Modern Powerful Punctuation and Grammar
Shannon opened the diary and said, "Oh my God."
Unless Shannon is heavily sedated, this sentence is missing something. Life, I would say. To be more scholarly: The PaG (Punctuation and Grammar) does not support what the writer was trying to convey. Adding italics:
Shannon opened the diary and said, "Oh my God."
Better. Punctuation and grammar is a world full of choices -- and if you want to write well, you have to know those choices. No one could know all of the choices, but most authors don't even try.

Then you have to choose wisely. That's your job, but I want to help. This book is NOT about following the conventional rules of PaG, which are of debatable value anyway -- it's about using PaG powerfully and effectively, to make your writing great.
Let's remove the dialogue tag and add an exclamation mark:
Shannon opened the diary. "Oh my God!"
Now I'm happy.
Did I mention about having more choices than you realize? This is from Stephen King's Mr. Mercedes:
Oh . . . my . . . God!
That's the whole paragraph. I love how he italicized only one word. King is a brilliant technician and we should learn from him. This is from my book Emotion Girl.
"OH! MY! GOD! She's bleeding. Her finger's bleeding on her desk."
So that's three very different ways of writing Oh my God, and they all mean different things. Stephen King again (from Misery):
"OH MY GOD OH PAUL WHAT ARE YOU DOOOOOING?"
You can be like Stephen King and use PaG well. I hope you do. I hope you enjoy that. (I do.) And I know it will make your writing better.
Some issues are less dramatic. Like whether or not this sentence keeps its comma:
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.
Take the comma out? Leave it in? Frankly, you don't give a damn?
Hemingway cared. This sentence -- without the comma -- is the first line from The Old Man and the Sea. With the comma, this sentence is grammatically correct. Without it, the sentence has a different feel. This ungrammatical sentence structure appears incessantly throughout Hemingway's book. Would that book have been as good with the commas put in? I doubt it -- that "different feel" is crucial.
PaG is not just ornamentation that gives writing life, it's also the bones that your ideas hang on. You want a skeleton that fits your ideas and brings them out clearly and elegantly. When we talk about this less dramatic side of PaG, we'll be talking about decisions that you make hundreds of times an hour. They add up -- to good, clear writing if you consistently decide well.
It might seem preposterous to claim that Hemingway's choice to remove that comma was that important. I know that; I'm not stupid. Yet I think that's true. I remember wanting to scream to the world, "PaG is SO much more important than anyone thinks!"
Then I discovered PaG was more important than I thought. Pay attention to the changing punctuation. (She has realized it is insane to fly back to her hometown just because Jake has shown up there, so she goes back to bed.)
     Sleep, Kate. Go back . . . to sleep. You've been working non-stop -- the conference, the meetings, the forty-two-hour round-trip to Argentina. This bed was all you could think of. Aren't you comfortable? And relaxed? Living your life? Sleeping in your bed? Isn't it nice to be an adult . . . who can get into her own bed . . . in her own apartment . . . and go to sleep . . . on her own timing. My pulse deepens. And not be reduced to some stupid . . . knee-jerk . . . adolescent . . . obsessive . . . lunatic behavior . . . just because Jake's finally shown up -- finally shown up --

     I sit up. Breathless.

(Dedication, by MacLaughlin and Kraus),
It's magical. The ellipses give us the sense that she's falling asleep. Then she has a thought of Jake, and -- as ellipses change to dashes -- she wakes up. The PaG is being used, not only to mimic her thinking, but also to indicate the turns in her thinking.
I hadn't expected to find PaG doing most of the work. Yes, the words matter here -- they sometimes support the message of the PaG, and they sometime supply new information. But the words could be changed a lot without changing the main message.
If PaG can sometimes be more important than the words . . . how important is it the rest of the time? I say it's 30% of writing. Writing like they probably taught you in school is boring and impotent. (Correct high school grammar is a PaG desert.) And trying to follow those rules is probably impossible, because they don't always work.
Um, how this book got started: Once upon a time, I was studying three books, written by three different grammar wizards, all using magical PaG. I noticed that there was almost no overlap! Doing the math . . . there was a huge kingdom of PaG.
I intrepidly explored all of this kingdom. I was amazed. I still am. I was thrilled; I still am. I actually traveled no further than my local library, but I feel like an explorer coming back from Africa in the 1800's -- I want to tell you about this amazing new continent with all sorts of incredible animals you never imagined. I traveled no farther into the future than 2017, but I want to tell you what PaG is like in 2017.

And . . . that should be ordinary. Dictionaries attempt to describe modern language. They actively look for new words and add them to their dictionary. I should not be the only one scouring modern writing for ways it has changed in the last 100 years. Then, the dictionaries don't just say, "It's okay to use face-palm". Instead, they explain what it means, which tells you when to use it and when not to. Um, grammar books should be doing that too.
I don't need to convince you; my job is just to tell you your options and explain what they accomplish. If you just start paying attention to PaG when you read, this book is a success. Also, it's interesting how authors differ, and fascinating what skilled authors can do with PaG.
This book assumes you want to use PaG as effectively as possible. PaG can help communicate things that readers wouldn't have understood with just words. It can also help the reader more quickly and easily understand what you want to communicate. (I call this smooth writing.) Some reading is easy to understand and some is not, and the difference is the cumulative effect of small, unnoticeable problems.
A suggestion: Read a chapter, then practice using that information in your writing. That way, you get the tools of that chapter into your tool-box. You can later decide when you actually want to use those tools in your writing.
And an important note. To me, feelings come first. If your writing "feels" right, don't change it; if you have two choices, take the one that feels right. But if you know the possibilities and understand the underlying principles, it's easier to write things that feel right, easier to be creative, and easier to solve problems.
Section I: Using PaG to Add Life
Just as herbs and spices add zest to cooking and harmony complements a melody, PAG adds to writing. When you get the PaG right, it helps bring your writing to life.
Chapter 1: The Art of Fragments
Business was being conducted. All kinds of business. (start of The Cardinal of the Kremlin, Tom Clancy)
The second "sentence" above is a fragment. A full sentence requires a subject and a verb; all kinds of business has no verb and hence is a fragment. What do you think of that fragment?
Fragments will always be considered ungrammatical. If someone were to teach you to write, they probably would teach you not to write fragments. We even have grammar checkers that find your fragments so you can fix them.
Meanwhile, fragments are an important part of the real world of writing. Clancy's fragment isn't a mistake -- it's good writing. If for some reason you aren't writing fragments, one of the easiest ways to improve your writing is to add fragments. (Well, good fragments.)
Also, a fragment is not something that just suddenly happens, or something an author arbitrarily decides to write. No one can list every reason for writing a fragment, but there are four common reasons. I want to discuss them all, to help you be good at writing fragments. All kinds of fragments.
Avoiding Repetition
The most common reason for a fragment is to avoid repetition. The passage above could be rewritten into a full sentence by repeating the predicate (the part following the subject):
Business was being conducted. All kinds of business was being conducted.
Did you want to read that? I didn't think so. The repetition wastes your time and attention, because you can easily "fill in" this information using the previous sentence. So Clancy's second sentence was a fragment on paper, but it isn't a fragment in your head. Here's about as straightforward example as you could ask for:

He thinks some more. I can see his anxiety increasing. "There's a lecture I'm supposed to give you when you become interested in guys."


"The birds and the bees lecture?"
To avoid the fragment, the second sentence could be rewritten as
"Is the lecture you are supposed to give me the birds and the bees lecture?"
But that's ridiculous.
This is one of my favorite fragments:
I looked at the light-switch, only a foot from her. I looked at her. I looked at the switch again. At her. At the switch. (Hammett, The Whosis Kid)
If we fill in the missing words to "correct" Hammett's fragments, we have:
I looked at the light-switch, only a foot from her. I looked at her. I looked at the switch again. I looked at her. I looked at the switch.
I don't know what you want to say about the second version. It's thorough, precise, grammatically correct, and . . . boring? Repetitive? It has no spark; it's ordinary.
If you just saw the second version, you would be a little bored, but you might not know why. You probably wouldn't think, Shouldn't those last two sentences be written as fragments? We have been too trained to think of grammar as avoiding fragments. I am now inviting you to think of grammar as including when, how, and why to use fragments. For example, I had:

My counselor this time looks about 25. She smiles at me and seems friendlier. "Have you thought about your options?"


I have thought about my options endlessly. "I know my options."
The 21st time I read this, I finally realized the possibly of using a fragment. The rest was easy:

My counselor this time looks about 25. She smiles at me and seems friendlier. "Have you thought about your options?"

Endlessly. "I know my options."
The fragment has more punch.
So, avoiding pointless repetition is one good reason to use a fragment. There's more.
Using Fragments to Resemble Thought
Hunger Games (by Suzanne Collins) begins with four paragraphs, each one containing a full sentence followed by a fragment.
     There's enough light in the bedroom to see them. My little sister, Prim, curled up on her side, cocooned in my mother's body, their cheeks pressed together.

     Sitting at Prim's knees, guarding her, is the world's ugliest cat. Mashed-in nose, half of one ear missing, eyes the color or rotting squash.

     He hates me. Or at least distrusts me.

     Even though it was years ago, I think he still remembers how I tried to drown him in a bucket when Prim brought him home. Scrawny kitten, belly swollen with worms, crawling with fleas.
The third fragment avoids repetition (of he from the previous sentence), but the rest are different. I think they are trying to mimic thought. Sometimes we talk to ourselves, and that's really easy to capture in words (because it is words). When our thinking isn't verbal, it can be more like this:
Bright lights. In my eyes. Can't see. Wanting them to go away. Trying to walk. Stumbling.
You have choices of how to put that into words, and one of them is to convert them into grammatical sentences:
Bright lights are in my eyes. I can't see, and I want them to go away. I try to walk, but I stumble.
That's seven additional words which aren't accomplishing anything except making the sentences grammatical. Meanwhile, the new sentence doesn't sound like primitive thought; the first version, five fragments, more closely mimics thinking.
So a fragment can reduce words and give a sense of mimicking thought. Another example:
"Okay," I said, and we clinked glasses. I took a sip. The tiny bubbles melted in my mouth and journeyed northward into my brain. Sweet. Crisp. Delicious. "That is really good," I said. "I've never drunk champagne." (The Fault in Our Stars)
That's what Collins was doing. In the first sentence, she is not just telling us what the main character is seeing, she's trying to give us that experience.
     There's enough light in the bedroom to see them. My little sister, Prim, curled up on her side, cocooned in my mother's body, their cheeks pressed together.
In the last sentence, she is trying to give us the experience of remembering.
[I remember him being a] scrawny kitten, belly swollen with worms, crawling with fleas.
Technically, it can also be filled in as:
[He was a] scrawny kitten, belly swollen with worms, crawling with fleas.
But that's just a fact, and -- as a fact -- it's irrelevant to the story. Collins wants the memory.
As an aside, there is a style of writing called "stream of consciousness". The goal is to portray someone's thoughts. However, stream of conscious is usually done with run-on sentences and little to no punctuation. So using fragments corresponds to the intent of stream of consciousness, but it's the opposite of how stream of consciousness is traditionally implemented.
Using a Fragment as a Heading
The third function of a fragment is as a heading, to introduce a topic. 
     And, God damn it, why am I paying attention to him? I am DONE thinking about him. Done! I look around the lunchroom for other emotions to feed on.

     Big mistake. Greg Raxen is desolate and doesn't have any lunch. That. Is. Too. Overwhelming.
The obvious signal for this usage is that it appears at the start of the paragraph. In a way it's like a topic sentence, except an actual topic sentence would require more words to say the same thing. For example:
 That was a big mistake.
Again from The Hunger Games (page 114), a chapter begins:
Betrayal. That's the first thing I feel, which is ludicrous.
The second page of The Hunger Games has, among its seven fragments, these two:
     Sometimes, when I clean a kill, I feed Buttercup the entrails. He has stopped hissing at me.

     Entrails. No hissing. This is the closest we will ever come to love.
I had to try to rewrite this to appreciate its brilliance. First, as written this is very clear what the word this refers to (entrails and hissing). If the fragments are removed, this becomes fuzzier.
     Sometimes, when I clean a kill, I feed Buttercup the entrails. He has stopped hissing at me. This is the closest we will ever come to love.
Really, to say the reader of this passage will figure out the exact meaning of this is hopelessly wishful thinking, and yet the precise meaning is needed to appreciate this passage.
My rewrite also changes the focus of the paragraph, but that's the least of it's problems. Collins creates a harsh (yet beautiful) contrast: entrails and hissing versus love. Collin's version brings that out perfectly -- the contrasting words are sitting right next to each other, contrasting. My rewrite separates them (even if you understand what this stands for.)
Headings from John Grisham:
My arrest. The Downtown Civic Club met each [continues the story of him being arrested] (The Racketeer, page 35):
"The helmet. I had worn the same type..." (The Racketeer, page 37):
Most of these examples come from books written in first person present tense, which is more prone to fragments in the narration. But Grisham also uses a heading in the third-person past tense portion of his book:
The Freezer. Four in the morning. Victor Westlake stood, again, and walked around the room. (The Racketeer, page 105):
Using Fragments in a List
Fragments are also used in lists.
Small living room, dining room, kitchen, and powder room downstairs. Three small bedrooms and one full bath upstairs. (Tricky Twenty-Two, Evanovich, page 10)
The following is my favorite book start. It's a giant list, and fragments (second, third, and last sentence) are just one of the contributions to variety.
Things break all the time. Glass, and dishes, and fingernails. Cars and contracts and potato ships. You can break a record, a horse, a dollar. You can break the ice. There are coffee breaks and lunch breaks and prison breaks. Day breaks, waves break, voices break. Chains can be broken. So can silence, and fever. (Handle with Care, Jodi Picoult)
In Catalyst, Laurie Halse Anderson has described what people are doing at a site where the neighbors are rebuilding a house. She summarizes:
Everybody has a job. Hammer. Measure. Saw. Sweep. Scrub. Sand. Paint. Boss around. Play with trucks in the grass. Crochet. Gossip.
Action Scenes
Action scenes tends to have short sentences, so minimally-worded fragments naturally appear in them. Perhaps the purpose is to mimic thinking -- people are not taking the time to form perfectly grammatical sentence when they are stressed, rushed, and panicky.
More gunshots. Breaking glass and screaming students. He shot up another classroom. Try not to think about that.
In Dialogue
One website says: "Sentence fragments are perfectly acceptable in spoken English. In fact, when you speak if you use complete sentences all the time, you will sound very unnatural." (http://www.englishgrammar.org/sentence-fragments-2/)
That website then drew the wrong conclusion: "However, you must make a conscious effort to avoid fragments in writing." The obviously correct conclusion is that if you don't use fragments in your dialogue, it will sound unnatural.

Near the end of dinner, my father puts down the article he's reading. I ask, "Done reading?"

"There's nothing else? No reason at all?"
In the following, a 12th grader is nervous because he's talking in front of a large crowd. It's also an idea he can't say directly, and he didn't prepare. So there are a lot of reasons for disfluency.

"Um, There's no bullying at Eisenhower. Of course. I mean, no one would do that."


"I just want to say, like, the football team is behind that. And other students too."


Then he finishes, "So, just so everyone knows. We are."
This is a general inarticulation (disfluency), with the fragment (in the second paragraph) being just a part of the package.
The Idiosyncratic Fragment Rules
"You don't belong here." She points her finger at the door. "Go."
The short story is that a sentence has to have a subject and verb, or else it is a fragment. So, that last sentence might look like a fragment. But at some point, someone noticed that commands (called imperatives) have only a verb, and that's okay. So the rules were amended so that commands don't count as fragments.
The typical justification for this exception, ironically, is that the command can be filled in to make a full sentence:
[You] go.
That same thing, of course, could be said for most fragments.
Some people also give interjections a pardon.
Damn.
Huh?
Answers to questions rarely repeat the words in the question, often leading to a fragment. But, curiously, the answers to questions have never been given a pardon.
"What is the capitol of California, James?"

"Sacramento."
Why did commands and interjections receive a pardon but answers to questions did not? I suspect bureaucratic oversight.
A Gaggle of Fragments
In one scene, my main characters are trying to avoid being followed. They do an avoidance procedure, then they repeat it. How could I handle the repetition? It was boring to say the same thing again, but for continuity I couldn't leave it out.
I decided on fragments. That went fast and avoided a lot of what would be repetition. And, being a different style, it wasn't a boring repetition of the first  scene. At Watching the repetition stops but I kept using fragments.

Walking on the street. Fast turns. Looking behind us. Taking another random bus. Worrying. Hurrying off the bus. More walking on the street. Ducking into a restaurant. Watching Alex feel the gun in his pocket, knowing he's ready to use it. Calling his father. Ordering food we don't eat. Sprinting to Mr. A's car when it arrives. Speeding away.


Asking if we're safe now.


Not getting an answer.
The last two sentences worked a lot better as fragments than any normal sentences I tried to write for them. So that was a bonus for using fragments.
Here's Dashiel Hammett (The Whosis Kid):
A noise of brakes, shouting voices, broken glass. A woman's scream. Figures moving in the scant space between touring car and taxicab. Both cars rocking. Grunts. Thuds. Oaths.
When I saw a third writer making a paragraph with all fragments, I stopped keeping track. This is a list from one of my short stories:
Then everyone, even Mrs. Claus, started to reminisce. The good times. Making presents. Everyone in the world looking for Santa, waiting for him. The year Rudolph saved Christmas with his red nose. All the pretenders dressed up like Santa Claus with fake white beards, but in their own way also spreading the Christmas cheer.
Philosophy of Fragments
I know, not many people want to read philosophy and I shouldn't have called it that. Really this is  an exciting insight into fragments and writing in general. Trust me. It's just . . . a little abstract.
Kathie and Jamie wanted to meet. Jaime was in Philadelphia. Kathy was.
Kathy was isn't a fragment, because it has a subject and a verb. But it's missing information and doesn't make any sense. It might even feel like a fragment.
Kathie and Jame wanted to meet. Jaime wasn't busy. Kathy was.
Now Kathy was works fine, even though it's the exact same sentence. Now it picks up the missing information from the preceding sentence, making it meaningful.
So, I described a fragment as making sense when it picks up information from the preceding sentence. But a "full sentence" can do exactly the same thing.
Let's shorten things.
James liked to run. Kathy.
Wrong. Is the problem because Kathy is a fragment? More words would help, of course, but merely adding was -- which makes it not a fragment -- wouldn't help at all:
James liked to run. Kathy was.
But if I change the preceding sentence, so that it supplies the missing information, everything's fine:
Only one person in the office liked to run. Kathy.
I think it's some effort for a reader to process a fragment, but except for that there's precious little difference between a full sentence versus a fragment. Both can be informationally incomplete; when they are informationally incomplete, there is no problem if they can be filled in by the reader using the previous sentence.
Small Print in the Fragment Rules
Putting a subordinating conjunction in front of a sentence can turn it into a fragment. For example, Although he was happy contains a noun and a verb, but the word although has turned it into a fragment. In case anyone quizzes you on this.
Putting it All Together
A fragment has a problem -- It's not a complete thought, so it makes the reader work. If you've written it well, the reader doesn't have to think a lot, but the thinking is still there. So  don't write a fragment unless you have a good reason.
More than one good reason is even better:
Finally he turns around to me. Waiting for me to talk.
The fragment avoids using the word "he" twice. I really wanted a pause for drama's sake, so I wanted a period. But it also follows her thinking. So, several reasons for that fragment.
The following is another candidate for the Fragment Hall of Fame. It's narration by an 104-year-old woman.
I'm in a state that appears simple. Pared down. Reduced. Boiled clean away. (Girl Runner, Carrie Snyder)
These fragments avoid repetition, and they are a list. So that's two functions of a fragment. The author wants to communicate that the main character thinks simply, so the fragments mimic her thinking. It adds up to inspired writing.
Questionable Fragments
I misread this fragment.
He wondered if the An-26 had gotten the emergency call. Wondered if the rescue helicopter at his base was on the way. (The Cardinal of the Kremlin, page 17)
I thought he was worrying about two separate things. Now I think it was one -- if the rescue helicopter was coming.
The problem is not the fragment situation, because adding a he to the second sentence doesn't help. But that might make it easier to add a really.
He wondered if the An-26 had gotten the emergency call. He wondered, really, if the rescue helicopter at his base was on the way.
A jarring fragment:
Myra Rutledge tamped down the soft, rich soil around the little clump of begonias she'd planted. The last one. (the start of Eyes Only, Fern Michaels)
The last one she tamped? The last soft, rich soil? The last begonia or the last clump? Ironically, I would have been less bothered (but still as confused) without one:
Myra Rutledge tamped down the soft, rich soil around the little clump of begonias she'd planted. The last.
So, like any other writing, your fragments should be clear and easy to understand. In the following, the authors should have thought more about how their fragment was going to get the proper information.
He knew where he was going; few better. (Stephen King, Revival, page 62)
You can stop and figure out what that's supposed to mean. But you aren't supposed to have to stop, reading is supposed to be easy and effortless. King wants his reading to be easy and effortless.

King is rarey easy to fix. I think the following says what King means, but it's awkward:

He knew where he was going. Few people know where they are going better than he did.
The point here is only that his fragment didn't work very well, because it didn't easily pick up words from the previous clause.
"I liked Krupa." She had. Krupa Charwal, a slim Indian girl who'd gone to Andover with Phillip, who clutched Catherine's hand when they first met as if they'd known each other for years, and explaining that she was 'by far" the prettiest girl Phillip had ever dated. (Isolation)
Did the author forget the verb? I kept waiting for it and waiting for it, but it never came. I looked back to see if I had missed it. Nope. Actually, that particular author just liked fragments. Long ones brimming with promise of an upcoming verb, expressing idea after idea, leaving their true identity secret until the final denouement. The same author:
Down on Fifth, a man with white-blond hair cut close to his scalp, a soccer jersey, and a knife-blade neck tattoo. Midthirties. Smiling at her, leaning against an Audi sedan, flicking his cigarette ash in her direction.
Another problem is that neither of these fragments fits any of my functions of a fragment. The fragment in the second passage contains too much information to be a heading. Shorten it, and there is no problem.
Down on Fifth, a man. He had white-blond hair cut close to his scalp ...
Chapter 18 discusses throwing out a lot of the rules of grammar, in which case the second passage is fine (and the first one still a problem). Until then, for readers who are trying to process a sentence grammatically, both fragments are a problem.
You can write long fragments without any problem, you just have make it clear from the start that it's a fragment. (And that same advice would apply to all long sentences -- make the grammar clear.) The following fragment works smoothly, because we know from the start it's a fragment and it so easily picks up words from the preceding sentence.
At Sisterhood Camp, we were supposed to be Isolated from the Pressures of Society in order to Improve Ourselves as Women. We weren't supposed to get phone calls. Especially not at midnight on a Tuesday, rousing you out of your creaky camp bed and through the woods to a room too bright and a phone that weighed heavily in your hand. (Someone Like You, Dessen, first page)
This was another problematic fragment, at least for me.
I find an exit. It's not the way I came in. Smaller, without the crowds and tour buses. (Dragon Day)
The fragment is supposed to pick up it's from the preceding sentence. But it could pick up it's not. That's what a reader would naturally do. More problematically, the preceding sentence could be understood as talking about the way she came in, so the topic of the fragment isn't clear.
Adding a noun (even though modern writers will usually cut off a finger before having repetition) works:
I find an exit. It's not the way I came in -- it's smaller, without the crowds and tour buses.
So, not all fragments are good. That's no surprise; we knew that. Fragments are like any other sentence, you have to make sure they're clear and easy-to-understand. Because they have fewer words, fragments need more care. And, at least for understanding grammar, it helps if you understand the function of your fragment and make sure that function is working well.
Most authors do this -- it wasn't easy to find examples of fragments I didn't like. And of course, the above is just my opinion about those particular fragments, I could be wrong or others could have different tastes. (That of course holds for almost everything in this book.)
Chapter 2: Dashes, Ellipses, & Other Pauses
Does the following have too many dashes and ellipses?
     What they're saying," she pressed on, "is that last night Voldemort turned up in Godric's Hollow. He went to find the Potters. The rumor is that Lily and James Potter are -- are -- that they're dead.

