where I want to be. With you."
I sweep her into a big hug, my hands don't pass through her, she says she loves me, I look into her eyes.
She's here. She does.
I tell her I love her even more, and we're together, and the sun is shining, and we walk up the hill hand-in-hand.
A FLAT TIRE, A NEARBY HOTEL
We were arguing, now we're silent, flying down the highway, Rob driving too fast, a sudden frightful bumping and swerving, Rob expertly steering the car to the side of the road, us getting out, a flat tire. Rob knowing what to do, I have to give him that, but the spare is flat too, or something, so we phone for help. I tell Rob it's not his fault. Hard to be sincere, he never checked the spare and I don't have to open the Owner's Manual to know he should have.
Finally the tire is fixed, but the daylight is ending, so we spend the night at the nearby motel, it's isolated and by the ocean with a restaurant. Maybe a romantic evening with post-argument sex?
Dinner. Something's wrong, something strange. A steady feeling of something.
Looking at Rob, it's not Rob, wondering if it's me, I feel normal, looking around the restaurant, something about the restaurant is wrong. Normal waiters . . . normal busboys . . . the decor, it's ugly but not wrong . . . the two men at the next table, unremarkable . . . studying the other customers . . .
The customers.
The only female, I'm the only female. What a strange coincidence. I was subjected to too many visual body sweeps for this to be a gay convention. Besides, there would still be some women.
Expecting a waitress to appear or a woman to return from the restroom -- walking to the kitchen and awkwardly opening the door and scanning a room full of men -- feeling so conspicuous as I negotiate my way back to my table through a sea of males -- trying not to walk like a woman, trying to avoid attention, feeling so noticeably female.
But it doesn't matter. I'm unique, Rob's unique, we're all unique. I ignore the strangeness and enjoy my dinner. They bring over a free casserole appetizer for Rob. And don't offer me anything? Laughing, that explains why they don't get many females dining here. Rob doesn't like it much, that's obvious from the first look on his face when he tastes it. Then he wolfs it down like a starving man who hasn't already eaten two-thirds of his dinner.
He politely offers me some, it's even worse than his face suggested, I spit it out into my napkin, politely, very quickly. Now I'm surprised they get any customers here. I laugh imagining their ad: Be a macho man and eat the dinner here. I look at their name, Dante's Dive. A dive? That's honest. Someone tell Dante to stop serving his casserole.
One more glance around as we leave, still all men. Strange. Upsetting almost.
The window is open, and a warm breeze comes in from the ocean, and Rob is next to me in bed, and it's bliss, us skin-to-skin, my hand caressing his face. He smiles, but that's all. I kiss his lips passionately, I fondle him to start a fire in his wood pile, that almost always works, but tonight he's falling asleep.
Waking up drowsy, Rob in the bathroom puking his guts out, a growling manly purge that impresses me. I should help him, comfort him, I can't do anything really, rolling onto my side, the blanket over my ear, falling back asleep.
Waking up drowsy, feeling lips on my knee, kissing me, an oh my GOD sensuous feeling slithering up the inside of my thigh. I try to lay still but I have to squirm, lips move higher and lingering, Rob driving me crazy with desire, then feeling kisses on my stomach, my breasts, finally Rob over my face, his breath
so foul I gag, frantically pushing him away but he's like a rock, his hand over my mouth, he kisses my cheek, no BITES it, stabbing shocking excruciating pain. I look up at him, it's Rob but not Rob, a monster, chewing on a piece of my cheek, blood dripping. I fight with adrenaline-fueled panic, him easily controlling me.
He stares, a devil, into my eyes. I stare back, a frozen deer. His smile so grotesque I almost forget my pain. Growing weaker, I see him lowering his mouth to my neck.
"Rob?"
an except from I'M NOT EXACTLY PERFECT
Lunch. A girl walks uncertainly almost to where I'm sitting . . . stops . . . asks with her eyes if can she sit with me . . . I'm fond of my place next to the lake, in the sun, where I can be alone and just think. But it's also a jail cell. I should be happy to have a visitor, to my lake or my jail cell. Or my table, I look silly sitting by myself at this big table.

Trying not be so nervous that I can't think. She can't hate me yet, right? But I don't understand females, I can't control them, and they usually hate me, so I'm too afraid to talk to her. But I can't say no to her, that's too rude, even though I want to, I pat the seat of the chair next to me, and she sits. It feels momentous.
"Hi. I'm Suze." No surprise there. She acts like being here is ordinary, talking to me is ordinary. But she's nervous too.

"I'm May. Like the month." So far, having a normal conversation with a female at high school. A first for me.

"I see you're new here."

"Yeah." Pausing awkwardly, not having a normal conversation any more, now having an awkward nonconversation. Knowing I'm supposed to say more, but what? I left my old school where everyone knew I was the slut? Not sharing that. I do not know how to talk to females, they make it look so easy when they talk with each other.