     Dumbledore bowed his head. Professor McGonagall gasped.

     "Lily and James . . . I can't believe it . . . I didn't want to believe it . . . Oh, Albus . . ."

     Dumbledore reached out and patted her on the shoulder. "I know . . . I know . . ." he said heavily.

     Professor McGonagall's voice trembled as she went on. "That's not all. They're saying he tried to kill the Potters' son, Harry. But -- he couldn't."

(Harry Potter and the Sorcerer's Stone)
Do we want to know about every instance someone pauses in speaking? I didn't think so. But sometimes? To create an effect? Rawlings thought so, and a lot of authors apparently agree. As you might guess, the above passage has more dashes and ellipses than usual in her writing. But it shows she was not afraid to use them to create a mood.
The Dash: Showing an Interruption
The dash is the most flexible, versatile piece of punctuation. But in a way it's just a break. The classic use is an interrupted sentence. From The Girl With the Silver Eyes by Dashiel Hammett:

"She's inclined towards slenderness, but she --"


There was a note of enthusiasm in his voice that made me fear he was about to make a speech, so I cut him off with another question.


"What color hair?"


"Brown -- so dark that it's almost black -- and it's soft and thick and --"


"Yes, yes. Long or bobbed?"


"Long and thick and --"


"What color eyes?"


"You've seen shadows on polished silver when --"


I wrote down gray eyes and hurried on with the interrogation.


"Complexion?"


"Perfect!"
The interruptions create a mood -- an edgy, fast-paced, non-cooperative conversation. The conversation later slows down and becomes more cooperative (with no interruptions). I loved that change in tone. But changing tone meant first establishing a tone, with the help of those dashes.
It's curious that Hammett explained the first dash. But he used the dash even for trailing off (which should be an ellipsis), so he could have been worried about its meaning being clear.
Here's a recent version of multiple interruptions:
"Normandy?" said Aliya.

"Yes?"

"So you're part of this truth thing?"

"I, uh," I said.

"I need you to talk to Jared. I think he has the hots for Chelsea."

"That's not really what we --"

"The two of them are a little too socially networked, if you know what I mean. She's all over his Facebook and Twitter and Instagram and he's saying it's just online, but I don't buy it. I think it has an F2F component," said Aliya.

"It's just that --"

"I've asked him and asked him. He won't tell me. But he'll tell you. Because we all understand that what you're doing is important."

Well, it's not --"

"Thanks, babe," said Aliya, walking off. (The Truth Commission)
The dash can be a self-interruption:
"And I lo--" I caught myself. "I appreciate you for feeling that way," I amended. (The Royal We)
She was talking to her ex-boyfriend, whom she still had strong feelings for, so she decided love wasn't the right word to say. So the dash shows her editing her words as she speaks.
Grammatical Roles of the Dash
The dash can also be used to show a break in the middle of a sentence. In doing that, it can replace the ponderous semicolon and colon, at least grammatically. Let me state that more precisely: For the primary role of the semicolon, the dash can be used in it's place and the sentence will be grammatically correct, though it will not mean exactly the same thing. (I will talk more about this later.) It's the same for the colon.
But the dash can be just any break, appearing pretty much anywhere and for any reason:
Or -- maybe he wants to discourage me, which brings me back to the mystery of why I'm here. 
I think it's good for me to admit that -- fortunately, to a stranger I will never see again.
Mr. Dursley couldn't bear people who dressed in funny clothes -- the getups you saw on young people! (Harry Potter and the Sorcerer's Stone)
There is also a double dash, used to enclose information in a way somewhat like parentheses.
"When Vasilije dies -- and he can't live long, the way he eats -- I'm coming to San Francisco." (Hammett)
"She came up to me at my lunch table and asked me -- and I quote -- who the hell are you?" (Emotion Girl)
The double dash is discussed in the chapter on Extra Information.
Here is a brilliant passage from The Fault in Our Stars showing the power and flexibility of the dash. Isaac is newly blind. Augustus is guiding him back to the car while explaining to him about what they just did (which was throw eggs at his ex-girlfriend's car)
"See, Isaac, if you just take -- we're coming to the curb now -- the feeling of legitimacy away from them, if you turn it around so they feel like they are committing a crime by watching -- a few more steps -- their cars get egged, they'll be confused and scared and worried and they'll just return to their -- you'll find the door handle directly in front of you -- quietly desperate lives."
Avoiding Too Many Dashes
If there are two dashes in a sentence, are they a double dash or two single dashes? Your reader might not know. Or perhaps your reader can stop and figure it out, but you want your writing to be smooth, which means . . . you don't want your reader stopping to figure things out. Three dashes in a sentence creates an even bigger problem of figuring out how they all get organized.
It made Mary Rose feel something beyond sad or scared or even ashamed -- those are clear words that can be read and said -- it made her feel like there was tar melting inside her. (Adult Onset, page 204)
I thought that was a double dash, so I was confused by what followed the second dash. To be grammatically correct, it has to be just two dashes in the same sentence. But that's too much to expect me to understand as I'm reading.
I am no fan of rules, but this is about as close to a rule as you can get: Do not use dashes twice in a sentence except if they are meant as a double dash. You have too many other choices, and one of them will almost always be better than potential dash confusion. And do not use three dashes in a sentence.
So, according to my rules, this was wrong:
"Brown -- so dark that it's almost black -- and it's soft and thick and --"
It's not horribly wrong. In context, the potential for confusion was small. But it's also easy to fix. One possibility:
"Brown -- so dark that it's almost black. And it's soft and thick and --"
There are exceptions which work, though they either follow some rule I cannot fathom or the author simply doesn't care.
Matthew was left to do that which was harder for him than bearding a lion in its den -- walk up to a girl -- a strange girl -- an orphan girl -- and demand of her why she wasn't a boy. (Anne of Green Gables)
I think the first dash is functioning like a colon, the second and fourth dashes are a double dash, and the third dash is inside the double dash, though no reader is going to figure that out. I guess it doesn't matter.
Here's one more -- it's a written version of a speech, and it's 150 years old, but I think the multiple dashes work well.
But, in a larger sense, we can not dedicate — we can not consecrate — we can not hallow — this ground. (Lincoln's Gettysburg Address)
So, too many dashes in a sentence can work fine. But the suggestion remains: Think thrice before having two single dashes (or any three dashes) in a sentence.
The Ellipsis
An ellipsis is three dots. In technical writing, an ellipsis means that words are missing from a quote. You probably never need this in fiction writing -- and it would be awkward if you did, because the ellipsis doesn't mean that in fiction writing. (In this book, when words are removed from a quote, that deletion is marked with three unspaced periods.)
In fiction writing, the ellipsis means a pause. Usually -- though not always -- the pause is caused by the person not being able to think of the right words (or any words).
He's my . . . I don't know. Idol. Hero.
Another example:
'Well, I just thought . . . maybe . . . it was something to do with . . . you know . . . her crowd." (Harry Potter and the Sorcerer's Stone, Rawlings.)
Commonly the ellipsis suggests a loss of words at the end of a sentence, producing a trailing off.
"Call me . . . " She trails off. She's still on treacherous ground. "So, you're . . ." Still on treacherous ground.
The following is just a pause to think:
This . . . this is the world I want to live in.
Dash or Ellipsis?
The dash and ellipsis both create a pause. Grammatically, they are interchangeable -- they can go pretty much anywhere in a sentence. But they differ in function: The dash is a break, an interruption; the ellipsis is a trailing off or a pause to think.
I remember the seven dwarves. Sleepy, Bashful, Grumpy, Doc -- he was my favorite -- Sneezy, Happy, and . . . I can never think of that seventh dwarf.
Characters
Anything that can be used to create a mood can also be used to help create characters. I don't like vampires, so it took me forever to look at Twilight, by Stephenie Meyer. But eventually I did. (She is one of the three PaG wizards who started me on this book.) I was surprised by how often Meyer used dashes and ellipses. Here's a lot of dashes but also ellipses:

"Why don't you start at the beginning . . . you said you didn't come up with this on your own."


"No."


"What got you started -- a book? A movie?" he probed.


"No -- it was Saturday, at the beach." I risked a glance up at his face. He looked puzzled.


"I ran into an old family friend -- Jacob Black," I continued. "His dad and Charlie have been friends since I was a baby."


He still looked confused.


"His dad is one of he Quileute elders." I watched him carefully. His confused expression froze in place. "We went for a walk --" I edited all my scheming out of the story "-- and he was telling me some old legends -- trying to scare me, I think. He told me one . . ." I hesitated.
The next passage from Twilight smashes the normal limits for using ellipses.

"But how can it be so easy now?" I pressed. "This afternoon . . ."


"It's not easy, " he sighed. "But this afternoon, I was still . . . undecided. I am sorry about that, it was unforgivable for me to behave so."


"Not unforgivable," I disagreed.


"Thank you." He smiled. "You see," he continued, looking down now, "I wasn't sure if I was strong enough. . . ." He picked up one of my hands and pressed it lightly to his face. "And while there was still that possibility that I might be . . . overcome" -- he breathed in the scent at my wrist -- "I was . . . susceptible. Until I made up my mind that I was strong enough, that there was no possibility at all that I would . . . that I ever could . . ."


I'd never seen him struggle so hard for words. It was so . . . human.
Could Meyer have created these characters -- and these interactions -- without using dashes and ellipses? I don't think that would have been possible. I know, I'm the only one going gaga over Meyer's use of PaG. But when I tried to create edgy characters with an edgy relationship in my book Emotion Girl, I used every possible punctuation. I didn't use as many dashes and ellipses as Meyer (who does?), but I used italics and all-caps and everything else that was useful. And I ended up with a something I really liked.
Matthew (from Anne of Green Gables) cannot be created without the dash:
"Well now, no, I suppose not -- not exactly," stammered Matthew, uncomfortably driven into a corner for his precise meaning. "I suppose -- we could hardly be expected to keep her."
How Much is Too Much?
Check your favorite author before you decide that either the dash or ellipsis should be used only rarely. Most authors don't use both, they use one or the other. And they don't use them as often as Meyer, Rawlings, or Montgomery. But some authors will, at times, use lots of both to create the mood they want.

"Atticus, I don't know, sir . . . I --"


I turned to Jem for an answer but Jem was even more bewildered than I. He said he didn't know how it got there, we did exactly as Atticus had told us, we stood down by the Ridley Gate away from everybody, we didn't move an inch -- Jem stopped.


"Mr. Nathan was at the fire," he babbled. " I saw him, I saw him, he was tuggin' that mattress -- Atticus, I swear . . ." (To Kill a Mockingbird, Harper Lee)
More classical? This is from Sometimes a Great Notion:
"Well now," -- old Henry spaces his words between oar strokes, "Well now, Leland" -- in a detached, remote, inviolable voice -- "I'm sorry you think you need" -- cords snapping in his neck as he leans backward with the pull -- "need a back East schooling . . . but that's the long and short of it, I reckon . . . this ain't no easy row to hoe out here . . . specially if you ain't allus feeling up to snuff . . . and some just ain't equal to it . . . ."
Five dashes and five ellipses in the same sentence.
The Dramatic Pause
The dramatic pause is an intentional pause used to build suspense or anticipation. We authors need to be able to indicate it. The question: Should the dramatic pause be represented with a dash or ellipsis?
I took a small vote among writers once and the consensus was for the ellipsis. That seems right to me. Basically, the dramatic pause is an intentional pause, not a break.
Except . . . he didn't laugh.
"It sounds . . . convenient, he said. (The Pact, Picoult, page 124)
Using ellipsis for the dramatic pause can create ambiguity -- is the ellipsis a dramatic pause or is the speaker just searching for the right word?
I'd never seen him struggle so hard for words. It was so . . . human. (Twilight)
I'm guessing she was searching for the right word, based on how the book was written and the character. But from the sentence alone it could be a dramatic pause, and that could be what the author actually meant.
Is this a dramatic pause?
I scan the crowd, searching for the normal kids -- and fail. (Broken, Lyons, page 5)
It's maybe half dramatic pause and half just a break?
Creating a Pause in Other Ways
A comma also creates a pause. It's the smallest possible pause.
We'll see each other early tomorrow morning to go to Egypt.
We'll see each other early tomorrow morning, to go to Egypt.
However, the comma is used for grammatical purposes to organize the words in the sentence. So, you can't just put a comma anywhere into a sentence to make a pause -- the placement has to also be consistent with the other roles of the comma. To put this another way: If the comma is optional, you can include it to create a slightly larger pause, or leave it out to avoid a pause. If the pause is in a place where a comma can't go, you can't use a comma.
There are places a, comma cannot go.
If you wanted a pause after the word a, use something else.
There are places a . . . comma cannot go.
In contrast, you can put a dash or ellipsis anywhere.
The semicolon, colon, and period create larger pauses. But -- like for the comma -- they play a grammatical role and can be used only where grammatically appropriate.
And maybe anything's possible:
"That's a different beauty, si -- . . . Mr. Churchill," I said. (The Abominable, Dan Simmons)
I'm not combining those two punctuations. But maybe Simmons wanted a break, as the speaker realizes he should not say "sir", then a pause while he thinks of the correct name or what he should really do.
Changing Paragraphs for a Pause
The paragraph break is, of course, usually used to show a change in meaning. But it can also be used to show the passage of time.

Ughh. I'm not proud of that unkind thought. It was petty, and wrong. I'm a nicer person than that. I try to wish him and Barbara happiness.


I can't. I didn't realize jealousy was so powerful.
If I hadn't wanted to suggest her spending time trying, the critical sentence could have been:
I try to wish him and Barbara happiness, but I can't.
Another good example:

Ultimately, all this does is get me to the other end of the bench, where I sit down like a loser mascot and watch more of the game.


I'm bored.
I meant to suggest that she watched more of the game, then became bored. The following uses ellipses and a paragraph break in what otherwise could have been a single sentence:
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?
Interrupting the Dialogue with Narration
To create a long pause in dialogue, you can use interrupting narration.
"Don't," she said, in a rare stern tone, "even joke about that." (The Moon and More, Sarah Dessen)
The following is a brilliant example from The Fault in Our Stars. Augustus is dying, and his blind friend Isaac is giving a pre-funeral eulogy. The story is narrated by Hazel, who is sitting with Augustus and listening. The narrative interruption occurs in the third paragraph.
     "I'm telling you," Isaac continued, "Augustus Waters talked so much that he'd interrupt you at his own funeral. And he was pretentious: Sweet Jesus Christ, that kid never took a piss without pondering the abundant metaphorical resonances of human waste production. And he was vain: I do not believe I have ever met a more physically attractive person who was more acutely aware of his own physical attractiveness.

     "But I will say this: When the scientists of the future show up at my house with robot eyes and they tell me to try them on, I will tell the scientists to screw off, because I do not want to see a world without him."

     I was kind of crying by then.

     "And then, having made my rhetorical point, I will put my robot eyes on, because I mean, with robot eyes you can probably see through girls' shirts and stuff. Augustus, my friend, Godspeed."
Isaac has said something grand and eloquent in the second paragraph. Then in the last paragraph he "steps on it" -- the last paragraph of his speech takes away the emotional impact of his second paragraph. So it was totally brilliant to make a huge pause before the last paragraph.
Technically, this pause isn't necessarily a pause in the story -- it's a pause perhaps experienced only by the reader. But it functions the same way. (There may in fact be a pause there -- the author doesn't say.) Take out that single sentence of narration (or put it somewhere else) and the passage doesn't work nearly as well.
Usually the narrative pause doesn't get it's own paragraph, its just a few words between two pieces of dialogue. It's a great way of handling the dramatic pause.
"I think we might need . . . " Can I say this? I have to. "A divorce."
In the following joke, the dialogue tag strategically places a break just before the punchline:

 A bear walks into a bar and tells the bartender, “Give me a scotch and . . . water.” 


“Why the pause?” asks the bartender. 


“I don’t know,” says the bear. “I’ve always had them.”
And, from Just Listen, by Sarah Dessen (page 172)

Mallory gasped. "Mom! You are not talking about getting your period with Annabel Greene!"


"Menstruation is nothing to be embarrassed about, sweetie," her mom said as Mallory flushed a deeper shade of pink. "I'm sure even models get their periods."


Mallory put a hand to her face. "Oh," she said, "my God."
Disconnected Thoughts and the Ellipsis
The main character is thinking about readjusting her underwear while her husband is making a public speech.
She forgets Blondie again in trying to calculate if she might not . . . while Scott's making his remarks . . . very surreptitiously mind you . . . (Lisey's Story, King, page 35)
The ellipses could possibly be understood here as showing difficulty thinking of words. But I think these ellipses suggest disconnected, ungrammatical thoughts. Perhaps a kind of musing. It's a different way of using ellipses.

"My point is . . . it just came up. . . . Nolan asked me to go with him. . . . I wanted to say no, but I felt sorry for him, you know, with everything going on. . . . So I said yes. . . . How can you be pissed at me for that?" (First Comes Love, Giffin, page 308)
The first ellipsis could be dramatic pause. The others I think I just showing time between the phrases.

In the next passage, Edmund is a vampire and he has just proclaimed his love for her. Now it's her turn to declare her feelings. In one of my favorite lines ever:
"You already know how I feel, of course," I finally said. "I'm here . . . which, roughly translated, means I would rather die than stay away from you." (Twilight, page 274)
I think, again, this is just disconnected. Any normal writer (like me) would write:
"I'm here. Roughly translated, that means I would rather die than stay away from you." 
But that sounds like just facts. One more example:
[adverbs are] like dandelions. If you have one on your lawn, it looks pretty and unique. If you fail to root it out, however, you find five the next day . . . fifty the day after that . . . and then, my brothers and sisters, your lawn is totally, completely, and profligately covered with dandelions. (On Writing, Stephen King, page 125; the use of adverbs, in bold, is by King and intentionally ironic.)
Basic Principle: Pitch
Everyone knows that the comma is associated with a small pause. However, use of the comma can be completely described grammatically, without ever mentioning anything about pauses. Consider the comma between city and state, as in Austin, Texas. No one says to leave that comma out if you don't hear a pause -- the comma belongs there no matter what you might hear in your head.
Now let's move to the topic of pitch. When people speak, they vary pitch. Speech is not exactly the same as music -- the difference between talking and singing is obvious -- but the two are similar in the sense that each word has a pitch. And almost every punctuation can be described in terms of how it affects pitch.
And, as for pausing, the grammatical role of punctuation can be described without ever mentioning pitch. But if you are going to select punctuation based on what you hear in your head, pitch is actually a better cue than pauses, because it's more informative.
Understanding pitch also allows more insight into punctuation. (Appendix C discusses where my descriptions of pitch came from.)
Default for the Simple Sentence
I went to the store to buy some milk.
The typical sentence starts on a low note, then immediately rises in pitch. It stays on a plateau of approximately equal pitches. (My description of pitch will be for English; other languages may vary.)
If there is a focus word, the pitch goes up (from the plateau) for this focus word, then  returns to the plateau. It's like a mild form of italics.
Where did you go?

I went to the store to buy some milk.
Why did you go to the store?

I went to the store to buy some milk.
At the end of the sentence, there is a drop to the lowest pitch; I will call that the base. The sentence starts a little higher than that, so I will call the starting pitch the second (using the analogy to music).
Details
When the focus is on the first word, the starting pitch is short to nonexistent -- that word almost immediately gets the focus pitch.
Who went to the store?
Emma went to the store.
If the focus is on the last word, then most of that word has the focus pitch, but I still hear the drop to the base pitch just as the word ends. 
Where did you go?

I want to the store.
These aren't changes in what I have described; they are just how the competing factors actually play out.
With excitement, the pitches can all be higher. But that doesn't change the basic structure of second/plateau/focus/plateau/base.
When Reading
When someone reads silently, there's no sound. But pitch can be imagined, just like you can imagine pitch when you sing to yourself.
Speed readers might not imagine pitch. They also might not imagine pauses, and the author's instructions on how the dialogue sounds might be ignored. Their reading experience might be like watching a movie at double-speed -- you could see all of the action and probably understand the words, but a lot of the emotion and feeling and suspense would be gone.
But most readers presumably imagine some pitch. And of course the assumption is that they are imagining a pause (when indicated), so it's equally reasonable to assume they imagine pitch.
The Short Break (the Comma)
There can be a drop in pitch between phrases in midsentence. Put another way, when we speak, we indicate the organization of our spoken words with a small drop in pitch.
I went to the store, to buy some milk.
That pretty much has to correspond to how people read the comma. The word before the comma drops to a pitch above the second (the sentence-starting pitch), which I will call the third. The word after the comma starts out on that third.
Writing
When you write, you could try to punctuate based on pauses. For a variety of reasons, that won't work very well. You could try to punctuate based on grammatical rules, and that will work okay, but it won't help you with the optional stuff (which there is a lot of), and it won't help you when you need to break the rules. You can try to punctuate based on function, and that will work much better -- if this book had just one goal, it would be to teach you the function of PaG.
But the second choice is pitch. Essentially, you are hearing a pitch in your head and trying to reproduce it with your punctuation. That won't get you everything -- you will still need to know grammar, and it still helps to know function. But it could get you far, and a consideration of pitch nicely complements the other methods.
Reprise on the Dramatic Pause
The ellipsis and dash differ in pitch.
There is no drop in pitch preceding the dash or afterwards -- instead, the sentence stays on the plateau. (Or close.)
Alex doesn't want to be my brother -- he wants more.
Meanwhile, the pitch drops preceding the ellipsis, and words forllowing the ellipsis start much like a new sentence.
I thought . . . I don't know what I thought.
To me, the pitch for the dramatic pause resembles the dash -- no drop.
Does he realize what a shallow question that is? He's looking at perhaps the most amazing picture ever painted . . . and all he cares about is money?
That means the pitch for the dramatic pause does not match the ellipsis. So the issue of representing the dramatic pause is not  obvious -- function suggests one thing and pitch suggests another.
That's one more reason to wish on the next falling star for a different way to represent the dramatic pause. For now, the ellipsis still seems right and what most authors use.
For Questions
The pitch of a question is well-known: When there is no wh- word, the final word goes up in pitch.
Are you going to the party?
Also, the first word seems to start at the plateau. (No one mentions this.) This pattern is followed even when the words themselves do not form a question.
You are going to the party?
But pitch does not rise at the end where there is a wh- word. Instead, the wh-word gets a focus.
Who was the first president of the United States?
Chapter 3: Italics and All-Caps (Adding Emotion)
I CAN'T BELIEVE SHE'S DOING THIS TO ME!

Like everybody doesn't already think I'm a freak.

How much more of a freak could I be?
Oh, God, if you really do exist, please don't let them find out about this.
So out of TWO MILLION guys, she has to go out with Mr. Gianini.
Italics and all-caps show emphasis, of course, and by inference they show emotions. The above doesn't sound like the president of the United States addressing the nation; it doesn't sound like a truck driver, insurance salesman, or a mother. It sounds like a passionate, excitable, whiny, 15-year-old female. And of course that's exactly what the author (Meg Cabot, Princess Diaries) wanted.
Could Cabot have created her main character without the use of italics and all-caps? I doubt it. Trying to create an excitable or enthusiastic female without using italics or all-caps is kind of like trying to dress one-handed -- in theory possible, but a serious case of self-handicapping.
Let's take out the all-caps and italics. And, since we're interested in all of PaG, let's also eliminate the exclamation mark, repetition, short paragraphs, and disfluency. That leaves:
So out of two million guys, she has to go out with Mr. Gianini -- I can't believe she's doing this to me. Everybody already thinks I'm a freak. God, if you exist, please don't let them find out about this.
Exactly the same information -- but now she's calmer. More reflective. Or maybe depressed. But definitely not the same character. Meg Cabot is a wizard.
These are two more of my efforts:
WHAT? I have a project to stop bullying? I don't remember ever saying that.
And, God damn it, why am I paying attention to him? I am DONE thinking about him.
Of course you can do both italics and all-caps for extra emphasis.
I lose it. "YOU HAD NO IDEA WHAT YOU WERE DOING."
History: All-Caps for Shouting
Nowadays, all-caps shows emotion. But in the old PaG, it sometimes indicated shouting. It still is occasionally used for unemotional shouting.
"Oh, yeah, no. I have nephews, from my half sisters. But they're older. They're like -- DAD, HOW OLD ARE JULIE AND MARTHA?" (John Green, The Fault in Our Stars)
The problem with using all-caps for just shouting is that not many people know that old rule, and meanwhile all-caps is mainly used to show emotion. So, assume your reader does NOT know all-caps for just shouting. (In the passage above, it was obvious from context that it was just shouting.)
This is also from The Fault in Our Stars:
"Mom," I said. She didn't answer. "MOM!" I shouted.
Obviously MOM was shouted -- it says that. But was it an emotional shouting or unemotional? I don't know. I read it as emotional; that was reasonable, because capitalization usually means emotion, and in fact Green's all-caps usually indicate emotion. For example:

"But of course there is always a harmartia and yours is that oh, my God, even though you HAD FREAKING CANCER you give money to a company in exchange for the chance to acquire YET MORE CANCER. Oh, my God. Let me just assure you that not being able to breath? SUCKS. Totally disappointing. Totally."
Green also uses all-caps in narration, which technically cannot be shouted (because no one is actually speaking):
AND YOU TOO MIGHT BE SO LUCKY! (page 5)
Ironically, the "old" idea that all-caps shows just shouting seems to be fairly new. A hundred years ago it did not seem to mean that. From 1908:
But all the time I KNOW it is just plain red and it breaks my heart. (Montgomery, Anne of Green Gables)
And you can whisper in a shout{ 
"I KNOW," I whispered. (Code Name Verity, Wein, page 304 trade)
All-Caps or Italics?
Authors don't need italics and all-caps to do exactly the same thing -- those two ways of indicating a pause should somehow have different functions. There are no actual Authorities to settle this issue, and the issues is probably still in flux, but I think there is a tendency: italics for an emphasis that is not louder, and all-caps for an emphasis that is louder.
Will you please move?
This please might be a tiny bit louder. But most of the emphasis is done with pitch -- the pitch rises higher.
Will you PLEASE move?
To me, this please is spoken more loudly. It also has a slightly higher pitch, but not nearly as much increase as for an italicized word. So it's still emphasis and emotion, but a slightly different emotion.
I think the Loudness Distinction tends to predominate now; I think it will win out, because it's logical and plausible -- ironically or naturally, it builds on the out-dated notion that all-caps was shouting. So now it's emotional loudness. You won't see this distinction used all of the time, but it's a good tendency and it would be nice if authors were consistent about the difference.
What to Emphasize?
Sometimes italics is used just for the sake of contrast, not to show emotion. Then the contrasting word is italicized.
You don't have three boys at the door; you have five boys at the door.
He didn't see the owls swooping past in broad daylight, though people down in the street did; (Harry Potter and the Sorcerer's Stone)
"Well, we got to taste a little of Montreal," he says. "Now I'm going to show you a little of Montreal."(Being Sloane Jacobs, Lauren Morrill, page 211)
Using italics for contrast is part of the "bones" of writing, which is using PaG to show how ideas fit together and connect. There's not really any emotion in this usage.
Usually a short sentence (or clause) is organized around what I called the focus word. I hear the focus word when I write; hopefully the reader understands which word receives the focus. Anyway, it is natural to put italics (or all-caps) on the focus word.
The guys erupt in laughter and my thinking turns back on -- that was a stupid thing to say.
It was a challenge.
When there is an intensifier or negation, it usually gets the italics.
I was so discouraged.
I can't read him at all.
And I never wear makeup.
So there's a logic to what receives the emphasis.

Well . . . long story. I was listening to Taylor Swift being interviewed, and she seemed to be emphasizing the "wrong" word, but she still sounded natural and her style was interesting. So, I had my heroine emphasize the "wrong" word. She suddenly had an interesting voice and sounded more like her age (16). Some transformed sentences:
"Ruskin, why is my father always angry?" I was so discouraged.
"NO! NO! Do not die, Ruskin! I would so much miss your kind smile. There would be no one left in this world who loves me."
Was I actually capturing Taylor Swift? I don't know, and once I liked the change in my book I didn't care. The point is, that there is a natural word to emphasize, but you have other choices.
Since we're talking about Swift (from Red, my own punctuation, trying to capture her singing):
I just -- I mean -- this is exhausting.
That italicizes just part of a word, which is not common in writing; a reader might have problems visually picking out exactly what is being italicized. And, if you are just trying to show emphasis, there is no reason to just emphasize part of the word -- italics on the whole word is simpler.
But that's another choice you have. (And, if you are deciding whether to trust me or Taylor Swift, you should know she's a couple steps above me in pay grade.) This part-italics seems perfect:
She fixed her eyes on the door. "Why don't they come? We've been down here forever." (Gold, Cleave, page 5)
How Many?
Putting just one word in italics (or all-caps) is usually enough to show that the whole sentence was spoken with emotion. But you can italicize (or put all-caps on) more words, as examples above have shown. This usually shows more force.
"So, you're in love with him?"

"I didn't say that."

"No, of course not. But you like him."

"I didn't say that either."
From the PaG we know she doesn't object as strongly to the idea of liking him.
One of my characters spoke with italics for a phrase just to have a different voice.
"Well, the next time you cannot do an assignment, for a very good reason, just tell me."
"But you have permission to try your plan, in an appropriate way. We will see what happens."
Unornamented Writing
From a book that is good in many ways, but which (like many books) does not use much ornamentation:
"God, what did you do now?" Dad asked. "What the hell did you do now?"
Did you read this as speaking with emotion? Is the dialogue supposed to sound emotional?
To me, the characters and interactions in this book weren't that emotional. Thinking about it now, I suspect the author wanted them to be emotional, I just wasn't reading their speech that way. From the author's perspective, perhaps I (the reader) wasn't doing enough work -- I should have figured out that the above was emotional and then imagined the characters speaking emotionally. From my perspective, maybe it wasn't emotional -- it didn't have to be. And why do I have to do the work?
"God, what did you do NOW?" Dad screamed. "What the HELL DID YOU DO NOW?"
How much emotion you lose by not using ornamentation depends on your reader, but the effect itself is predictable. My opinion: If you don't want your character to sound calm, add supporting PaG. Yes, your words alone might help some of your readers part of the way, but you want better than that.
More generally, PaG should be consistent with the message you are trying to convey, so that it supports that message. Wrong:
"So, Melissa," she asked, "how are you?" She had emphasized the verb to stress that she genuinely wanted to know  that she was sincerely interested. (Guest Room, Bohjalian, page 177)
You probably didn't go back to figure out which word was the verb. If you did, you spent a lot more time on the last sentence than you needed to. Really, how hard is it to put are in italics?
A similar problem:
"No." He drew out the o sound.
Wrong Choices?
Is it possible to emphasize the wrong word? A word is a word is a word, and authors can emphasize what they want. But this felt wrong:
But I'm slowly starting to wonder if I was just born that way.
Of course she was born, so it's an odd choice for emphasis. Perhaps:
But I'm slowly starting to wonder if I was just born that way.
that way is the important modifier.
And since when are parents ever right about anything?
An emphasis on ever would have worked fine if about anything wasn't in the sentence, but anything is a bigger intensifier. So the natural word to emphasize is anything. Or perhaps both:
And since when are parents ever right about anything?
It's as though this author wanted to inject emotion but did not consider which word would receive extra emphasis as the character spoke. Yes, you have choices about what to italicize, but only some choices are reasonable. (And only one choice is the best.)
Finding Your Way
So, if something isn't exciting enough, you shouldn't just put italics or all-caps in random places. That probably isn't going to work well, and it isn't fair to the reader.
But if you are trying to convey some emotion, you should do it with the words you choose and with supporting PaG. Both are important, plus people sometimes speak emotionally using boring words. Plus, even when words convey an emotion, you still want the supporting PaG to be right -- without the supporting PaG, a potentially lively passage can become flat.
There's no easy formula. In the end, you have to use your own sense of what seems right or not. But before deciding something is too much, look at what other authors do. Most people consider a usage "too much" without realizing that successful, respected writers are using it even more often.
For example, in the final action scene in Stephen King's Revival, most of the lines of dialogue contain at least one italicized word. That includes these all-italicized pieces of dialogue:
"Oh my God!" Jenny screamed. "Oh my God, look at it!"
"WAKE UP, YOU BITCH, WAKE UP!"
"Let me go! Let me go! I saved your useless, miserable life and I demand you --"
So Stephen King, like Meg Cabot, is capable of using a lot of italics and all-caps -- when it helps him write a good story. You can too.
Basic Principle: How Much is Too Much?
ARGHH! I'm at the jock table, and I was drawing on his hand! SHIT! I pull my hand away from his and put it in my lap. Another Jade story. (Emotion Girl)
Three explanation marks, two all-caps and 3 uses of italics in only 30 words. Is that too much?
There are some basic principles that cut across many topics. This is one -- the issue of Too Much.
The Basic Principle of Dilution
When you use a piece of punctuation too much, the punctuation's effect becomes diluted, which is to say, each instance of that punctuation doesn't mean as much. This is true for italics, all-caps, ellipses, dashes, exclamation marks, and all of the "ornamentation." But it's true for almost any punctuation, even periods and paragraphing. (And yes, those can be diluted and over-used.)
Worthless Advice
So, you should not use any piece of punctuation too much. But that advice is useless -- it gives you no clue what counts as too much.
Or you might hear that you should use some punctuation "sparingly." That advice is worse than useless -- it doesn't tell you what sparingly is, and meanwhile, you should be trying to use the right amount, not less.
Anne Stillman (Grammatically Correct, 2nd edition) writes this of italics: "As effective as italic type can be, do not rely on it excessively as a means of injecting excitement or importance. Good writers achieve emphasis through wording and punctuation, not through typographical tricks."
Tricks!? Tricks? All fiction is creating an illusion; I want people to say I'm a magician. Authors should use all the "tricks" they can. Using something "excessively" isn't good, but we've discussed that useless piece of advice.
For all-caps, her advice is about the same: "Writers would be well advised to use this strategy infrequently, however. Don't fall into the error of relying on typographical tricks to infuse excitement or importance into less-than-inspired lines."
She is not the only one with this opinion; she just states it clearly. I half-agree -- throw away your less-than-inspired lines and write as well as you can. But use those typographical "tricks" to make your inspired lines even better.
The Randomness Problem
As far as I know, walk is considered a weak verb. Stronger verbs are saunter, glide, strut, etc. Some people think you should use strong verbs (and nouns and whatever).
But it's easier for readers to perceive more familiar words. That's just a basic fact of psychology. Those stronger verbs are stronger because they say more, but it's extra processing for your reader to imagine the extra detail.
My opinion is that if walk does the job, you should just say your character walked. If it's relevant to say how your character walked, then use the stronger word. Don't ask your reader to do extra work unless it's needed for your story.
I walk back into the lunchroom...
He walks primly to the guard, his saunter suddenly gone. (Emotion Girl)
In the first sentence, walk did the job; in the second, more was needed.
Put another way: You should usually use the most familiar verb that does the job. Obviously it's a matter of style, and you can decide to use the stronger, unfamiliar verb even when it isn't needed. But be warned: There's a derisive term purple prose to describe writing that (among other problems) is filled with fancy but unnecessary words.
Anyway, if (in your mind) your character is walking, and instead of taking my advice you want a stronger verb, how would you select a stronger verb? It has to be kind of random right?
Randomness is a problem. If you want your reader to pay attention to every word, you should make every word worth paying attention to. Why should your reader do the extra work to process a less familiar word with extra detail when it's just random and you don't really care about it?
Or maybe it's just me, but know this. It's an effort for me to process imagery. I'm happy to do that work when it enhances my reading experience. But if you put in some random imagery that is irrelevant to everything, you will lose my trust.
Anyway, the same advice applies to PaG. You can add excitement to your writing with italics, all-caps, and exclamation marks. But you aren't supposed to be using those randomly, you're supposed to be thinking carefully about when they're needed. What to italicize (for example) should be an important decision -- what best fits your story?
Really Good Advice
Finding the PaG that fits your story can be hard work. Or creative genius. And it should be enjoyable -- the thrill of good writing. It should never be random choices.
Chapter 4: Repetition
OK. Don't panic. Don't panic. (Shopaholic to the Stars, Sophie Kinsella)
When you write, you usually try to have efficient, easy-to-read narration and dialogue. With skill, inspiration, and luck, your dialogue is even elegant or snappy. In this mindset, you might never think to repeat something. And in reality, accidental repetition wastes the reader's time and is a sign of bad writing.
But blatant, intentional repetition, when well done, is one of the easier ways of adding power to your writing. It's an art, and it takes skill and practice, but there's basically only three things you have to know. And the first is just to sometimes use it.
The second thing to know is why you use repetition: Usually, it's a way of emphasizing something. Suppose you have some important thought, and you express it simply and clearly. That's great, but then you notice that the reader reads over it too fast. The solution is simple: Repeat it. That's what I did here:
IT'S A CRUSH! It's just a crush. Thank God. It doesn't mean anything, and it goes away.
I show emphasis with all-caps and italics. But the repetition is needed too -- the point (that she has a crush) is really important to the plot, and saying that just once did not convey the importance and attention that deserves.
The third thing to know is this: Surprisingly often, it works well to punctuate the repetition differently from the original. Both of the above examples changed the punctuation. Not all repetitions need a change, of course, but change is definitely something to look for.
It was finally sinking in -- Bethany wanted me, ME! -- to sit next to her. (Laurie Halse Anderson, Twisted)
I hate to fly. Seriously. HATE. It. (Meant to Be, Lauren Morrill)
Other Reasons for Repetition
There are other reasons for repetition. To me, repetition can sound poetical/lyrical. The following probably is meant to show emphasis and be lyrical.
His hand reaches out and gently touches mine; I feel the electricity between us. Now, now, now we're too close; now we cannot possibly stop.
Here's one that primarily is just voice and trying to communicate excitement and how a 4-year-old might talk:
"Miss Tess, Miss Tess, read me a story."
This is my all-time favorite repetition. It mimics thinking.
She looked again at the head, the arms, the hands --

The hands.

She felt a chill when she looked at the kid's hands.

 (Michael Crichton, Jurassic Park, page 5)
Repetition is natural for mimicking thinking -- people repeat something because they want to emphasize it or they're still thinking about it. Here's another example where mimicking thinking is probably the main intent:
"Oh, no. No, no, no, no." (Top Secret Twenty-One, Janet Evanovich)
Repetition can also be a disfluency, which is to say, someone speaking inarticulately. This is considered in the next chapter.
Repetition would rarely be used in an action scene. When it is, the intent perhaps is to show mental fixation.
He curses and turns, his fist coming, coming. An explosion in my head and blood in my mouth. He hit me. I scream, scream. (Speak, Anderson)
Waiting. The sound -- him, running towards me, closer, waiting, closer, closer, Close enough I can put a bullet into his chest, I step out -- he can see me! He has a gun, danger! danger! -- shoot him first! Don't miss . . .
Variations in Repetition
A conceptual repetition is also possible:
But he wants to be with me, Jade Wilson.
Me and Jade Wilson are the same thing. That repetition of meaning still shows importance.
Repeating a sentence, but adding a word or short phrase, gives emphasis to the new word or phrase -- it stands out among the familiar words.
We are going the graveyard. We are always going to the graveyard. (Girl Runner, Carrie Snyder)
But the rain! The constant, unending rain! (Jurassic Park, page 3)
"You don't want me!" she cried. "You don't want me because I'm not a boy!" (Anne of Green Gables)
Bond examined the soles of his feet and his hands. They would serve. They would have to serve. (Dr. No, Fleming)
I started this chapter with the idea that, if you are trying to write elegantly, you would avoid repetition. Of course, this depends on perspective -- to me, a well-written repetition is elegant. The following passage takes repetition to a higher level of elegance.
As it got closer to ten, I grew more and more nervous: nervous to see Augustus; nervous to meet Peter Van Houten; nervous that my outfit was not a good outfit; nervous that we wouldn't find the right house since all the houses in Amsterdam looked pretty similar; nervous that we would get lost and never make it back to the Filosoof; nervous nervous nervous. (The Fault in Our Stars)
I found myself also using repetition as a kind of summary:
Is there any reason he would want me at his table? Brilliant conversationalist? I'm not. Great personality? I just sat there. Attractive? They can find more attractive girls than me. So no, no, no, there's no reason for him to want me at his table.
Synergy of Repetition and Fragments
When you, author, want to repeat something to give it more importance, you usually don't want to repeat the whole sentence. So you cut it down. That sometimes means creating a fragment. Which is to say, repetition and fragments go well together. The following are conceptual repetitions.
It's time to go, and people start leaving. Including him. I'm left at his table. Alone. Just sitting there.
     Here is where the Vice President would be whisked to ensure the survival of the government if the White House fell under attack.

     On the other hand, his boss, the President, would stay at home. At the White House. Under attack.
She has just married her husband in the center of town, everyone has left, and she is frustrated because he doesn't know what to do next with their lives -- he is just standing there, thinking.
"Yes husband." Because of a prophecy, you have now joined with someone you do not know. And so have I. Here we are, Casor. In the center of Deston. Joined. Just standing here. (The Wizardess Who Could Only Make Butterflies)
Chapter 5: Disfluencies
Um, I'm the only female at the table. (Emotion Girl)
The 'um' is a disfluency. Think "error in speaking" and you're on the right page. People aren't supposed to hem and haw, or stutter or stammer, or make any speech errors when they actually speak -- but they do. Writers usually clean up the disfluencies, letting characters speak clearly and accurately with no disfluencies.
The result, hopefully, is clean, efficient dialogue (and narration) that best communicates the message furthering the story. Readers do not want to plow through random disfluencies.
But disfluencies are a window into what a person is thinking and feeling. Sometimes an author leaves that window open. Matthew, a very shy man, has decided to buy Anne (of Green Gables) a dress, even though this greatly embarrasses him. He drives out of his way to a store where he will at least be served by a man, but instead finds a woman as the clerk, compounding his embarrassment.
     "What can I do for you this evening, Mr. Cuthbert?" Miss Lucilla Harris inquired, briskly and ingratiatingly, tapping the counter with both hands.

     "Have you any -- any -- any -- well now, say any garden rakes?" stammered Matthew.
We have a repetition of "any" -- that's a disfluency. (And disfluency was one of the reasons for repetitions). The "well now, say" accomplishes nothing so it's a disfluency too. The message is simply:
"Have you any garden rakes?" stammered Matthew.
In this passage, Lucy Maud Montgomery has used disfluencies to help us feel Matthew's shyness, his discomfort, his nervousness. This is another example where the PaG carries more information than the words. Garden rakes of course can be changed to something else with essentially no loss of meaning -- the important message here is his nervousness and that he is unable to say what he actually came for.
Jade was raised by her mother for seven months, then her mother abandoned her. Now Jade has flown to California to see her, but her mother doesn't know it is her.

Her: "Can I help you?" 


"Not really." That's lame. I mumble, "I just wanted to, uh, you know like, thank you for taking care of me for seven months."
The disfluencies show her difficulty starting and her unease. (She soon gets angry and states her thoughts clearly. I wanted that contrast.)
Here's another disfluency signaling distress: He's confessing something he did wrong to the girl he really likes:
"Your phone is . . . well, it's my phone. And, uh . . . ugh, well --" (Meant to Be, Lauren Morrill, page 284).
A disfluency (like um and uh) can signal a pause to think. A disfluency can also signal surprise -- the disfluency 'huh' is found in more languages than another word.
"The thing is, Dad, it's so boring for me all my myself. If you let -- huh? Did you just say she can come?"
Disfluencies can also be used to signal a lack of intelligence or education, or to signal an impaired mental state (like being drunk).
He slurs, "Tha' would be perfect. Really perfect. I'm at the kegger at Larry's house. Really perrrfect."
To summarize, when we tell a story, it's not just facts and events, it also includes what people are thinking and feeling. Disfluencies help communicate that.
Principle/Interlude: Mimicking Thinking
PaG can be used to mimic thinking. Put another way, PaG can help us crawl inside a character's head.
We have touched on this role already -- it was using fragments to mimic thinking; it was also the introduction where going to sleep got one style and waking up got another. Later in that same book, a sentences has 14 dashes followed by a brief run-on repetition and then 10 ellipses, all trying to show what the main character is thinking and feeling.
Another example:
There is nothing to be gained by trying to change reality.

I know this.

Completely.

And yet.

And. Yet.

(The Truth Commission, Susan Juby, page 190)
In the above we get certainty, then second thoughts, heading towards a change in mind. The author conveyed this with short paragraphs, fragments, an isolated sentence, and repetition. I love the care that must have gone into constructing this. It ends up being beautiful, elegant, and doing exactly what it's supposed to do.
     And I see him.

     Marco.

     Sitting on the lobby couch. The same smooth skin, black hair, brown eyes. A new rumpled and untucked black T-shirt, clean jeans. He's looking around the marble and gold lobby with a slightly baffled expression on his face.

     I feel sick.

     Happy.

     Confused. Embarrassed.

     Fluttery. I don't know what to do with my hands....
(How to Be Bad, page 235)
Good use of fragments. And short paragraphs. And conjunctions. All in all, this puts us inside the main character's head.
Grammar plays a role in creating this well-known character (Chief):
They're mopping when I come out the dorm, all three of them sulky and hating everything, the time of day, the place they're at here, the people they got to work around. When they hate like this, better if they don't see me. I creep along the wall quiet as dust in my canvas shoes, but they got special sensitive equipment detects my fear and they all look up, all three at once, eyes glittering out of the black faces like the hard glitter of radio tubes out the back of an old radio. (One Flew Over The Cuckoo's Nest, Ken Kesey, page 3)
And we will see more examples in the rest of this book. PaG can be 30% of writing. It can help create characters and mood; it can help show how and what a character is thinking and feeling. Some authors use it brilliantly, but we can all learn to use it well.
Narration
When a story is written in first person present, the main character is, in a sense, talking to the reader. (Or, we are hearing the character's thoughts, which usually comes to the same thing.) So, whatever reasons there might be for disfluencies and fragments in that character's dialogue, the same reasons apply to first person present tense narration. For example, the narration will sound excited when the main character (the narrator) is excited. This is the ideal time for using the narration to mimic a character's thoughts.
Third person narration is trickier. Obviously, the narrator usually does not sound drunk just because the main character is drunk. But a narrator is unlikely to sound calm while narrating a tense action scene. And in The Old Man and the Sea, both the main character and the narrator use the same odd grammatical construction.
In the style called subjective third person, the narrator is understood to essentially be the main character except talking in third person. That too is an opportunity to use PaG to mimic thinking. Bottom line, you have choices in third person.
Chapter 6: Exclamations
How Often?
If you use too many exclamation marks, your character will sound like a 12-year-old girl. If you want to sound like a 12-year-old girl, that's good. Otherwise? Not so good. Also, the more often you use an exclamation mark, the less the effect.
So you will find the advice not to use too many exclamation marks, or to use them sparingly. Whatever that means.
But let's look at extremes. This is from Edgar Allen Poe's Telltale Heart:
"Almighty God!—no, no! They heard!—they suspected!—they knew!—they were making a mockery of my horror!--this I thought, and this I think. But anything was better than this agony! Anything was more tolerable than this derision! I could bear those hypocritical smiles no longer! I felt that I must scream or die! and now—again!—hark! louder! louder! louder! louder!"
So, there's a famous author in a famous passage using exclamation marks more often than whatever you were planning. That's a little bit freeing, right? I will note that he wrote a long time ago, when they used exclamation marks more often. But for portraying someone who was going crazy, the exclamation marks were a good choice.
Something more modern?
These animals were so big! They were enormous! Big as a house! And so many of them! Actual damned dinosaurs! (Jurassic Park, Crichton, page 81)
"Hey Dennis!" Schwall grew excited. "Look at this! I've made a real neat picture of the launch tower in Ecuador! You know, the Vanilla Needle? I've never really noticed how good I am at this! Your little friend here really is lucky." (The Practice Effect, Brin, page 17 paperback)
Here's a more complex use of exclamation marks, from Jane Austen's Pride and Prejudice (1813). (Lizzy's mother is responding to the news that Lizzy is engaged.) The two sentences in the middle draw attention for not having exclamation marks.
"Good gracious! Lord bless me! only think! dear me! Mr Darcy! Who would have thought it? And is it really true? Oh, my sweetest Lizzy! how rich and how great you will be! What pin-money, what jewels, what carriages you will have! Jane's is nothing to it -- nothing at all. I am so pleased -- so happy! Such a charming man! -- so handsome! so tall! -- Oh, my dear Lizzy! pray apologize for my having disliked him so much before. I hope he will over-look it. Dear, dear Lizzy! A house in town! Every thing that is charming! Three daughters married! Ten thousand-a-year! Oh, Lord! what will become of me. I shall go distracted."
The lack of exclamation marks in the two middle sentences signals a change in mood. And without those two sentences, the paragraph would be too much. The whole thing is well done.
So, you should use exclamation marks when they help your writing. You shouldn't over-use them, of course, but you shouldn't under-use them either.
Pitch
When the sentence is an exclamation, the pitch on the last word goes up and then down. In fact, there is only a little difference between.
I bought some milk.
I bought some milk!
In both, milk has about the same pitch. The exclamatory sentence is slightly different because it starts on the plateau.
This suggests that exclamations would probably be short, because a long plateau would be awkward. The second sentence below doesn't work.
It wasn't a straight jacket!
They put him in something that looked like a straight jacket but was really a normal overcoat!
To me, it's impossible to hold the exclamation for all of the second sentence (and it was constructed as an example, no one actually wrote it). Ignoring pre-1920 writing, the longest sentence with an exclamation mark in this book is 11 words:
You are not talking about getting your period with Annabel Greene!"
And that was a young teen female.
The Curious Case of the Comma
The comma and the exclamation mark conflict in pitch: The exclamation has a steady, high plateau, while the comma makes a drop in pitch. So it's impossible to read the following as both a single exclamation and with a comma in the middle.
It's incredibly frightening, but I did it!
The most common solution to this problem is to use exclamations only on commaless sentences. This includes leaving a comma out of a sentence that otherwise might have had one.
He was worried about my answer and he's happy I said yes!
What happens when there's a comma in an exclamation? The reader has two choices. First, perhaps only the part after the comma receives the exclamation:
"Well now, you've guessed it!" (Anne of Green Gables)
Second, the reader can imagine two exclamations into the sentence, one before the comma and one after:
Oh my God, I should have put my hair up!
The reader probably uses meaning to judge which to do. The author can't perfectly control how the reader reads the sentence, but that's usually not important -- as long as there is some exclamation in the sentence, the reader perceives excitement. And the reader will probably make an intelligent guess. The guess can be more complicated.
"WAKE UP, YOU BITCH, WAKE UP!"
I put an exclamation on the first and second wake up, but I don't exclaim you bitch in the middle. By the way, this is the only example in this book (outside of this chapter) of an exclamation in a sentence with a comma.
'Why, he was so angry, Oliver, that he forgot even to ask after you!' 
Ignoring the comma, I put the exclamation on just to ask after you.
There's a third way to read a sentence ending in an exclamation mark. Consider:
What an excellent example of the power of dress, young Oliver Twist was! (Oliver Twist, Dickens)
I have trouble reading this as any exclamation. Maybe it's counterintuitive to raise pitch on a helping verb.
Anyway, perhaps Dickens did not mean it to be read with any exclamation, he was just trying to show amazement. And in a way this is quite reasonable -- it's not clear exactly when the reader perceives the exclamation mark, but it 's sitting after the sentence, which is the worst possible position for suggesting how the sentence should be read. So using it just to show emotion is reasonable.
My character sounded too calm in one interaction, so I added an exclamation mark, even though I have trouble reading my sentence as an exclamation.
"Ruskin has a house? He is a beggar and never spoke of it to me!"
The reader will read that as more exclamation than I wanted, but that's closer to the real meaning than if there was no exclamation mark.
An Early Exclamation
What if you want to have an earlier part of a sentence be read as an exclamation? In the olden days, they treated the exclamation mark like it did not end the sentence, so they just put the exclamation mark after something they wanted exclaimed. Note how the word following the exclamation mark is not capitalized.
"Oh, my sweetest Lizzy! how rich and how great you will be!" (P&P, Austen)
"Well! of all the artful and designing orphans that ever I see, Oliver, you are one of the most bare-facedest." (Oliver Twist, Dickens)
Therfor whanne Jhesus was borun in Bethleem of Juda, in the daies of king Eroude, lo! astromyenes camen fro the eest to Jerusalem, . . . (The Bible, Wycliffe translation, around 1384)
Modern writing uses other ways to indicate the exclamation does not end the sentence. Often it's put in parentheses.
He leaned over to kiss me (!), then pulled away.
When we woke up, our personal butler (!) had arranged a ridiculous in-room breakfast for us to help soak up some of last night's booze. (The Best of Enemies, Lancaster, page 80)
In the following sentences, the exclamation mark is followed by another punctuation mark, so it can't be ending the sentence.
It was finally sinking in -- Bethany wanted me, ME! -- to sit next to her. (Anderson)

"He walked outside to sneak a smoke, the lights went on, and bang!, some asshole shot him." (Tricky Twenty-Two, Evanovich)
Chapter 7: More New PaG
Isolating
When people talk, they sometimes speak each word of a sentence like a single-word sentence. That gives each word emphasis. The punctuation for this is to put a period after each word.
I didn't want any of it. Not. One. Bit. (A Maiden's Grave, Jeffery Deaver)
It doesn't have to be a period -- exclamation marks work too.
Oh! My! God!
Usually this is done for every word in the sentence, but it doesn't have to be.
...and without Nick here to bring me back to myself, I am losing. My. Mind." (The Royal We)
"Oh, my God, Dad. He wanted me to write him a eulogy, okay? I'll be home every. Freaking. Night. Starting any day now, okay?" (The Fault in Our Stars)
I know, I'm pretty well up-to-date on your life, because Gus never. Talks. About. Anything. Else." (The Fault in Our Stars, page 130)
In the following, an unusual case, a word is broken up. Two women were using the word "semiotics" as a code to stop being annoying.

Kitty scowls. "Semiotics."


Wait a damn minute, how did that statement merit a semiotics? I attempt to clarify. "I was merely stating that in terms of square footage to hourly rate --"


"Semi. Otics."
The Best of Enemies, page 194, Lancaster)
Sometimes, awkwardly, a small word wouldn't be said by itself. One solution:
"I'm! A terrible! Daughter!" (Not Working, Owens, page 114)
There are other ways of isolating words. I am not sure if these authors simply decided not to use the standard method or if they were trying to communicate something different.
Oh . . . My . . . God! (Stephen King, Mr. Mercedes)
This should have a sense of disconnected words, though maybe King just wanted to just isolate words and chose the more traditional ellipses.
Harper Lee, writing in 1960, used dashes:
"Because -- he -- is -- trash, that's why you can't play with him." (Harper Lee, To Kill a Mockingbird)
This also should have a different feel from periods. With periods, the words should drop in pitch at their end; with dashes, they should keep the same pitch. So dashes should make the words sound like they are being "spit out" in anger.
Again, Lee's intent might have been simply to isolate words, in which case periods would have worked better. The following seemed like a perfect case for periods:
"Why -- are -- you -- such -- a -- P -- I -- G?"
This also has the problem that "such a" wouldn't be separated. I've never discovered a good solution to that problem. It's also a lot of words to be broken down into individual sentences, so maybe just part of the sentence should have been broken down.
Phrases can also be isolated:
From above them came a man's voice, heavily disapproving: "If you need to talk. You should go. Somewhere else." (Stephen King, page 377, Lisey's Story)
She was unprepared to deal with danger. Or liking a guy.
In the sentence above, I wanted the reader to stop and process the information about danger. Then, having done that, I wanted the little jolt of switching to liking a guy. So having both idea in the same sentence wouldn't have created enough break.
And another example of using the dialogue tag to explain something that should have been in the dialogue:
"Go away," he said, spiting each word carefully. (The Pact, Picoult, page 30 Trade)
Capitalization
Obviously, proper nouns are capitalized. So are deities. Somewhere between here and there, capitalizing a normally-uncapitalized word or phrase suggests importance:
"I suspect Cancer Perk." Cancer Perks are the little things cancer kids get that regular kids don't. (The Fault in Our Stars)
I am Outcaste. (Speak)
The Parents are making threatening noises, turning dinner into performance art, with Dad doing his Arnold Schwarzenegger imitation and Mom playing Glenn Close in one of her psycho roles. I am the Victim.(Speak)
When I advanced this idea to my mother one hot late-summer day shortly after my birthday, she took me by the shoulders and looked into my eyes, a sure sign that I was about to receive another Lesson In Life. (Revival, Stephen King, page 5)
There can be a slight cynicism to its use.
He's basically A Gifted Athlete. I also improve a little, but I started out so bad that I still look like a fool even at the end of the day. I'm basically A Friend of The Gifted Athlete.
Secondarily, it marks something as a noun. In, "I am Outcaste," there might be worry of reading outcaste as a verb (though that is not the spelling of the verb).
From To Kill a Mockingbird:
The remainder of my school days were no more auspicious than my first. Indeed, they were an endless Project that slowly evolved into a Unit, in which miles of construction paper and wax crayon were expended by the State of Alabama in its well-meaning but fruitless effort to teach me Group Dynamics.
Aunty had a way of declaring What Is Best For The Family.
Here is an intriguing use from The Royal We. They are in a museum.
...as he took in the sheer quantity of stuff -- no, Stuff -- all around us.
It is a little odd for a first-person present tense narrator to correct her capitalization. But it makes the point about what capitalization could mean. (The capitalized word is also pronounced a little differently.)
The Deviant Final List Item
I like the Caribbean, Hawaii, Cancun, and George Washington.
Wrong. And you knew that. The speaker could like George Washington, but a list is, well, a list of something. And this was obviously a list of nice beaches or vacation places, so George Washington doesn't belong.
I like the Caribbean, Hawaii, Cancun, and the mole on Rebecca Longe's face.
Still wrong. But can you feel it getting a little better?
I like warm beaches, fall leaves, the smell in the air after it rains, and the mole on Rebecca Longe's face.
Now it's interesting and romantic. Rebecca's mole is still jarring, because it doesn't fit with whatever topic you, the reader, were constructing for this list. Roughly, you were imagining a list of things in nature that most people would enjoy (until you got to Rebecca).
But Rebecca's mole forces you to re-calibrate -- it's a list of things that give this speaker sensual pleasure. And it's romantic that Rebecca's mole makes the list. (And the author wanted that slightly jarring re-calibration.)
I stood up, put my backpack over my shoulders, stepped on the school bus, and sat down.
A grammatically correct, perfectly organized list. Hopefully something interesting is coming soon. Very soon.
I stood up, put my backpack over my shoulders, stepped on the school bus, and ate dinner that night.
Totally wrong.
I stood up, put my backpack over my shoulders, stepped on the school bus, and rode to my first day of school.
Now it's starting to get a little interesting. The last item jars just a little. We have a sequence of small events, one after another, physically described, and then a more conceptual, long-last event.
I stood up, put my backpack over my shoulders, stepped on the school bus, and had the worst day of my life.
I don't know where the author is going to go with this -- but it's a good start.
Let me try to explain this a little more precisely. There's a rule we all know to follow: The items on a list go together. Your reader already knows this rule and automatically applies it; when you write, you naturally follow the rule. And if you break this rule in some stupid way, it's just stupid.
But when you break this rule just right, there's just a tiny jar, and your reader gets the pleasure of realigning his/her understanding. It leads to powerful images and implications for that last item.
When you use this technique, you have to be clear. A list. The theme of the items is obvious. A last item that doesn't fit the readers current understanding. Finally, after a realignment of understanding, the last item can be seen as fitting. That allows the last item to pick up meaning it wouldn't normally have. It's all very cool.
And it does jar the reader, so you can't do it too often.
From Speak, by Laurie Halse Anderson. This is the start:
It is my first morning of high school. I have seven new notebooks, a skirt I hate, and a stomachache.
By the way, Anderson was the third wizard inspiring this book. She uses new and original PaG, and she does it with good purpose. And I think fearlessly.
From Catalyst, also by Anderson:
Dad (age 47; hobbies: religion, football, losing hair) wouldn't notice if he wore the same pair of pants for a month.
From Lullaby, by Chuck Palahniuk, about a Realtor who sells haunted houses:
Another house, the New England saltbox on Eton Court, six bedrooms, four baths, pine-paneled entryway, and blood running down the kitchen walls, she's sold that house eight times in the past four years.
From The Paramour's Daughter, by Wendy Hornsby. A strange woman is shouting at the main character and wants to talk to her.
...[I] didn't see any of the primary reason to flee: blood, weapons, or the clipboard of some fanatic looking for signatures on a petition.
She is describing her boyfriend:
He has a house, a dog, a toaster, and a level of maturity I suspect I haven't yet obtained. (Tricky Twenty-Two, Evanovich)
The narrator in the following is a fangirl  looking out here window at a dead rock star below; the book beautifully explores the good and bad of fangirldom.
Every inch [of the street] was covered [with people], even with people who clearly weren't [fangirls] (men, oldies, sane people) ... (Kill the Boy Band, Moldavsky, page 268)
And:
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)
Finally, twisting the reader twice:

There are gods in Alabama: Jack Daniel's, high school quarterback, trucks, big tits, and also Jesus. (gods in Alabama, Jackson, start)
uncapitalization
sigh. I take out my cell phone; my father keeps eating.
Sigh. "Yeah."
The uncapitalized sigh is smaller than the capitalized Sigh.
You don't have to capitalize a word just because it should be capitalized. Uncapitalizing will jar the reader, so (as always) you should have a good reason for doing it. But it's one of your choices.
Another action scene. There's a gunman shooting up her school.
     "JAMES! Lock the door once I'm out." Mr. Simmons is interrupting his call to shout at me about my gun. Clayton's here, thank God. "CLAYTON! Pile everything you have against the door. Like you're expecting real bullets." This is so bad. Clayton shouts, "You can't go out there, Jade."
but I'm through the door and into the hallway
silence
I was trying to create the image of a fragmentary thought, not a grammatical sentence, especially for silence. I didn't even want the reader seeing silence as a fragment and trying to fill in words or see it as a topic or list. I hoped the uncapitalization would help that.
Is this strange? For fiction writers, perhaps. But a previous use is easy to find -- e. e. Cummings, the poet, is famous for uncapitalization.
Periodless
He's wrong he's so wrong he's more wrong than an upside-down rainbow.  (Shatter Me, Mafi,  page 125)
It's possible to have a long passage with no punctuation, including no periods to mark the end of sentences. This goes back at least to Joyce, and an example will be given later in this book.
Useful? The reality is, it's hard to read. The reality is, I have never completely read through one of those very long passages. It's an effect, sure, but I would question whether an author should really use it.
Mafi's version (above) is different. First, the passage is shorter -- it's three sentences. Second, the repetition helps mark the start of the phrases, making them easier to read. Another example from the same book:
I don't understand him I don't understand his actions I don't understand my disappointment (page 70)
The result is something something the reader can easily read. Meanwhile, it has a unique sound and feel.
And that makes it a useful tool. Mafi is a genius. More examples:
"Why did you kill him why would you kill him how could you do something like that --" (page 109)
He's running his hands down my body running his eyes across my face running laps with his heart and I'm running marathons with my mind. (page 147)
Strikeout
Not me. Not something someone like me. (Mafi)
Strikeout was used in the past when something was inked on paper, to literally strike out what had been written. That doesn't make sense now that we have computers. Strikeout is used today in a nonfiction document webpage to mark that something had been present but was now "removed". That doesn't make sense for a fiction book.

So strikeout, in it's classic sense, is useful only if you are reproducing something like a written letter in your book. Anything else tends to be amateurish.

The above is different. Mafi uses it as a metaphor. Imagine having a thought, and it's a thought you don't like for some reason or another. Unless you are dedicated to facing your unwanted thoughts, and most people aren't, you will try to make that thought go away by thinking a better or more appropriate thought.
I don't really know what Mafi intended, but I suspect it was something like that. Sometimes, the main character is pushing away a hope, sometimes she is pushing away a thought she thinks she shouldn't have or that embarrasses her.
Mafi is not perfectly consistent -- strikeout can't mean that in dialogue.
"You're getting a cellmate roomate," they said to me.

"We hope you rot to death in this place For good behavior," they said to me.

"Another psycho just like you No more isolation," they said to me.

(Shatter Me, Mafi, page 1)
But it's still a metaphor for something unsaid, or some meaning she imagines.
Strikeout is such a distinguishing feature of the book it's even used on the book jacket!
MY TOUCH IS LETHAL  MY TOUCH IS POWER
And, that's an example of the amateurish use of strikeout -- crossing out something that's wrong. The character never thought that way; Mafi never used strikeout that way.
Layout (Poetryish)
Winter Girls (Anderson) uses right justification for the main character's memories about a phone call. They sporadically appear throughout the book, and they have enormous importance which isn't obvious at first. Anyway, the right justification ties them together. It's brilliant.
And it's something any poet might have thought to do -- poets regularly manipulate layout to achieve an effect. Fiction writers? It's not their first thought. But it should be on your list of possibilities.

Now the guards are focused on him too. Will they shoot him? No, they start firing pointless warning shots while we're being attacked by a giant terrorist with a knife.
My     world     slows       down

A terrorist running at me with a knife.   (Alex protecting me)


Second terrorist carrying the bomb to throw into the House of Representatives.   (danger)
It's easy to write an unspaced, normal My world slows down. But I wanted the reader to linger on that, to feel things slowing down. So I was using PaG to help the reader feel the meaning I wanted.
Here is some more poetrish layout from one of my short stories:
Case solved. Just like that. I can't believe my good fortune.

except
The national news picked up ...
Mafi also uses layout in Unravel Me:

He says, "We have recently discovered that he, too, has a gift. And he says he wants to join us. He says he will fight with us tomorrow. He says he will fight against his father and help us find Brendan and Winston."


Chaos


Chaos


Chaos


explodes in every corner of the room.

(page 349)
and in Shatter Me (page 130):
I'm so sorry, is what I never said to her son.

I thought my hands were helping

I thought my heart was helping

I thought so many things

I never

never

never

never

never thought

"You killed a little boy."
(Yes, I am aware that PaG technically does not include layout, and if I want to include layout I should technically call it PLaG. Um, not happening. To me, PaG is what we add to words to make our story better, and layout is part of that.)
Slashes
I think this isn't standard punctuation and should be avoided. And then, sometimes it's the only thing that works:
Warner stops chewing the food/garbage/breakfast/nonsense in his mouth. (Shatter Me, Mafi, page 128)
Interlude: Poetry
Poetry is not the same as prose. We know that. But . . . the poets have developed techniques for presenting thoughts and ideas as efficiently and elegantly as possible. We don't want to steal from them? We prose writers should at least consider what techniques they use.
I know . . .
I know I should feel sorry for my wife
her husband is dying
but . . .
I have other thoughts on my mind
(Ray Everett, with permission)
As already discussed, this poem uses layout to communicate. Now look at the use of ellipsis. It's beautiful. The ellipses don't signal a loss of words; they perhaps signal a dramatic pause, but without the drama. So, really, it's a good example of how ellipses can be used. And of course, the pair of them creates parallel form using only PaG.
In one another's being mingle:—
This is a line of Shelley's poetry, taken out of context. I had never before seen a colon followed by a dash; I don't expect to see it again. Um, that's not counting the second verse of this poem where it is used again, and of course those two usages are linked in meaning. But Shelley thought it was the right thing to do. So he is, in a way, beyond the cutting edge of narrative PaG -- and writing more than a hundred years ago.
Or Shelley was just old. But if you read modern poetry, you still see poets playing at the edge of PaG, being more "experimental" than narrative writers. To them, it's accepted.
And yes, it isn't narration. Borrow with care. But it's communication with words.
Section II: Words
One role of PaG is adding life to your work. That was Section I. The other primary role is being the bones that your ideas hang on. That will be Section III. The two roles can sometimes overlap, of course, but that distinction is still useful.
Section II, about words, is a transition between the two. Part of Section II is about giving life to your writing, but Section II also becomes more analytical and technical, because you need to understand the underlying structure of what you are doing.
Chapter 8: Using Adverbs Successfully
Stephen King somewhat famously recommended that writers not use adverbs. He also, less famously, admitted that he nonetheless still used them. This is from his book Carrie:
"What the Christ?" he said thickly.

"Who is it?" Chris whispered.

"Jackie Talbot," he said absently, then raised his voice. "What?"
And the very first sentence of his book Revival contains the adverb really.
In one way, at least, our lives really are like movies.
The first paragraph of King's rant against using adverbs (in On Writing) contains usually, usually, not, seriously, usually, clearly, and not.
King is, once again, a good example. Adverbs are easy to find in almost anyone's writing. They play an important part in writing. As King (eventually) admits, it's okay to use adverbs if they help communicate meaning -- which pretty much puts adverbs in the same category as everything else.
I set out to make a list of all the potential problems with adverbs. The issues often relate more generally to good writing.
-ly Adverbs
Most adverbs are formed by adding -ly to an adjective. However some adverbs, such as not and very, don't end in -ly. When someone says to avoid adverbs, they can't be expecting authors to stop using not and very.
Those that have recognized this issue restrict their complaint to adverbs ending in -ly. But that's a strange claim -- it says there is nothing wrong with adverbs per se, the only problem is when they have an -ly at the end. There's not much logic to that! You really should understand and agree with advice before you follow it; when advice seems illogical, that's a bad sign.
And, as we shall see, some of the problems of adverbs apply to not and very.
Problem #1: Redundancy
There was an explosion.
That explosion doesn't sound very exciting. So you might want to add some life.
Suddenly there was a loud explosion.
Suddenly is a powerful word; it adds excitement and interest. The word loud adds excitement too.
But they aren't adding very much information. All explosions are sudden, so that word wasn't informative. Most explosions are also loud, so that word also wasn't very informative.
The problem of redundancy is not unique to adverbs -- loud is an adjective. Or consider this:
All of a sudden there was a loud explosion.
The adverb suddenly has become the adjective sudden. But the sentence still has the same problem -- all explosions are sudden -- and the people who don't like suddenly are no more fond of all of a sudden. (All of a sudden is an adverbial phrase, which -- suspiciously -- no one complains about.)
I suspect this sometimes happen: You, author, imagine something in your mind, then you write it down. For example, a sudden, loud explosion. And you don't realize that when you wrote explosion, you said it all (or almost all). Nouns and verbs are less likely to have this problem, because they in a sense are written and processed first; adjectives and adverbs are more vulnerable to this problem.
They quickly rushed to the hospital.
Quickly is the only way to rush, so that's redundant.
It was a cloudless day, with the hot sun beating down on my skin.
Technically, you don't need day (a noun). The sun is always hot, so you don't need that adjective. So you could have the simple:
It was cloudless, with the sun beating down on my skin.
But sometimes adverbs are not redundant. That's why we use them.
I clap silently. (Emotion Girl)
... he says wistfully. (Clancy, The Cardinal of the Kremlin).
So, you should question your adverbs: Are they really saying something? But . . . to be honest, there's nothing awful about:
Suddenly there was a loud explosion.
It helps the lazy reader. It's more exciting.
Well, all of a sudden, Nip and Tuck swing back into Seventh Avenue, ... (Damon Runyon, Guys and Dolls)
Two bloodhounds are on the scent of a killer, and they're being followed by a crowd. There is no way for them to swing back into Seventh Avenue except suddenly. So all of a sudden is unnecessary and could be eliminated without any loss in meaning.
But . . . all of sudden grabs the readers attention. In Runyon's story, it also marks a transition from a general description of what is happening off-scene to describing the actual chase. Given that second function, Well, all of a sudden seems like good writing.
Problem #2: Thoughtless Excitement
From a website ad:
an exceptionally unique property
What does exceptionally unique even mean? Nothing in the description made the property seem unique. If all fingerprints are unique, then I suppose all properties could be unique. But then it goes without saying that the property is unique. And don't even get me started on exceptionally unique.
What is happening here? Adverbs and adjectives can add power and color to your writing. So you can just thoughtlessly throw in exciting adjectives and adverbs and end up with something that, on the surface, seems more exciting. But you will be in trouble if your reader thinks about what you said -- or wants to actually get information. Adding mindless words is really a way to deceive the reader, not inform the reader.
This deception apparently works well for writing ads. This same web page also offered an exceptionally modern luxury villa, a unique and luxurious beach-front property, a luxury beach-front 6-bedroom villa, an exceptional manor villa, an amazing 550 sq. m. waterfront villa, and an exquisite seafront villa. And so on and so on, an endless gush of pretty words. It's a genre.
We could do the same thing to our explosion:
There was a ferocious explosion.
What does that mean? I have no idea -- all I did was stick in an exciting adjective. And while this might work well for ads, in writing a book it doesn't work well, especially as a steady diet -- the reader is getting excitement, but not anything to be excited about. You, author, should be trying to tell a story, so you should be trying to communicate meaning. 
This is just another version of the randomness problem: Don't just throw in strong words randomly or thoughtlessly. Well, unless you are writing an ad. For my next adventure book:
This breathlessly unique thriller dramatically explodes with epic extravagance.
Problem #3: Intensifiers
A beautiful woman walked into my office.
A very beautiful woman walked into my office.
An extremely beautiful woman walked into my office.
If you intensify something -- make it more -- that adds excitement and interest. But a steady diet of intensifiers gets tiring after a while. Adverbs are your intensifiers, so they get all the blame for this problem. (Note that this is a problem for very as well as the -ly adverbs.)
The standard advice applies: If it's relevant to your story, intensify; if it isn't, don't -- intensification should never be random.
The room was very quiet.
The intensifier can be put into a sentence even when it doesn't mean much. What is the difference between quiet and very quiet? Or you can write very unique, but it's not clear how that is any different from unique. (And I'm still seething over exceptionally unique.)
...they were conscious of being perfectly at one... (The Plague, Camus, translated)
I don't know the difference between being at one and being perfectly at one -- except the second one sounds prettier. Actually, the two people in this story weren't completely at one, that doesn't happen. Maybe they were almost at one? So the word perfectly can't even be right. (Yes, that adverb was not meant to be thought about.)
Problem #4: Helping Weak Words
The dog was very big.
Unless you are trying to sound like a 9-year-old, just write:
The dog was huge.
Big is a useful word. It's a simple word, and sometimes it's exactly right. But here, it wasn't doing the job. Putting in the word very solved the immediate problem, but it wasn't a good solution -- it was better to realize the problem was the weak adjective and solve that problem. The stronger word is simpler and to the point (compared to two words).
So that's a potential problem with adverbs -- being used to cover up a bad word choice. But this same problem can occur for adjectives:
He worked in a tall building.
He worked in a skyscraper.
Again, a single strong noun is better than an adjective and a weak noun.
So, in terms of diagnosing problems in writing, any adverb can be examined to see if it can be replaced. If someone is walking, say they are walking; but if they are walking very quickly, perhaps there is a stronger verb you can use.
The same can be said about any adjective. And it's good advice to look for stronger nouns and verbs. But of course those stronger words don't always exist.
Interlude: Accuracy in Fiction?
Consider these two sentences.
I quickly nod my head.
I bob my head.
The second sentence is simpler and easier to read, because of the strong verb. But it doesn't have the exact same meaning as the first sentence. If this was nonfiction, the more accurate sentence would be the best, even if it was the weaker of the two sentences.
But what about fiction? There's an image in my mind when I write, and I can choose the words that most accurately fit my image. But that's not the same thing as being "accurate", because there's no reality.
Do I really care if image in my mind becomes my story? About many things, yes. But for some small difference in meaning? Often not. By sacrificing a little of my intended meaning -- when it's not important -- I can get a stronger verb with no need for that pesky adverb.
I rarely compromise that way, but some authors do. It's a matter of style.
Problem #5: Two Morphemes
Quietly is just one word, but scientists count it as two morphemes: quiet and -ly. Your brain can see an adverb it has never seen before -- perhaps minusculely -- and process it as minuscule plus -ly. While we might not care about scientists and morphemes, this makes the point that the reader's brain might be processing an -ly adverb as two things and then putting them together.
Because simpler processing is easier, having fewer morphemes is good. That's a general issue in writing -- it's slightly easier to process fascinate than fascination, help is easier than helped, and happy is easier than happier. This point applies to all words, but adding -ly to an adjective, while not creating a new word, is always adding a morpheme.
How much effort goes into processing an additional morpheme? The effect has to be small, but . . . it's something careful writers consider.
We are gruesomely fascinated with sex. (Revival, King)
If you want to change gruesomely into an adjective, to avoid having an adverb, this sentence could be rewritten as
We have a gruesome fascination with sex.
Gruesome is fewer morphemes, but fascination is more. Meanwhile, a word was added. More importantly, the subject and the verb are the backbone of a sentence and probably have to be understood first. It's nice to make them powerful, which is another small reason to avoid adverbs and adjectives. But avoiding the adverb of gruesomely changed the verb from are fascinated to the weaker have. That's a good reason here not to turn the adverb into an adjective.
Not
This is not a good start to my day.
Not is an adverb. I changed this to
This is a bad start to my day.
The second sentence is simpler. The two sentences mean slightly different things, and I preferred the meaning the first sentence. But, it didn't make a lot of difference to the reader, and in this case it didn't make a lot of difference to me either.
So, like any other adverb or adjective, not and whatever it is modifying can sometimes be replaced with a stronger word, thereby simplifying the sentence.
John cannot see.

John is blind.
John was not present

John was absent.
But sometimes there is no stronger word to replace the negation, and sometimes we want the meaning of the negation. Which is why the word not appears in our writing. One more point:
John is not happy

John is unhappy
This change has saved a word, and it is simpler, but it's the same number of morphemes. To save a morpheme, you need the even simpler
John is sad.
Problem #6: Unfamiliarity
... he said professorially (Tom Clancy, The Cardinal of the Kremlin).
Professor is a well-known word, professorial is uncommon, and I don't think I've ever seen the word professorially. So Clancy might have been constructing professorially on the fly. Creating an adverb (from an adjective) is fine, but it takes the reader longer to process a less common word (in addition to the adverb actually being longer and having another morpheme).
So professorially sounds a little awkward, and I would not use that word. But . . . it made Clancy's point with a single word. So it's a trade-off and I would not say his choice was wrong.
Problem #7: An Adjective in Adverb's Clothing: The Adverb Cheat
She was elegant and beautiful.
Elegant and beautiful are not exactly the same, but they are close in meaning. So that sentence might be a little less powerful, and a little more wordy, than you would want. Does it solve the problem to write this?
She was elegantly beautiful.
That gets rid of and while avoiding the sense of redundancy. Perfect, right?
Not quite perfect. Elegantly is an adverb, so -- grammatically -- it does not describe the woman. Instead, it describes how she was beautiful (in an elegant way). That's a change in meaning, and probably an unwanted change in meaning.
In will call this an adverb cheat -- using an adverb, but hoping the reader understands it as an adjective (modifying a noun). In which case the grammar does not align with the intended meaning.
The explosion was loud and terrifying.

The explosion was terrifyingly loud.
In the second sentence, the loudness is terrifying, not the explosion.
The black bile, sourly bitter, rose in Bonasera's throat... (The Godfather, Puzo, page 12)
Sourly is not a way for something to be bitter.
This is a different type of adverb cheat:
"You can't go in there," he said angrily.
Angrily is supposed to be telling us how he said that sentence. But it appears too late to be useful -- the reader already read that sentence. Instead, angrily just says that he's angry.
"Chinatown was great," Bosch said sarcastically. (The Last Coyote, Michael Connelly)
The point here is that Bosch did not mean what he was saying, not to tell the reader how the sentence was said. Consider:
Chinatown was great, he thought sarcastically.
This sentence makes sense, pretty much like the previous sentence. But now it is clearly just telling us he is sarcastic.
In theory, the adverb cheat is wrong. In practice, it is not jarringly wrong, and readers will not notice or care. I suspect there is a small hit on clear writing, so you shouldn't do this cheat if you have a better option.
But sometimes you don't have a better option. If you try to root most of it out of your writing, you'll have clearer writing. If you try to eliminate all of it out of your writing, you might end up eliminating something simple that works.
He leaned forward angrily towards Goades. (Twelfth Card, Jeffery Deaver)
I am not sure how to lean forward angrily. The point is only that he was angry. So this angrily is an adverb cheat. But I don't see a problem with using it -- it's a simple word doing a big job, and the reader won't be confused. The same for:
He eyed them angrily as he passed. (Harry Potter and the Sorcerer's Stone)
The Perfect Adverb
That was a long list of adverb problems! Redundancy. Thoughtlessness. Excessiveness. Creating two morphemes and a word that is perhaps less familiar. Disguising an adjective as a adverb. You should not be surprised to learn that beginning writers sometimes have a problem with too many adverbs. 
But that still leaves situations where the adverb is perfect -- it says, in one word, what you as an author want to convey. After thinking about adverbs and making my list of problems, I starting using adverbs more often. (I wasn't expecting that!) They can be powerful, packing a lot of information into a single word (which is exactly why one might be tempted to overuse them).
And they are not easy for me to write -- it challenges my skill level to think of a good adverb. For example, in my writing I had:
And I huff off. They don't start talking, so I realize they could be watching me walk away. Imagine eight guys studying your butt.
And that's fine, but not as good as I wanted. I played with different ways of writing it, never making it better, until I thought of (of all words) suddenly.
And I huff off. They don't start talking -- and suddenly I'm imagining eight guys studying my butt.
Fewer words. No use of the awkward you. I was finally happy.
All (or almost all) famous authors use adverbs. In the first page of The Racketeer, John Grisham uses thoroughly, technically, shortly, and duly. Or:
Surprisingly, shockingly, the Deacon barked a laugh. (Dan Simmons, The Abominable)
Check your favorite author and you will see.
I felt simultaneously acutely self-conscious and mildly hysterical. (Me Before You, Moyes, page 264)
One of my favorite adverbs. At the scene with a dead body:
"Then how the hell did it get here?" He asks a question that sounds ominously rhetorical. (Cornwell, Dust, page 132)
The Merely-Acceptable Adverb
When I looked at what good writers actually did, they seemed perfectly happy to use adverbs even when my list said the adverb wasn't perfect. Really? It caused no harm. Readers weren't going to mind -- they weren't even going to notice.
Their adverbs were still reasonable -- they were doing more good than bad. So, adverbs are not necessarily bad, though they are sometimes bad. But you could say that about anything.
Harry Bosch just looked at her silently. (The Last Coyote, Michael Connelly, page 2 paperback)
Silently is pretty much the only way of looking at someone, especially since we are already told he was just looking. So this is not a high quality adverb.
And yet . . . it reaffirms the point that even though someone has just said something to Bosch, he is not answering. I have trouble getting upset about this adverb; I think it was a reasonable choice.
I suspect this is an adverb cheat:
Mrs. Dennels is happily daydreaming.
Happily isn't exactly a way of daydreaming; I was probably trying to say that she's daydreaming and happy about it. But it seemed too obsessive-compulsive to change that sentence -- it works, and no reader is going to notice or mind.
there's a very loud gunshot,
Yes, all gunshots are loud, but this was a first person present narration and gunshots don't all sound loud -- the gunshot could be off in the distance and sound soft. She wasn't aware she had a gun in her hands, so the loudness was a surprise.
Yes, it would be nice to have a single word to replace very loud. But I couldn't think of one. (Deafening is stronger but she wasn't deafened.)
I'm now having a very good day.
This begs for a strong adjective to replace very good. But I can't think of anything else between good and great. It happens. Using very is not the end of the world.
So, when you write, be aware of the potential problems with using adverbs. But there's no reason to avoid all adverbs, and there's no reason for you to try to use them sparsely. If you find yourself trying to avoid an adverb solely because you have heard the advice that adverbs are bad, you should ignore that advice. Really, you should have a good reason for eliminating an adverb -- just like you should have a good reason for including it.
Chapter 9: Active Versus Passive Verbs (& Grammatical Simplicity)
Celeste was killed. (Emotion Girl)
One of Stephen King's pet peeves is passive verbs -- he says writers should avoid them. He gives an example of a passive sentence that is "acceptable", but he doesn't "embrace" it -- he embraces the active form of that sentence. Actually, he points out how the passive version of that sentence is stupid. Actually, he says that the passive verbs in that sentence "irk the shit" out of him. And that's the best a passive sentence can do?
Before you ruthlessly eliminate all passive verbs from your writing, you should know that King uses them. Given a choice between writing well and following his own advice, he chooses writing well.


But King is not delusional, nor is he the first to criticize passive sentences. Everything else being equal, the active sentence is preferred. Understanding why leads to some basic principles of good writing.
So let us observe, not only how King uses passive verbs, but also how he avoids them.
The Basics
This is a simple active sentence:
John managed a store.
And this is the corresponding passive sentence:
The store was managed by John.
In both sentences, John is the agent of the action. (In even plainer language, John is doing the action.) In the active sentence, John is the subject; in the passive sentence, the store is the subject and John (the agent) is downgraded to an appearance in a prepositional phrase, which is usually introduced with the word by.
As a rough rule (or the real rule), a sentence is active when the agent is the subject. When it isn't, even when the agent is missing, the sentence is passive. So a passive sentence does not always mention the agent:
The store was managed.
Consider:
I thought the store was managed by John.
The main verb (thought) is active. But the clausal noun phrase the store was managed by John is passive.
To write well, I suspect you don't need to know what technically is an active or passive sentence. That's fortunate, because the rules aren't clear and I'm not sure everyone agrees on them. But you do have to know what a strong verb is and either intentionally or naturally use them. Um, most of the time. King wrote:
Messrs. Strunk and White don't speculate as to why so many writers are attracted to passive verbs.
The main verb (speculate) is active, but are attracted is passive. The corresponding active form:
Messrs. Strunk and White don't speculate as to why passive verbs attract so many writers.
King wrote that sentence during his diatribe against passive sentences. I'm guessing he didn't realize it had a passive verb.
All men are created equal.
Whether this is passive or active hinges on whether created is an adjective or verb. I can't decide, even though I know exactly what this sentence is supposed to mean.
Does it really matter? Stephen King works hard to write strong, active verbs. He might not care about the technical definition of a passive verb, and there's no reason he should. Really, it was the weak verbs that irked the shit out him, not that some grammarian might have categorized a phrase or sentence as passive.
Complexity and Readability
John hit the ball.
The ball was hit by John.
The active sentence is simpler. You can get to that conclusion by a simple word count: four versus six. 
But there's a deeper issue. The backbone of a sentence is the subject and verb; everything else is added on after these are constructed. So it's probably easier to construct the meaning of a sentence when the subject is the agent.
Simplicity is good. Making the sentence easier to understand is good. Why would anyone ever use a passive sentence?
Avoiding the Agent
In any case, the clothes were washed in the hulk, hung on the clothesline in the side yard, and finally folded way in my bureau drawers. (Revival, Stephen King, page 4)
The agent is presumably his mother, but we are not told and it obviously isn't important. So, this passive sentence avoids stating the agent, and that's good: Making the reader imagine an agent, if the agent has nothing to do with the story, is unnecessary work for the reader.
Here's another sentence leaving out the agent:
...she was diagnosed with ovarian cancer. (Revival, Stephen King, page 55)
Someone diagnosed her, but it's not important who.
When the agent is missing, the passive sentence usually has the lower word count, compared to the active sentence with the agent. (The exact size of the difference depends on how many words are in the agent.) But the important issue is leaving out the agent.
So, when the agent is unimportant, you would not introduce the agent into the story just to avoid a passive sentence.
Hiding Agency
Sometimes the goal is to avoid mentioning the agent.
Mistakes were made.
Ronald Reagan is known for saying this (though he is neither the first nor last to use this phrase). The point is, it avoids agency -- it doesn't say who made the mistake. Because Ronald Reagan (or his aides) made the mistake, we can understand him not wanting to mention that.
King has a character doing the same thing (in dialogue). The first half is passive, avoiding agency, while the second half is active.
"Once a thing like that is started, you have to finish it." (Revival, Stephen King, page 59)
She could have used all active:
"Once I started it, I had to finish it."
Then her obligation to finish, though still a burden, obviously resulted from something she started. So she doesn't receive as much sympathy. She didn't use all passive either:
Once a thing like that is started, it has to be finished.
She wanted credit for finishing it. So King's sentence contains some fancy footwork in terms of agency. The characters in your story can -- like politicians -- use passive verbs to avoid saying they were the agent of something.
Awkward Sentences in the Active
...it was dominated by a lake of real water that shone bright blue even in the gloom. (Revival, Stephen King, page 17)
That's passive. The corresponding active sentence would be:
A lake of real water that shone bright blue even in the gloom dominated it.
This saves the usual two words. But it is -- I hope obviously -- an awkward sentence. The agent of that sentence carries a lot of modifiers. When it's moved to the front of the sentence, the verb (dominated) gets moved to the end of the sentence and far away from the actual subject (lake). I suspect both of those are a problem.
Here's another example of the subject with modifiers being awkward to move to the front of the sentence:
 There's no reason for me to be upset by the quarterback dating a cheerleader.
The quarterback dating a cheerleader is no reason for me to be upset.
In the next sentence, using the passive avoids repeating the subject of the sentence.
The adverb has its place it writing and should not always be avoided.
The adverb has its place it writing, and writers should not always avoid it.
Yes, it is just a short re-mention -- the pronoun it. But modern writers are not fond of unnecessary repetition.
The next active sentence is awkward for a different reason:
They choose to decorate the gym by themselves.
They choose themselves to decorate the gym.
Ugh. Now consider these choices:
In 1963, before the Beatles burst on the scene, a brief but powerful infatuation with folk music gripped America.
In 1963, before the Beatles burst on the scene, America was gripped by a brief but powerful infatuation with folk music. (King, Revival)
The first is active, the second passive. But the second one puts the subject and verb closer to the start. I am not sure what the best choice is; I prefer the first, but King chose the passive version, and I can't criticize that choice.
Choosing a Different Verb So There is No Missing Agent
Discussions about active versus passive verbs usually consider only comparisons where the verb remains the same. Which is exactly what I've done so far, I've been conventional. That might sound fair, but it's not realistic -- in actual writing, the more common way of turning a passive sentence into an active sentence is to choose a different verb.
She was diagnosed with ovarian cancer.

She developed ovarian cancer.
With the new verb, the second sentence is now active. It has fewer words, and there is no mention of the doctors. Success! I'm not sure what goes on in Stephen King's mind, but I'm guessing he avoids most passive verbs by finding active verbs to replace them.
Of course, changing the verb gives the sentence at least a slightly different meaning. Is that a problem?
The car was being crushed.

The car crumpled.
The active is preferable, everything else being equal. But there's a difference in meaning. It's small here; sometimes it's larger.
And we are back to the problem -- what is reality? Fiction is just a story, so in a way there's nothing to be accurate about -- the story could be that the car was crushed, but it could just as easily be that the car was crumpled. I like my story to follow what's in my mind, so if I like crushed over crumpled, I would choose that. But I suspect King prefers to change to an active verb. (And he too is a couple steps above my pay grade, something to take into account in deciding whose advice to follow.)
However, there is still a plot and how everything fits together. If one verb makes a better story than another, the better verb is the better choice, even if it's passive. Which is what happened in King's sentence. He actually wrote:
In 1976, when my mother was still a relatively young woman, she was diagnosed with ovarian cancer.
The narrator (her son) does not know when she developed the cancer, he only knows when she was diagnosed. So he would not have been able to give a definite time for when she developed the cancer. Hence King couldn't easily changed diagnosed into developed. And, oddly, saying she developed cancer sounds like she actively did something, when in fact she didn't. Saying she was diagnosed sounds like she didn't do anything herself, which fits how people think of that situation.
So, for more than one reason, diagnosed was the better choice of a verb, even though it was passive.
Sometimes there is no good active verb to replace the passive verb.
One arm was all Patsy Jacobs could use, because the other had been torn off at the elbow. (Revival, Stephen King, page 54)
Had been torn off is passive. It is not obvious what active verb could replace it.
Negations
I expect he wasn't asked. (Revival, Stephen King, page 65)
Negations pose a problem for finding the agent -- when something doesn't happen, it's often difficult to isolate one person or group that didn't do it. The usual solution is a pronoun, but that doesn't really make a stronger sentence.
I expect nobody asked him.
Similarly, finding a stronger verb is a challenge when nothing was done.
I expect he did not experience any invitation.
Ugh. Active, but two extra words, and very inelegant.
Focus and Parallel Form
I rarely write passive sentences, probably because I write simply and active sentences are naturally simple. When I write a passive sentence, it's usually for focus and parallel form.
I turn off my thoughts and feel. He was . . . disappointed in me? No. He was humored by me! He thought I was cute and funny(Emotion Girl)
Disappointed in me is passive. But she was trying to feel his emotion, so the sentence naturally starts with He. Was humored is again passive, but it created parallel form with the previous sentence. I didn't want the inelegant:
I turn off my thoughts and feel. He was . . . disappointed in me? No. I humored him!
Simpler Grammar: A Basic Principle
These are both active sentences. 
There was a bird in my front yard.

A bird was in my front yard.
So this is not a choice between active and passive. But the principle of simpler grammar still applies: The first sentence doesn't have a strong subject or verb, even though those are the backbone of the sentence. Plus the first sentence has more words.
Why? The grammar of the first sentence is more complicated than it needs to be. Occasionally there are reasons to write the sentence the first way, presumably, but not often. That's true for almost any sentence beginning with There is, It is, or That is.
We have run into this issue of simplicity before. Instead of:
The dog was very large
it's preferable to write the simpler:
The dog was huge.
So, simpler grammar is good. When you read the following sentence, you should feel the wasted words.
It has a smug, placid air and you need time to discover what it is that makes it different from so many business centers in other parts of the world. (The Plague, Camus, translation, first page).
what it is that makes it is spinning its wheels in pronouns. Perhaps:
It has a smug, placid air and you need time to discover why it differs from so many business centers in other parts of the world.
That principle would go far in helping you choose between active and passive sentences, even if you had never heard of those concepts.
... the memory of this night would be cherished by them both. (The Plague, Camus, translation).
Rewriting as active:
... they would both cherish the memory of this night.
Given Versus New
A commonly stated reason for preferring passive over active involves "Given" versus "New".
I looked at the baseball. It was signed by Babe Ruth.
I looked at the baseball. Babe Ruth had signed it.
The first sentence in both passages mentions a baseball. So, in the second sentence, the baseball is the Given, and Babe Ruth and signed are New. The belief -- or assumption? -- is that putting the Given first is easier on the reader. In this passage, using the Given/New format required a passive sentence.
Another reason for placing the Given first is this. Usually, the Given can be replaced by a pronoun. When the pronoun appears at the start of the second sentence, it's closer to what it refers to, making it easier to understand. When it's at the end of the sentence, it's farther away from what it refers to, making it harder to understand.
The difference is small in the passage above, but this can become a problem with longer sentences.
He looked up at the plaque. My father, who had made a million dollars, gave it to me.
He looked up at the plaque. It was given to me by my father, who had made a million dollars.
Jim was surprised. Joe, Sam's father, was blackmailing him.
Jim was surprised. He was being blackmailed by Joe, Sam's father.
However. In actual writing, there is a third choice, which is to not bother with the Given and instead just say the New:
I looked at the baseball signed by Babe Ruth.
So the choice is not between Given/New versus New/Given; in modern writing the usual alternative to Given/New is just New.
Extracting Meaning 
The ball was thrown into the air.
What do you imagine in your head when you read this? For me, the thrower's hand is in my picture of the ball being thrown. Or, I imagine the ball being thrown with the thrower outside of my picture -- but that means the thrower is still vaguely in my thoughts.
I don't think I can be blamed for this -- the verb thrown invites thinking of a thrower. So, although the agent is left out of the sentence by the passive verb, the agent has not completely escaped my processing.
In contrast, consider the active sentence:
The ball sailed into the air.
Now I don't imagine any thrower.
So, if the agent is not relevant and the author doesn't want the reader trying to process the agent, the worst is an active sentence mentioning the agent, and much better is a passive sentence not mentioning the agent. But they best might be an active sentence with a verb that does not invite thinking about that agent.
And that's another small argument for using active verbs.
Summary
The real issue is writing grammatically simple sentences that say what you want to say. Active sentences tend to be better than passive sentences at that, for a lot of reasons. But sometimes the passive sentence is right.
Chapter 10: And (and Other Conjunctions)
Conjunctions are the connecting words of grammar. 
The Logical And
And is used in logic, where it connects two propositions, indicating that both must be true. It can have the same meaning in English! Who would have thought that English could ever, occasionally, be that simple? Or logical?
I feel like an idiot, and I'm turning red. (Emotion Girl)
With this Logical And, the two ideas have equal status. One test: The ideas can be reversed in order with no change in meaning.
I'm turning red, and I feel like an idiot.
Well, there's often a reason for presenting ideas in one order rather than another, so there could be some very small change in meaning or feel between these two sentences. But they mean pretty much exactly the same thing despite the order being changed.

I was furious and Liza was faking, but neither of these facts could stop the mother in me from noting how gently he'd handled my hurt kid. (A Grown-Up Kind of Pretty, Jackson,  page 170)
And Then
Unfortunately, and has other meanings:
I look up at him, and I kiss him on the cheek good night.
From a writing perspective, this and means 'and then'. Simple test: Adding the word then doesn't change the meaning:
I look up at him, and then I kiss him on the cheek good night.
(In this context, then means 'next' or 'after that'.)
A second test: Changing the order destroys the meaning:
I kiss him on the cheek good night, and I look up at him.
There are three choices for how write the idea of 'and then':
1. I thought about what to do, and I acted.

2. I thought about what to do, and then I acted.
3. I thought about what to do, then I acted.
#1 is grammatically faultless and probably a writer's normal default. However, i has a problem with potential ambiguity, because of the multiple meanings of and. (More meaning are to come.) Yes, the reader can usually figure out from context which and is meant, but and is supposed to be helping the reader understand the meaning of the surrounding words, not the other way around.
Am I the only writer on this particular planet who worries about this ambiguity? Possibly. Usually, the meaning is clear. Or if it isn't, no one quite cares -- worrying about that level of ambiguity could drive anyone crazy. In any case, writing just and seems to be the most common option.
They talked a little longer, she nodded agreement, and inched back toward him. (Tricky Twenty-Two, Evanovich, page 7)
(But, I admit, that bothers me -- I want a then.)
When and is ambiguous, and then (#2) is waiting in the wings to assist. It's unambiguous and writers use it too:
We all paused, utterly gobsmacked for a moment, and then Pooka took off down the road at a run. ( Tricky Twenty-Two Evanovich, page 268)
However, and then is two words, which might not seem like a lot, but that's twice as many as the other choices. And we are talking about a situation -- one event following another -- that comes up a lot.
Then (#3) is over on the sideline, jumping up and down and shouting, "Use me, use me! I'm perfect!"
For a final second he listened, then he reached behind his back for the knife and went up... (Dr. No, Fleming)
The patient crashed his left foot into the pelvic area behind him, then bent forward, .... (The Bourne Identity, Ludlum, page 33)
But then is grammatically incorrect, in a technical way. There's a very small club of people who actually know it's grammatically incorrect (and a smaller club who care), but that club presumably contains a lot of copy writers (who edit books). They are my leading suspects for why just then is not used more often.
Actually, avoiding just then for grammar reasons would be . . . curious. First, the rules get broken a lot, so who cares if they are technically broken in one more way?
Second, just then is grammatically incorrect only because it's not on the official list of coordinating conjunctions. But it obviously should be -- the reality is,  it functions as a coordinating conjunction and should be put on that list. Meanwhile, the word plus is not on the official list of coordinating conjunctions, but some dictionaries (correctly) recognize it as a coordinating conjunction. So the easy solution is simply to recognize then as a coordinating conjunction.
But your reader is extremely unlikely to know that then is grammatically incorrect, and just as unlikely to care. So they will have no grammar issues with just then. Enough said.
In choosing between these three alternatives, there's an issue of being intrusive. In describing events as they happen, almost every event could be preceded by then. That would become annoying, and it would accomplish almost nothing in terms of meaning, because the reader knows you are telling the events in the order that they happened. There is no real ambiguity in:
She hit the bounce bag with a solid thud and didn't move. The EMTs immediately converged on her. (Tricky Twenty-Two, Evanovich, page 7)
In terms of meaning, those two sentences are connected by 'and then', but there was no need to say that, the reader knows that. The point is, if 'and then' isn't needed between sentences, it isn't needed for meaning between phrases:
4. I thought about what to do, I acted.
Intrusiveness is a more of a potential problem with just then and and then. The word and could become intrusive too, especially since it can connect every thought in your story. But and isn't quite as intrusive.
The solution is simply to avoid too many thens. That's not hard. This is two thens in the same sentence, and it doesn't seem intrusive to me:

I wait for them to stop talking. They do, but then Alex keeps the conversation going, probably because he's angry with me, and Brian helps, then other guys join in.
I think I've done my main job here, and you can just use your feelings now and be fine. But I want to speculate about why authors might use one choice over another. At one extreme is this:
He opened his mouth and screamed.
This is obviously an 'and then' in meaning. In fact, it is SO obviously an 'and then' that I doubt many writers would use then. Basically, and is shorter, and for this simple job it's got all the power that's needed.
The opposite occurs when the two events could occur at the same time. I suspect this might be author's choice, but my choice is to use then for clarity. To me, these have different meanings:
1. Another guard shouts at him to stop and points his gun at Alex.

2. Another guard shouts at him to stop then points his gun at Alex.
#2 says that pointing the gun came second. #1 is ambiguous, and it could easily be read as both events happening at once.

This is perhaps the other extreme:
He thought for a second, then jumped on his bike.
This is not a sequence of events. Instead, nothing is happening, then something happens. I suspect that this is the most likely situation for using then instead of and, to signal the start of action.
Another situation for using and is when the author wants to imply that two events are part of one thought or action.
1. He picked up the ring then examined it.

2. He picked up the ring and examined it.
Both sentences describe the same action. But #1 suggests two different actions, while #1 suggests one coordinated action. In the following, I wanted two things happening in sequence, not one organized action:
Alex stands up then looks at me like he just noticed me.
Other Meanings of And
A third meaning of and is 'and as a consequence' or 'and so'.
I went on a diet and lost 20 pounds.
Test: Adding so to this sentence does not change its meaning:
I went on a diet, and so I lost 20 pounds.
And, like the word then, so can be used instead of and.
I went on a diet, so I lost 20 pounds.
However, unlike the word then, using so to connect to ideas (independent clauses) is grammatically flawless, because so is on the list of coordinating conjunctions.
A fourth meaning of and is 'and also'.
I like James, and I respect him.
Test: Adding also to the sentence doesn't change meaning.
I like James, and also I respect him.
Again, also works all by itself, if you want to be unambiguous about the meaning of and. However, some punctuation other than the comma is probably needed:
I like James. Also I respect him.
I like James; also I respect him.
If you want to use a comma, the word plus can be used instead of also:
Then I'll look like an idiot to everyone, plus I'll feel horrible.
 And here is plus after a semicolon:
I tell him, or try to, what Grandma said, but it was so elliptical it doesn't make much sense; plus in my frantic state, I've developed hiccups. (Not Working, Owens, page 114)
There are other possibilities for the meaning of and:
I look around the table, and they're all earnest and paying attention.
Here, I think the and means and I see that. (It's a first person present narration.) The start of the sentence moves us into narrator mode -- she is telling about what she is perceiving -- and the second half of the sentence is a report of what she is perceiving.
And so. Again, the modern style is to use and and not worry about ambiguity. Personally, I worry about the ambiguity and often substitute then, plus, or so.
In Lists
The items in a list are, almost by definition, connected by the Logical And.
They didn't see how he can be insensitive, rude, manipulative, socially inappropriate, and full of his own importance.
There is no particular order to the items on this list, and no item is being implied to be more important or in any way dependent on the others. So it's a Logical And.
I find it the tiniest bit jarring -- yet interesting and effective -- when the items in a list are events, so the connection between items really is and then. Janet Evanovich does this a lot:
In a heartbeat Gardi's head was smashed onto the table, everyone grabbed their drinks, and Ranger cuffed Gardi behind his back and handed him over to Tank. (Top Secret Twenty-One)
Nowadays I will happily string together three (or more) events:
I look to Brian, he gives me the okay, there's a hunt for a pen culminating in getting one from our waitress, and Haseem sits next to me while I draw on his hand.
Can three (or more) items be joined together with and also? No, I don't think so.
I don't want to hurt him -- he's trying his best, he's nice, and also he doesn't deserve it.
The and also applies to he doesn't deserve it, but it doesn't apply back to he's nice.
I communicated and also for every item on the list by putting an extra and between the first two items.
I don't want to hurt him -- he's trying his best, and he's nice, and he doesn't deserve it.
But
But means something like 'to the contrary' or 'an exception is'. Unlike and, but is usually no problem . . . except it has one tricky moment.
When he was younger, his songs were about family, fishing, and playing baseball, but lately they're about love and making love and all things sexy. (Jesse's Girl, Kneally)
The part after the but doesn't disagree at all with the part in front. Which is to say, it doesn't fit my definition above. If but is replaced with and, the sentence changes in flavor but not a lot in meaning; if anything, it's slightly more accurate.
When he was younger, his songs were about family, fishing, and playing baseball, and lately they're about love and making love and all things sexy.
Flavor is important, and but is better choice -- part of the message is that he has changed direction, and the but brings that out.
However, when both but and and have about the same meaning, I tend not to use either. I would have used a semicolon and neither word:
When he was younger, his songs were about family, fishing, and playing baseball; lately they're about love, making love, and all things sexy.
That's more lyrical, which may or may not be desirable. But the semicolon does the job of communicating a change is meaning, without making a commitment to and or but. (As a bonus for this sentence, the semicolon allows the second list to be punctuated like the first with no fear of comma confusion.)
Yet
I made this courageous decision to go to his table, but now I'm out here by myself in the hallway.
This sentence can be improved by substituting yet for but.
I made this courageous decision to go to his table, yet now I'm out here by myself in the hallway.
Yet is more specific than but, which makes it more informative and more powerful. So you should (probably) write yet when it fits. (Unless you want the simplicity of but.)
Because
In traditional grammar, there are two types of conjunctions, coordinating and subordinate. The coordinating conjunctions are best exemplified by and, or, and but. They can connect two complete ideas (independent clauses).
[The guys erupt in laughter], and [my thinking turns back on].
When a subordinating conjunction is used to connect two otherwise complete ideas, one idea becomes secondary (subordinate) to the other.
I half-listen to their meaningless conversation while I pick at my lunch.
The subordinating conjunction (while) transforms an independent clause (I pick at my lunch) into a dependent clause.
When the dependent clause follows the independent clause, the rule -- in traditional grammar -- is that there is no comma.
Because is classified as a subordinating conjunction, so when it connects two clauses, there should be no comma in front of it. In fact, that comma can be important to the meaning.
1. I can't swear at him, because I'm on probation.
2. George Washington was elected president because the people trusted him.
The second sentence assumes you already knew George Washington was the first president; it only explains why. The first sentence says for the first time that she can't swear at him, then it adds why. The difference is created by putting (or not putting) a comma in front of because.
That's a general rule for modern writing: Ignore traditional grammar and use a comma to show you are adding a second thought onto a first important thought. Chapter 16 returns to this general idea; for now I will concentrate on because.
Despite being technically ungrammatical, a comma before because seems common -- it appears incessantly in this book, including use by six other authors (Green, King, Picoult, Rawlings, Montgomery, Clark). Typical usage:
They were the last people you'd expect to be involved in anything strange or mysterious, because they just didn't hold with such nonsense. (Harry Potter and the Sorcerer's Stone, page 1)
And that's can be added to the second phrase without changing meaning. 
... , and that's because they just didn't hold with such nonsense
Now the sentence is grammatically correct. But authors don't put in two empty words just to be grammatically correct, especially when the "ungrammatical" alternative says the same thing and looks perfectly normal.
Test: Adding and that's to #1 above suggests that the first part was new information:
George Washington was elected president, and that's because the people trusted him.
In the next example the starting information was new. But the point of the sentence wasn't that the class was laughing and happy, the only point was why. So, no comma:
And the class is laughing and happy because I did so poorly.
Reconsider this use of repetition:
"You don't want me!" she cried. "You don't want me because I'm not a boy!" (Anne of Green Gables)
Montgomery could have eliminated the repetition with no loss in meaning, instead just writing:
"You don't want me because I'm not a boy!" 
However, Montgomery obviously wanted to say two things, so that sentence would need a comma before because:
"You don't want me, because I'm not a boy!" 
And that would be a sentence with a comma and an exclamation mark, which (as already discussed) is awkward and probably not what Montgomery wanted. I don't know if Montgomery thought all of that out before using a repetition, but that repetition had some unexpected benefits.
Or
You might not be surprised, at this point in the chapter, to hear that the word or has complications.
Do you want to go to college or get a job?
This could be a yes/no question. That's one possibility. Or, those could be the only two choices and the answers are either college or job. That's the second possibility. So the question is ambiguous, and this ambiguity centers on the word or.
In speaking, the two meanings are easily distinguished by pitch -- in the yes/no question, there is just one plateau for college or get a job. When those are two choices, the pitch drops on college, remains dropped on or, then rises back to the plateau for get a job.
So, based on pitch alone, we might expect an "ungrammatical" comma when there are two choices.
Do you want to go to college, or get a job?
I guess it's a matter of style -- an author could choose to be grammatical and let the reader infer the meaning of the or. I add the comma for choices:
I should at least draw something normal, or write words.
Do I eat lunch at my table, or his?
"Do you help with the drops because you like danger, or because you want to help?"
This is (in a way) a conflict between conventional grammar and function -- conventional grammar says no comma and function says use the comma. I guess it's your choice, but function is more important, and grammar is (supposed to be) there only to help convey meaning.
For non-questions, the comma has a different function.
I think I'll go to college, or get a job.

I think I'll go to college or get a job.
The comma indicates that the first choice is probably preferred, and the second choice is only relevant if the first isn't taken. Roughly, the or means 'or else' or 'or otherwise'. Without the comma, the two choices are equal.
[she] was helpless and bewildered, quite incapable of thinking what to do, or doing it if she thought of it. (Anne of Green Gables, Chapter 18)
So, they established the rule, that all poor people should have the alternative (for they would compel nobody, not they), of being starved by a gradual process in the house, or by a quick one out of it. (Oliver Twist)
To presage, this again follows the rule that a comma  before a conjunction implies that something is being added. This issue will be taken up more seriously in Chapter 16 on commas.
The Sloppy Grammar of Conjunctions
And is the prototypical conjunction. It can be used to join anything from items on a list to independent clauses:
red, white, and blue.
Now I know what a crush feels like, the romance novels make a lot more sense, and I can understand my friends better.
Grammatically, but is a coordinating conjunction just like and. However, it can't join items on a list:

red, white, but blue.
He won. So he is happy.

He won. Therefore he is happy.
Looks like the same thing, right? But where did the comma go?
He stood up then walked off

He stood up and then walked off

I can jump out of an airplane, yet I get nervous about a date?
Yet is a coordinating conjunction and then isn't. So, grammatically, then must be preceded by and. Yet doesn't need an escort. That would explain why I don't use and yet.
So why does it sometimes get one? Brown, who does not use one then in the first three chapters of The Da Vinci Code, uses and yet twice. Here is one usage:
Silas knew the stakes were incalculable, and yet what the Teacher was now 
Inferences
1. James went to the store. He forgot his money. He wasn't happy.
2. James went to the store, but he forgot his money, so he wasn't happy.
#1 is written as three disconnected facts with no logical connection. But of course these facts are logically connected, and the reader will no doubt fill in the logical connections. #2 makes the logical connections explicit.

So there is not a lot of difference in meaning between #1 and #2, depending of course on how well the reader fills in the logical connections intended by the author. Do you, as author, put in the connections for the reader? Or do you leave them out and let the reader make the inference?
Otherwise, your decision depends on how obvious that connection is -- if your reader is very likely to infer it, you are more likely to leave it out.

But another reason for stating the connection is purely grammatical: Do you need it for a grammatical sentence?

1. James went to the store, he forgot his money

2. James went to the store, but he forgot his money.
#1 is a harsh comma splice; #2 is grammatically correct. It is of course a little odd that your choice might depend only on grammatical considerations; note also that one of the grammar choices is to (1) write only one sentence, (2) leave out the conjunctions, and (3) use a semicolon:

3. James went to the store; he forgot his money.
Backreferencing
And and but are both conjunctions, but they don't function the same. And can be used to tie together two or more items of a list, and also it can be used tie together two or more phrases (clauses or predicates).

1. Red, white, and blue.

2. James went to the store, bought milk, and came home.

But can't be used to tie together items of a list:

1. Red, white, but blue.

It can be used to connect two phrases:

James went to the store to buy milk, but he forgot his money.
However, but doesn't connect together three:
2. He comes around the corner moving fast, he's ready to fire, but he's not expecting us.
Instead, but indicates the relationship of the third clause to the preceding clause. (Or preceding clauses, there is some ambiguity.)
This is something you can handle intuitively. I am mentioning it so you can be a little more analytical (and use your intuition for something else). And the issue will come up again.
3. He comes around the corner moving fast, and he's ready to fire, but he's not expecting us.

4. He comes around the corner moving fast, and he's ready to fire, and he's not expecting us.
#3 is what I actually wrote. It's grammatically correct, apparently, although the rules of grammar do not actually address this. #4 is grammatically identical to #3, but it has become ungrammatical -- the middle and is not needed.
 It's a little odd to say that they get put in depending on whether the ideas are separated by a comma or a period. Okay, maybe that's more than a little odd -- whether or not they should be given to the reader should depend on ease of understanding.
Of course, the connections can be put in for the single sentences:
James went to the store. However, he forgot his money. Therefore, he wasn't happy.
Um, almost no one writes that way (except in dialogue for voice to show pompousness). We writers nowadays use simpler connectors:
James went to the store. But he forgot his money. So he wasn't happy.
(I have no idea why the commas disappear, though in fact they are "optional" and could have been left in. And what parts of speech are however and therefore -- hopefully not adverbs, that would be bizarre. They are of course obviously conjunctions, the only question is if grammarians will call them that. Anyway . . .)
And they can be dropped from the single sentence with commas, though that's a comma splice and in most contexts bad writing. Putting in an and works very well, grammatically speaking, and we already gave that there was no ambiguity in how the ideas were connected. But one and at the end seems awkward to me:
James went to the store, he forgot his money, and he wasn't happy.
Let's, for the moment, call this Emma's rule of the Backreferencing And. Having just and at the end makes it sound like a list. I am not sure if that is the problem. But there is the problem that the and that would connect the first two ideas has a different meaning than the and which connects the second and third ideas. So, to see this from another perspective, no single and unites these three ideas.
A Vote for Ambiguity?
As I tried to spot Dad, Erica put her arm around Mom, and I realized Mom hadn't been checking up on Erica, but consulting her, letting her inside something... (First Affair, page 124).
The first two things are happening at once, then the third thing happens. So then is awkward, because it will also backreference. So this is an ideal time for and then. However, it is not quite just a new event occurring, there is also a casual relationship -- and then that caused me to realize... The author might have selected and precisely for it's double meaning.
Beginning a Sentence with a Conjunction
Some say that a sentence should not begin with a conjunction. The people who say this surely mean a coordinating conjunction. However, all of the expert advice I have seen says that this is not a rule of grammar and instead it's acceptable to begin a sentence with a conjunction.
1. But, that's too slow.

2. However, that's too slow.
Rant alert. But and however are almost identical in meaning. In those two sentence, they are absolutely identical in grammatical function. Yet but would be called a conjunction and however an adverb. Which is absurd.
To say that however is an adverb would mean that it modifies that's too slow. But it doesn't -- it expressed the relationship between that's too slow and the preceding idea. Or if you do somehow, inconceivably think however modifies that's too slow. . . doesn't but do the same thing?
Calming down. To me, a conjunction is something that expresses the relationship between two ideas, connecting them in one way or another.
It's obvious why you might need to start a sentence with but or so -- to show the relationship to the previous sentence.
It's rude how much he's examining me. But I asked for it.
I always tell her she has to stop taking him back, but she always does. So all I can do is listen and hope that helps.
What's less obvious is why a sentence would begin with and. Between two sentences, an and is always implied. So -- technically -- starting a sentence with and is always redundant. But that happens. I think I just like it:
I half-listen to their meaningless conversation while I pick at my lunch. And I start to get bored.
I sigh. And no one looks directly at me, but everyone notices me sighing.
And now Alex turns around to me. And we finally make serious eye contact.
For me, I'm not trying to say 'and then' or 'and so' and especially not 'and also'. Instead I want the simple Logical And.
Other writers will start a sentence with and, but it's like they need a good reason to do that. (Which makes perfect sense.) One reason is to connect two ideas more closely than just an implied and. For example, the following author was listing things, there is an implied and connecting them, but the author comes to two things that fit together more closely.
He's smart. He's compassionate. He believes in the law, the American dream, and the inherent goodness of human beings...He's movie star handsome in a Jersey Italian kind of way, and he oozes testosterone. And from the first time he was able to put a sentence together he's had a reputation for being able to talk a woman into doing anything. (Pages 6-7, Tricky Twenty-Two)
This and might function only to mark a list:
The Afghans, too, wore rough trousers under their loincloths. They, too, tended to be small, agile fighters. And they, too, treated captives as noisy amusements for their knives. (The Cardinal of the Kremlin, Clancy, page 34).
Another reason is to accompany then or so.
"I need a burger and fries. And then I'm going home on account of my favorite television shows are on." (Evanovich, Tricky Twenty-Two)
The then is very useful for clarity. I am not sure why and comes along for the ride. This is dialogue, so the and could be just for voice. (Although authors often make the same grammatical style choices in their dialogue as their narration.)
"And also because it is partially my fault that you are in trouble." (Da Vinci Code, page 75 paperback).
Again, this is dialogue, so the use of and could be voice. But here I think and has just come along for the ride with also. The and also better makes the connection to the because in her previous sentence ("Because, Mr. Langdon, I believe you are innocent.")
Here is a use of then to transition from thoughts to events.
And then she'd smiled at the handsome young officer in the front row. (The Cardinal of the Kremlin, Clancy, page 45)
Starting a Paragraph with And
It seems illogical to start a paragraph with and. Yet, to be honest, I do it a lot. Then I take the and out when I edit -- because the and is supposed to be redundant, or so I thought.
But . . . why is a new paragraph being started? It could be for the most trivial of reasons, that the author simply didn't want too long of a paragraph and is turning a long paragraph into two short ones by breaking at a random place. It could be to follow rules: A paragraph changes when the speaker changes.
And it could be for the very solid reason of breaking ideas into it's natural parts. But a fourth reason is that there is a change in mood. And a change in mood suggests starting with a connector telling the reader the change in mood.
So, It is reason to signal a shift in mood with a conjunction. And then and makes sense, in a backwards way -- it says there is no mood change.

We talk. We laugh. He holds my hand, he holds my elbow, he opens the door for me, and he's not afraid to touch me when we talk. I like having his hands on me.


He shouts over the noise, "Do you want to get something to eat?" We leave. In his car on the way to the restaurant, I tell him the message from his father.


Then we have a really serious conversation over food. Now I'm not hearing funny stories about college -- I'm hearing about serious family problems.


And when we're finally home and standing on my porch, he says, "I talked your ear off. Sorry about that. You're a really good listener."


I look up at him. "I had a wonderful time."


And then he leans down and softly kisses me on the lips.
The first paragraph is a collection of events, in no particular order. The second paragraph shifts to a narration of a particular event at a particular time. While I just said that and could go in front of that and just be a meaningless connector, it absolutely cannot. (Doing that would place this event with the others.)
Then is a very important connector. The third paragraph returns to a collection of events in no particular order, but it's important that these new events are after the event in the second paragraph. And then makes the point that the event in the second paragraph caused the events in the third.
The and, which is so easily derided as unimportant, is important to the fourth paragraph -- I desperately want to signal that there was no change in mood -- everything on this date fit together, nothing was unexpected, everything was going well. 
The final and then is for rhythm and timing. But it also keeps that continuity going -- she has no indecision about kissing him, it was a natural as an apple falling.
 Section III: Punctuation (Dem Dry Bones)
PaG is the "bones" of writing -- the underlying structure that the words and ideas hang on. This role of PaG tends to be "dry" -- less interesting and more work. But in this section, instead of talking about things you might occasionally add to your writing, we are talking about decisions you make every sentence.
How much punctuation do you need to understand something? Possibly none. The following is the start of a unpunctuated 250-word paragraph (The Sound and the Fury, Faulkner). Try to understand it -- I think you mostly can.
one minute she was standing there the next he was yelling and pulling at her dress they went into the hall and up the stairs yelling and shoving at her up the stairs to the bathroom door and stopped her back against the door and her arm across her face yelling and trying to shove her into the bathroom when she came in to supper T. P. was feeding him he started again just whimpering at first ...
Faulkner was trying to mimic thinking. (This is what would be called "stream of consciousness".) So he was using PaG to create an effect. Anyway, you might have made some errors, but you could mostly organize and understand most of it even with no punctuation. 
But understanding that passage takes a lot of work. If a whole book was like that, you would stop reading somewhere around the start of page 1.
Most readers want "smooth" reading -- something that is easy to understand; something that doesn't have any bumps in understanding or anything to slow them down. It's the difference between walking on pavement versus soft sand -- one step doesn't make a difference, but when you have to walk a long way, the difference is big.
So, your goal in selecting PAG is not simply finding a grammatically correct expression of your ideas. Your ideas have a structure, and your PaG has a structure, and you want those two structures to fit together as perfectly as possible. Then your PaG makes your ideas easy to understand.
For example, I had this kiss scene, and the idea behind it was great. But in reading it, I had to work to get the idea I wanted. Were readers going to work as hard as my scene needed? Very unlikely. It took me 15 minutes adjusting and playing with PaG before that scene worked right.
Chapter 11: Sentence Length
You can write in short sentences. Short sentences are grammatically correct. They are easy to understand. But there's a problem. Your reader might not like short sentences. You probably don't like these short sentences. They are choppy. I don't know exactly what "choppy" is. You might be writing for 5-year-olds. Then short sentences are good. Otherwise, all short sentence is annoying.
When a sentence ends, the reader pauses to understand the sentence. This simple fact has several important implications.
First, the average reader can process about 18 words. (That's my ballpark estimate.) So when you give your reader a short sentence, the sentence-processor in their brain is only half full. It has to go through all of the trouble of processing the sentence, and that's not efficient.

When that happens occasionally, there is no problem. Plus, the sentence-processor does a good job on whatever it does have to process. When that happens too often, it gets annoyed. "Give me longer sentences," it cries.
You can also write in long sentences, and many writers do, some writing a lot of long sentences and some just occasionally writing long sentences, and even though there is no jargon word for criticizing a long sentence analogous to the "choppy" criticism of short sentences and a reader might not ever realize that a sentence is long, readers do get tired and weary, and meanwhile you haven't given your reader any chance to stop and think about what you have said, which if what you are saying is important, what's the point in that?
When this imaginary sentence processor is given a lot more than 18 words, words and phrases start falling out and onto the ground unprocessed. And when it can finally process the sentence, there's too much to process and nothing works well.
That leads to a simple way of deciding on sentence length -- you write about 18 words and then stop your sentence.

If you write with a sentence length close to 18, your writing will seem modern and technically correct. No reader will experience the sentences as choppy, and no reader will experience the sentences as too long. This length usually allows two phrases, and it allows you to express the relationship between those two phrases. 


If your sentences always flow over this limit, you have to learn to just stop your sentence sooner. An occasional sentence of 30 words is perfectly okay, but a steady diet of them would be wrong.
Yes, each of those sentences contains 18 words. That felt normal, didn't it?
So now, let's go deeper into the meaning of a sentence, then consider exceptions.
Stopping to Think
It's no big deal if he doesn't like me. I have a crush now, but it'll go away.
The period following me invites the reader to stop and process/understand the first sentence.
But will the reader succeed? No. The second sentence contains critical information: why it isn't a big deal. So the reader will stop to process the first sentence, wasting his/her time and attention, then finally understand that sentence only when the second sentence is read.
So, the period after me is wrong, and these two sentences need to be combined into one. Because of its flexibility, the dash is always a simple solution:
It's no big deal if he doesn't like me -- I have a crush now, but it'll go away.
Emma's Rule for Periods: If the reader has to read the second idea to properly understand the first, both ideas should be in the same sentence. Readers shouldn't be asked to stop for a half second and try to process something they can't quite process or won't process correctly.
This is one of the most subtle mistakes an author can make, and even very good authors will occasionally make this mistake (IMO). From a famous author who writes well:
The air was cool and smelled of sun-dried leaves -- I assumed.
I was confused. Why did the main character assume that? Why was she narrating this if she didn't really know? Well, it was only a few seconds of confusion, then I gave up and went on to the next sentence, which was:
My nose was so clogged, I couldn't sniff out the difference between a tulip and a trash can.
Well, that explained it -- she had a cold. Knowing that, I could imagine her looking around, seeing the beautiful scenery, knowing what it should smell like . . . but not being able to smell it because of her cold. It's a nice image -- sabotaged by the clunky PaG.
Maybe you're thinking it's my fault -- when I was confused, I should have just read the next sentence. But the period told me to stop and figure things out. How was I to know I couldn't?
Also, when I'm confused, reading the next sentence usually doesn't help -- there are a lot of reasons why I get confused. If I start reading the next sentence and it doesn't solve the problem, I forget about the problem . . . and then a sentence I did not understand has irretrievably disappeared from my attention. Do you want your confused readers to just keep reading, or do you want them to stop to figure things out? (Sometimes yes and sometimes no is a bad answer.)
You might want them to always keep reading, that can be a matter of style. Some authors use really short sentences and the reader presumably learns to ignore confusion and go on to the next sentence to get the explanation.
Your choice. I prefer:
The air was cool and smelled of sun-dried leaves. Or so I assumed -- my nose was so clogged, I couldn't sniff out the difference between a tulip and a trash can.
Here, the reader stops and understands the first sentence. The reader jumps to the wrong impression, thinking that the main character could smell the sun-dried leaves, but the author would have liked that effect. Then the second sentence makes the point the author wanted. So the PaG has become consistent with the author's goals and makes the reading experience smoother.
Another anonymous famous author who writes very well. The character is at an amusement park, looking for a drug dealer so he can buy some drugs. We read:
Up ahead was an elaborate mini-golf layout. It was mostly filled with laughing teenagers, and I thought I had arrived at Ground Zero.
Ground Zero is a metaphor, but I couldn't puzzle out the metaphor. Also -- to look at it now -- did he actually arrive at Ground Zero, or did he think he had arrived at Ground Zero and was wrong?
It would not have been too hard to add the next sentence onto this one, explaining everything:
It was mostly filled with laughing teenagers, and I thought I had arrived at Ground Zero -- wherever there are teenagers out for a night of fun, there are dealers in the vicinity who are happy to help them maximize said fun.
Myself making the same mistake:
But when I looked out that open door, it suddenly seemed incredibly dangerous. Apparently he felt the same way. I saw the worry on his face. (Emotion Girl)
The last sentence makes the previous one easier to understand. (If the reader can understand the second-to-last sentence by itself, then the last sentence is unnecessary.) So I combined the last two sentences:
But when I looked out that open door, it suddenly seemed incredibly dangerous. Apparently he felt the same way -- I saw the worry on his face.
Some more sentences (by good authors) that I think should have been combined. Again, first try reading the initial sentence by itself. Yes, you can extract meaning. But then read the last sentence and see what you would have thought of the previous sentence had both been together in the same sentence.
But writing is a deep and wonderful thing. It opens deep wells of memory that were previously capped. (Revival, King, page 25)
The skin there was a little flushed, but I don't think that was from the electric current. It was from the pressure of the belt. (Revival, King, page 47)
It was the McDonald's milk shake of air. You had to work to suck it in. (Metro Girl, Evanovich, page 67)
I set my bag on the floor, and I studied the room. Someone had been looking for something, I decided. They'd either been in a hurry or they'd been angry. You could conduct a search without making a mess like this.
From my favorite book:
But, in fact, depression is not a side effect of cancer. Depression is a side effect of dying. (The Fault in our Stars, John Green, page 3)
Every time I read the above, I stopped after the first sentence, I didn't understand it, gave up, then found the next sentence making sense of it. You might think I would  eventually learn to read it correctly. But the author should have helped me get it right the first time.
Talking about her close relationship with her sister:
We never deliberately froze anybody out, but it was challenging for other people to get very close. Scientists needed fifty years to split the atom.
The next sentence explains:
Our classmates didn't stand a chance. (The Royal We)
Now it makes more sense, right?
He wanted a cigarette but would never ask her if he could smoke. (The Last Coyote, page 2)
That does make sense . . . but the next sentence is a part of that idea:
He would never acknowledge in front of her that he had the habit.
Um, a lot of this book is my opinion, and you are welcome to disagree (at your own risk, of course). But this particular issue is nonnegotiable. A writer could have a style of short, choppy sentences that cannot be understood without reading on. The reader then could learn to do that. Except for that pair of events, an author should have no sentences that require the next sentence to be understood.
Except topic sentences. Occasionally, you have a topic sentence at the start of your paragraph. The reader isn't supposed to get a lot of meaning out it, just the topic. If the reader realizes this is a topic sentence, there's no problem. Plus, the reader probably has no choice about how much meaning to try to extract when there is no more to the sentence than a topic. (To speculate, this might be a reason for using a fragment as a heading -- so that your reader is not trying to process a sentence.)
The following is Tom Clancy using short sentences as a matter of style. (The average sentence length is 8.) But every sentence can be understood by itself; no sentence needs the next one to be understood.
Business was being conducted. All kinds of business. Everyone there knew it. Everyone there was part of it. Everyone there needed it. And yet everyone there was in one way or another dedicated to stopping it. For every person there in the St. George Hall of the Great Kremlin Palace, the dualism was a normal part of life. (The Cardinal of the Kremlin, start)
Signaling Importance
You signal how important each piece of information is with your sentencing: An idea in its own sentence is more important than multiple ideas in the same sentence.
This has become a convention, but it's also just a psychological fact: Your reader is going to stop to process the sentence. If the reader is processing one idea, it gets full attention; multiple ideas have to share attention.
So, you could combine two ideas into one sentence just because they aren't important enough to each get their own sentence; conversely, if two ideas are important, you probably shouldn't combine them together.
In the following, the main character is worried about dying, then decides she can't worry about it. The next paragraph:
And yet still I worried. I liked being a person. I wanted to keep at it. (Green, The Fault in Our Stars, page 65)
There is no question that Green could have combined sentences. But each sentence is important, and Green wanted the reader absorbing one sentence before reading the next. So the short sentences were exactly right.
The "punch" of a short sentence seems to be well-known -- notice how many books begin with a short sentence. (The first two below are even their own paragraph):
There was no escape. (Rollins, Excavation)

Elowyn Eden and I became best friends. (Heart to Heart, McDaniel)

Paradise sucked until I found the suicide note. (Tangled, Mackler)

Everyone knows you're not supposed to drink and drive. (Iowa Princesses, Backes)

A man with binoculars. (Crichton, The Andromeda Strain)
But this mid-passage short sentence wasn't important.
In the midway of this, our mortal life, [name] is at her cheerful kitchen table checking e-mail. It is Monday. Her two-year-old is busy driving a doll stroller into the baseboard, so she has a few minutes.
It is Monday contains no important information. In fact, it seems to be irrelevant to the story. So it deserves less attention, not extra attention, and making it a short sentence was inappropriate. (Ironically, this sentence immediately follows the heading Monday, so the sentence contained no information at all.)
Superficial Factors
So, there are two approaches to deciding on sentence length. One approach is deep, involving the importance of ideas and how the ideas need to be tied together to make sense.
The other is shallow. I have already mentioned one factor, having a sentence length of about 18 words or two phrases. Desired sentence length depends on the educational level of your readers.
Variety in sentence length is also desirable. It's not a big factor -- I doubt that readers pay that much attention to variety -- but most readers presumably appreciate some variety. So, if you are being superficial, you probably don't want to just combine sentences to make them all close to the average, because then you lose variety. Just saying.
But variety just for the sake of variety creates the randomness issue -- you should not be randomly making some sentences short and other sentences long. You should make the best choice based on putting related ideas together and indicating importance. Then hopefully your sentences will be a good average length and variety. If not, you can then make adjustments.
Choppy?
Sometimes a passage reads as choppy. This is a technical term meaning that the reader is annoyed because the sentences are too short. It doesn't say why the reader is annoyed. It would be really useful to know why this feeling of choppiness occurs; but in the meantime, if your writing feels choppy, combine some sentences.
Sometimes, short sentences imply simple thinking. Here the main character is close to being depressed:
The school bus wheezes to my corner. The door opens and I step up. I am the first pickup of the day. The driver pulls away from the curb while I stand in the aisle. Where to sit? (from Speak)
If you try to read this quickly, the short sentences can be annoying. But this isn't supposed to be read quickly -- the author wants the reader being in the scene and feeling her depression, not reading hurriedly for meaning.
Long Sentences and Blending
When several ideas are combined into a long sentence, the reader reads them all, then stops to process them. This tends to blend the ideas together. The effect is not large -- call it subtle -- but it's there.
Authors sometimes write a long sentence. This long sentence can be just to show off the writer's skill -- while it's easy to write a short sentence, writing an easy-to-understand long sentence requires talent. Or it could be that's just the way the story turns out, there is random variation in sentence length and one sentence comes out longest.
But a writer can also write a long sentence for effect: to create blurring. For example, my main character has pricked her finger, the class reacted to the sight of blood, then she licked the blood off of her finger. In reaction to that:
Savannah leaves, Phil is putting his head between his legs, we start getting more screaming, Mr. Samuelson is sitting down, "Ewwww's" have joined into the emotional symphony playing in the room, and Larry is shouting that he's a vampire and wants to suck my blood.
Forty-five words. Why? I was trying to form a picture of a lot of different things happening at once, creating this semi-chaotic situation. No one thing was important. So I wanted blending, and one sentence was a good choice.
In contrast: My main character has has pulled a gun out of her purse, and the class is again reacting. I didn't want blending -- it's a dangerous situation, and I wanted the idea of single things happening one at a time with clarity. So I broke it up into short sentences.
Some girls scream when they see my gun. Phil says with disbelief, "You can't have a gun in school." Mr. Simmons is interrupting his call to shout at me about my gun. Clayton says, "You can't go out there, Jade."
This is from the beginning of Catalyst (Laurie Halse Anderson):
On the outside I am Good Kate, Rev. Jack Malone's girl, isn't she sweet, she helps so much with the house, so sad about her mother, and she's smart, too, seen her name in the papers for honor roll this and science fair that, she's got scholarship written all over her, runs pretty fast, she's so good with her brother, why can't all teenagers be like her?
Sixty-seven words. This sentence isn't grammatical, but that isn't the issue. Anderson almost certainly wants a blend.
(The comment about her mother doesn't fit the theme of the paragraph. It's written as unimportant, which is an effect the author wanted, but it also signals the reader that something will sooner or later need explaining.)

The first sentence is a tell -- the grammar of the second sentence  shows that thinking. In a book with no other long sentences:

There are times when these synapses go off in my head like birthday-candle-size bottle rockets, only the rockets hit each other in midair and careen off to hit other rockets also in the air. What I'm trying to say is that I liked to Avree because I was tired of carrying Roe's illness in me like wet cement in my bag, and I was tired of her illness reminding me that my mom was just a Friday Visit and now a flickering image in a laptop in a greasy bowling alley, and then Dan and his pathetic attempt at a birthday that provided nothing but a full time vacancy in my friend department, and then back to my mom who is a conduit (Beaker's class vocab) to my father who is dead but now I see his photo and it hurts even more that it's not him trying and god knows if he didn't die then my mom coulda been okay (no guarantees I know, I know) and I could been an ath-a-lete with friends coming out of my butt like Skittles and everything would be different.
Multiple Reasons
A lot of the above ideas overlap. In a way, we have been talking about the same problem, just taking different views.
I went to the store. I bought some milk. I bought some bread. I came home.
What's wrong with this? First, none of these ideas is important enough to deserve it's own sentence. That's one very good reason to combine them into one sentence. Second, if your reader stops after each sentence to process it, your reader will be annoyed by the lack of information in each sentence. Then your reader will experience the passage as choppy. Unless your main character is depressed or 4 years old, this is better:
I went to the store, bought milk and bread, then came home.
Mimicking Thinking
The primitive language of thought is not grammatical sentences -- as noted in Chapter 1, it tends to be images and simple ideas. When we talk, we add proper grammar to our primitive thoughts. (Talking to yourself can be grammatical, but that's still not the primitive language of thought, that's transforming your primitive thoughts into words.)
Adding grammar is a skill, and the more complicated the grammar, the more skill that's needed. Babies don't have this skill -- toddlers can only produce one- or two-word sentences. People who are in a hurry or emotionally stressed don't do it very well. People who are depressed don't put in the energy.
So we use sentence length for voice -- short sentences for people who are not adept at grammar, long sentences for those who are. We can use it to show emotional state. This was depression:

I should fix myself dinner.


I know I should. But I can't. It's too hard. I don't have the energy.


I don't care what happens to me. I don't.


I'm not hungry.


I lie on my couch. I'm painfully unhappy. Theodore left me. He rejected me. I remember how Theodore and I used to sit together on this couch. I'm alone now. I'm an old pillow no one bothered to throw away.
That's an average sentence length of 5 words.
It's not just length -- grammatical complexity is also relevant.
The boy who is coming to school today for the first time has had many difficulties in his life, including his mother dying when he was just four and leaving him to be raised by just his father, who had a full-time job.
That sentence was not spoken by a 5-year-old, and it was not spoken by someone in a hurry. It took time and effort to construct that sentence. Actually, to be honest, it probably wasn't spoken by anyone at all -- how many people speak in such long sentences? Maybe someone with a Ph.D. in that field. Otherwise, it looks like something a writer would construct, and then only for the third-person narrator.
The goal of the following 134-word sentence is not to blend ideas together, though that certainly happens. Instead, the author wanted to capture the frenetic thinking style of the main character. I will include the first and last sentence, (both short) as they help show this intent.

Doctor Z had made a big pitch for my finding some alternative thing to spin my brain around on. I mean, I swim in fall and play lacrosse in spring, and I read mystery novels and watch way too many movies, but I didn't really have any interests that occupied my mental energies, as she put it, and with school starting I would now be forced to spend all day every day at the exact place where all the badness happened last year, a place that was still filled with psychological weirdness and horror -- which then made me seriously in danger of spending all my free time fixating on stuff Jackson once said to me, or imagining him fooling around with Kim, or obsessing on what happened and what I could have done to make stuff turn out differently -- or at least how I might have retained some smidgen of dignity. And when my mind goes round and round like that, I start to feel panicky.
Understanding Long Sentences
John Green (The Fault in Our Stars) writes long sentences that work. He didn't want to focus on her treatments in his book, so a blending impression of her treatment was perfect in the following:
But I woke up a bit when my parents came in, crying and kissing my face repeatedly, and I reached up for them and tried to squeeze, but my everything hurt when I squeezed, and Mom and Dad told me that I did not have a brain tumor, but that my headache was caused by poor oxygenation, which was caused by my lungs swimming in fluid, a liter and half (!!!!) of which had been successfully drained from my chest, which was why I might feel a slight discomfort in my side, where there was, hey look at that, a tube that went from my chest into a plastic bladder half full of liquid that for all the world resembled my dad's favorite amber ale.
That's 125 words. The overall sentence structure is complex, and readers would not be expected to grasp all of it. But, phrase by phrase, the organization is simple -- every phrase can be understood by itself or relates to the previous phrase. You read it that way, and it's easy to understand.
In contrast, this long sentence is a challenge to read:
The Dolly who canvassed for the Heart Fund and the Liberal Party, ran the Catholic Women's League, conducted the choir, made her own wine with a catheter tube and two vats, balanced the bank book, sewed matching outfits and regularly fed an army of guests was less in evidence.
Dolly is the subject and connects with was, the verb. Forty-three words separate them. That's a lot of words to read while trying to hold the overall grammatical construction in mind.
There is another way of seeing the problem with this sentence. The subject and verb are the backbone of a sentence -- everything gets added on to them. So it is difficult to process a long sentence when the main verb is near the end, and a basic rule of long sentences is to put them near the start.
The above sentence has the additional problem that we are reading about who Dolly is and then at the end discovering that this sentence is almost about who she is not.
Moving the verb to the front:
Less in evidence was the Dolly who canvassed for the Heart Fund and the Liberal Party, ran the Catholic Women's League, conducted the choir, made her own wine with a catheter tube and two vats, balanced the bank book, sewed matching outfits and regularly fed an army of guests.
From the same paragraph:
Then she witnessed a kind of miracle -- it did not cross her mind to attribute it to Our Lady, so perhaps it was more of a scientific phenomenon: she watched as a transparent but impermeable shield like a force field took shape around her, and suddenly she was back in her body, behind her own eyes, within a hard transparent dome.
Long sentences are more vulnerable to confusion. First a lot happens before the reader gets to the end of the sentence and stops to process meaning. Second, a long sentence has the potential for a confusing grammar -- anything confusing will be difficult to resolve because of the many possibilities. So long sentences need a simple, easy-to-understand grammar.
The above 62-word sentence has problems with punctuation (why the dash or colon?) and meaning. These are errors that could have occurred in any length of sentence, but the long sentence compounded the problem.
Chapter 12: Paragraphing
End-of-paragraph invites the reader to stop and think for even longer than the period does.
The first implication is simple: You use paragraphing to divide your writing into ideas. When you have a new idea, you move to a new paragraph. And, following from this, the ideas in a paragraph should revolve around one idea.
Second implication. If your paragraph looks intimidatingly long -- it's probably too long. Readers need to stop and think. Give them a chance to do that.
Importance
Celeste was killed.
It is no coincidence that we are going to go through the same topics as for sentences -- paragraphing is the same concept, just on a larger scale. Anyway, you use short paragraphs to show importance of an idea or to give an idea punch: When many sentences are in the same paragraph, they have to share the paragraph-ending attention.
Yes, on the superficial level, a paragraph should probably have at least three sentences to be normal. but that was apparently never a "real" rule or grammar, and the single sentence paragraph is common in modern writing and perfectly acceptable to grammarians.
But when you write a short paragraph, it should be with good reason.

Thinking slows me down, gives me perspective, lets me choose. Thinking lets me be wise; I need thinking to stop me from doing something I'll regret. But thinking gets in the way of feeling.


That's why I turned my thinking off.

Then I watch Alex walk towards the center of the bench. My heart sinks. He sits there, with players all around him. Not here. Not by me. No one sits by me.

Why am I here?
Not Random
As was true for sentences, you shouldn't have random short paragraphs with the hope of packing a punch and having exciting writing. A paragraph, even if it is only one word, should be it's own idea.
And you should want the reader to stop and process the paragraph, not need to go on to the next paragraph to understand it. I did not like the last paragraph here:

The sirens are louder than I anticipated.


Not that I ever in a million years anticipated sirens at the beginning of all this. Otherwise, obviously, I never would have agreed to it.


Hindsight.
To understand the third paragraph, you really need the fourth:

Hindsight.


It's a bitch.
So this comes across to me like random short paragraphs, hoping to make excitement. A rewrite that makes more sense (but would probably not sell books):
If I had anticipated an ending with sirens, I never would have agreed to it.

Hindsight -- it's a bitch.
The Tyrant's Daughter begins with a short paragraph:
My brother is the King of Nowhere.
This can't make any sense, right? It's supposed to be an interesting start, drawing me in with mystery. But I'm not impressed by the now-commonplace opening with a short, single-sentence paragraph. And I like to understand what I'm reading. I laughed, set the book down, and only picked it up later when I didn't have anything else to read. (The rest of the book was great.)
Limits?
What is the limit on short paragraphs?
That was enough.

He lifted his head and stared down at the man.

There were few things in life that were certain.

There were many things in death that were.

He was staring at three of them.

Eyes wide open.

Pupils fixed.

Mouth involuntarily sagging.

Dead.
(Memory Man, Balducci, page 394)
I am not fond of that last fragment. But, back to topic, if you write nine consecutive short paragraphs, you will have company.
But I admit that's not my style. To me, short paragraphs work best when they are contrasted with long paragraphs. So I don't even use them that often, and it would be very rare for me to write two consecutive short paragraphs.
But sometimes it's perfect:

Why would my father write this? Hadn't Edward been his good friend?


But.


And.


Unless.


No.


This could mean only one thing.

(We Could Be Beautiful, Huntley, page 309)

He moves his hand and intertwines his fingers with mine.


Is that okay?" he asks.


Oh.


My.


God.

(The Secret Side of Empty, Andreu, page 128)
Changing Topics Within the Paragraph
Because the paragraph is supposed to be organized around a topic, you can use this rule to create an effect by changing topics within the paragraph.
Anne of Green Gables is one of the most endearing (and enduring) characters in literature. Montgomery is a wizard of PaG, including this use of long paragraphs in the first chapter. During these paragraphs, Anne changes topics quickly, often from the mundane to the important and back again.
"Oh, I can carry it," the child responded cheerfully. "It isn't heavy. I've got all my worldly goods in it, but it isn't heavy. And if it isn't carried in just a certain way the handle pulls out—so I'd better keep it because I know the exact knack of it. It's an extremely old carpet-bag. Oh, I'm very glad you've come, even if it would have been nice to sleep in a wild cherry-tree. We've got to drive a long piece, haven't we? Mrs. Spencer said it was eight miles. I'm glad because I love driving. Oh, it seems so wonderful that I'm going to live with you and belong to you. I've never belonged to anybody—not really. But the asylum was the worst. I've only been in it four months, but that was enough. I don't suppose you ever were an orphan in an asylum, so you can't possibly understand what it is like. It's worse than anything you could imagine. Mrs. Spencer said it was wicked of me to talk like that, but I didn't mean to be wicked. It's so easy to be wicked without knowing it, isn't it? They were good, you know—the asylum people. But there is so little scope for the imagination in an asylum—only just in the other orphans. It was pretty interesting to imagine things about them—to imagine that perhaps the girl who sat next to you was really the daughter of a belted earl, who had been stolen away from her parents in her infancy by a cruel nurse who died before she could confess. I used to lie awake at nights and imagine things like that, because I didn't have time in the day. I guess that's why I'm so thin—I AM dreadful thin, ain't I? There isn't a pick on my bones. I do love to imagine I'm nice and plump, with dimples in my elbows." 
So Montgomery broke one of the basic rules of paragraphing -- Anne's radical changes in thought are not accompanied by a new paragraph. Because we the readers are expecting each paragraph to contain it's own thought -- which is to say, because we know this rule -- Anne comes across as a young, ebullient girl who had so many different thoughts coming so fast.
Kerouc (On the Road) is happy to change topics even midsentence. It creates a mood.
That night we all drank beer and pulled wrists and talked till dawn, and in the morning, while we sat around dumbly smoking butts from ashtrays in the gray light of a gloomy day, Dean got up nervously, paced around, thinking, and decided the thing to do was to have Marylou make breakfast and sweep the floor. (pages 2-3)
Changing Mood
In theory, a new paragraph starts with a new idea. But it can also start with a change in mood or awareness. We have already met the following story: She is woken up in the middle of the night and told that Jake is in home town. She packs hurriedly, going to confront him. And then we run into this paragraph. Note the change in sentence length, and how that goes with turns in her mental state. And note the paragraph sizes, which are both perfect.

Rolling down the hall I push my feet into my sneakers, yank my trench from its hook, open the front door to the cricket quiet of my suburban street, and reach into the pocket for the keys -- shit, my purse. I whirl in the dark apartment, spotting it hiding on the kitchen table among the boxes of unwritten Christmas cards, rolls of wrapping paper, and my laptop. No. I don't need my laptop. Just bring the binder to read on the plane. Then I might start the report. Then I might need my laptop. Just bring the laptop. I try to unclip it from the docking station, but my fingers fumble. I flick the light switch on, startled by the jarring brightness. But, oh, this is good, yes, okay, good, light helps. Okay, reality check. I take in my reflection in the kitchen window, face creased from sleep, eyes puffed from deprivation of same, brown hair tangled from passing out in forgotten ponytail holder.


This is insane.
Paragraphing in the Middle of a Sentence
In traditional grammar, the end of a paragraph is also the end of a sentence. Of course, in modern writing, the last sentence of the paragraph might end with ellipses (trailing off) or a dash (an interruption).
The other choices get interesting. In the following, a love scene turns into a horror scene. Making that transition mid-sentence seemed exactly right -- it gave the impression of a sudden, unexpected change. Also changing mid-paragraph simple fit the ordinary rule of starting a new paragraph with a new idea.
     ...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.
In the next passage, I just changed topic without finishing the interrupted sentence:
     Then a hand strays down to my stomach, he starts kissing my breast, his fingers start exciting my

     I jump out of bed. "THAT WAS GREAT! OH! MY! GOD!"
Of course, it's not unusual to give a word it's own paragraph, to stress it's importance. Here the author does that for a word in the middle of the sentence:

There was a more personal element involved, and he thought about the consultant's --


cold

-- smile, and realized that ...

(The Consultant, Little, page 50)
I don't know how to categorize the following. Layout? But the single-word paragraph signaled a major change in topic.

Case solved. Just like that. I can't believe my good fortune.


except

The national news picked up on Werewolves of London.
Normalcy: A Choice in Punctuation
You can make the mid-sentence paragraph change look grammatically normal. First, end the existing paragraph with a hyphen; second, start the new paragraph with capitalization.

Days and weeks and even months filled with nothing, then more nothing ... some of the best of us show signs of going trigger --


Then, WHAM! We're called up. We cross the vac. We drop. It gets real.

(The Titan, Bear)
Of course, that also blunts the whole idea of changing paragraph mid-sentence. In any case, it's a choice:
     We'll be -- 

     Not friends, probably.

(Ender's Game, Orson Scott Card, page 32 paperback)
       "Okay." Angie walked out the door, turned left --

       And ran into the consultant.

(The Consultant, Little, page 101)
Interlude: A Matter of Style
Writers can have their own style. (Obviously.)

Part of an author's style is what tools are not used. There is nothing wrong with a writer not liking a tool. It's not as admirable for style to be partially determined by what tools an author is unaware of.  (Being uncomfortable with a tool comes to the same thing.)
Style as Temporary Rules
There's more to style than simply being different or distinct. When a reader is faced with consistent use of something, a style can become a set of "temporary rules" that the reader's brain learns how to process.
For example, consider how long a reader pauses after a period to process the sentence. If a writer uses short sentences that often require the next sentence for completion, the reader can probably learn not to pause. Then the reader's brain doesn't stop after a confusing sentence, it goes on to the next one to see if that solves the problem. If another writer uses longer sentences and is more conscientious about finishing a thought in a sentence, then the reader's brain might learn that, then pause longer to reconsider a confusing sentence (because the next sentence is unlikely to help).
Or, we can imagine one author using exclamation marks frequently and another using them rarely and hoping they have more force because of that. The reader should pick up a little on the difference, perhaps becoming jaded by an author who over-uses them. (Of course, we don't know how much readers will adapt. So if you use them less hoping they will have more force, you might get your wish; or you might not.)
Turning Eccentricity Into Style
There is another aspect to style. If you do something odd, it will jolt the reader. The reader will stop to pay attention to it, and you should have a pretty good reason for doing whatever you are doing. For example, Mass (13 Gifts) has a paragraph on page 1:
Scat = Poop.
It creates a jolt, because writers use words, not the equal sign. In this particular case, it solved a writing problem. It was also cute. So perhaps it was a good choice.
However, the second time she used it, there was much less jolt.
Bar Mitzvah Boy = The Hamburglar = David Goldberg = Bee Boy?
This style wasn't needed here -- there were other ways to write this sentence that would have been better if the author hadn't already used this construction. Because she had, this was short and elegant.
And somewhere around the third time she used it, it became style and a useful way of getting things done.
Panting Like a Dog Around Kids You Just met = Really Embarrassing.
Making Up Stories = Lying = Not a Good Thing to Do When Trying to Pay Off Debt to Society.
David and I = Two People Officially Holding Hands
The bottom line is this. If you do something odd, you should have a good reason. But once you do, you have created another tool that may be useful elsewhere. And if you can use this "oddity" several times, that's actually good, because then it becomes just style.
Interlude: The Roles of Punctuation
Punctuation has been described as marking pauses. However, pauses are almost always concurrent with changes in pitch, and to make sense they also mark grammar. So a comma or period will do all three.

In modern writing, grammar takes precedence:

There are places a, comma cannot go.
You cannot write the above sentence, no matter how perfectly the comma might mark a pause you want to make.

Signaling length of pause -- or pitch -- makes perfect sense for someone reading the text aloud. For someone reading to themselves . . . it's less obvious how this is useful. A silent reader might pause . . . or might not. I cannot imagine a speed reader pausing for a comma or semicolon.
So, sometime (I'm not sure when), they (the mysterious They) started making punctuation be about grammar, not pauses. That movement was eminently successful. Well, there are a number of cracks in that wall, but when someone taught you about commas and other punctuation in school, they taught you in terms of grammar.
This transformation was incomplete, and it could not be complete. The fact remains, the comma is a pause. When the comma is optional, for grammatical reasons, authors will sometimes put it in because they want a pause. More generally, punctuation still signals length of pause and authors sometimes use punctuation for that.
That gives punctuation two roles.
But it's not that simple. Punctuation has a third role: function. For example, a period signals that the reader should stop and process what he or she has read. So, even if a period would be grammatically correct, you shouldn't put a period ending a sentence if the reader needs to read the next sentence to understand that one.
This book focuses on the third role of function. For example, the dash and ellipsis don't differ in terms of pause or grammar (they both can go anywhere), but they differ in function -- signaling why the pause is occurring.
The roles sometimes conflict. For example, 
 I didn't get angry; I just let him get away with it
I didn't get angry, I just let him get away with it
This choice is supposed to be a no-brainer -- the first is grammatically correct and the second is not. But I wanted the shorter pause.
Meaning wins out for the following example -- the comma is not optional, whether the author wants a pause or not.
In the night, time seems to slow down.

In the night time seems to slow down.
And of course punctuation also signals pitch. I am not sure why this role is so ignored. Conceptually, this is the same role as signaling pause. But pitch differentiate punctuations like the dash versus ellipsis.
Chapter 13a: Combining Two Sentences (Grammatically)
It's no big deal if he doesn't like me. The crush I have on him now will go away.
As discussed in Chapter 11, these two sentences need to be combined into one. But there are five or six ways of combining two sentences. Which should you use? What are the differences? (Are there differences? Is there a reason to use one over another?)
This isn't the most interesting topic in the world. I know that. But the issue comes up thousands of times a book.
When you're writing that first draft, your goal is to get your ideas down on paper. You probably don't want to worry about PaG issues; you probably shouldn't be worrying about PaG issues. But when it comes time to edit and make your writing smooth, you want to be good at combining sentences.
In grammar-speak, this topic is connecting two independent clauses. (An independent clause is something that can stand alone as a sentence without being a fragment.)
Method #1: Adding the Connecting Word
When you want to combine two sentences into one, there's usually some logical connection between those two sentences. A very natural way to combine two sentences is with that connecting word.
It's no big deal if he doesn't like me, because the crush I have on him now will go away.
This option is extraordinarily logical and reasonable -- you are telling the reader the connecting word rather than making the reader figure it out. So adding the connecting word seems like the ideal default for combining two sentence.
There are two reasons for not always using this default. First, you might want a bigger pause than a comma.. In fact, if you originally wrote two separate sentences, you probably want a bigger break than a comma.
Second, you might not want to put in the connecting word, for a variety of reasons. And again, if you originally wrote two sentences without a connecting word, there's a reasonable chance you don't want the connecting word.
Ask not what your country can do for you, but instead ask what you can do for your country.
Ugh. The actual speech left out but instead.
Method #2: The Semicolon
It's no big deal if he doesn't like me; the crush I have on him now will go away.
The primary use of the semicolon is to connect two independent clauses. (The semicolon also functions like a super-comma in a list when the items in the list contain commas.)
A lot of people think the semicolon is a little pompous. Kind of like using the words however, therefore and penultimate (correctly), or putting footnotes in your book. In other words -- perfect for a scientific journal article, a little odd for a fiction book. (In fact, semicolons aren't appreciated in technical writing and are more likely to be found in fiction.)
Some people say the semicolon is perfectly okay. This can't possibly be correct because some people say to never use it. Reality? People are everywhere in their opinions.
I was in the Passively Disliking Semicolons Club -- I didn't criticize other people for using them, avoided using them when I could, and occasionally used one when I was desperate. (Five uses in one book.)
But when I was writing my new book and intrepidly exploring new and creative uses of PaG, I thought, I should explore the boring old semicolon too. Fair is fair. So I did -- not with a sense of adventure, but from a sense of guilt.
He's not smiling; he's dead serious.
I liked using the semicolon. It was another tool in my PaG toolbox, and sometimes it did the job better than any of my other tools. (It's in my new book 107 times.) I'm not going to criticize anyone who doesn't want to use it, but I joined the Liking Semicolons Club.
There are books that avoid the semicolon completely -- a short look didn't find any in The Da Vinci Code or a book by Janet Evanovich. In other books it's rare -- a semicolon doesn't appear until page 27 in The Cardinal of the Kremlin (Clancy). But a lot of writers use semicolons, including Stephen King:
Hodges supposes it is, since all the guests on this show must be compensated; why else would they do it. (Mr. Mercedes)
One study used the book Twilight as an example of how usage of the semicolon has decreased over time. It has decreased, a lot. But ironically, Twilight uses the semicolon more than many modern books -- a semicolon appears in the first paragraph of Twilight, then in the second paragraph, then a page later:
Flying doesn't bother me; the hour in the car with Charlie, though, I was a little worried about.
Semicolon Versus Connecting Word
There is no one reason King uses the semicolon, but (at least in the two books I looked at) the semicolon is often followed by an explanation. 
There was stuff going on; at our house on Saturday afternoons, there always was. (Revival, page 6)
That was okay with me; they were the bad guys, after all. (Revival)
Both of the above sentences could have been written (perhaps less elegantly) using the connecting word of because.
There was stuff going on, because at our house on Saturday afternoons, there always was.
That was okay with me, because they were the bad guys, after all.
Why did King not use the connecting word? First, those sentences with because are technically ungrammatical -- because is not supposed to be preceded by a comma. They can be made grammatical by adding and that is, but no one wants that awkward construction.
Sometimes the connecting word isn't clear. In the following, I am not sure what the connecting word would be:
He's being carried on a stretcher; he has blood on his pants and a bandage wrapped around his thigh. (Emotion Girl)
The Logical And is an especially good target for removal with the semicolon. In this next example, she's talking about being kissed:
I know I'll let him; I know I want it.
Another Logical And replaced with a semicolon:
His heart hammered in his throat; his ears filled with a growing roar, washing away even the calls of his pursuers. (Rollins, Excavation, page 2)
Meanwhile, the more meaningful ands are less likely to be replaced with a semicolon.
Underlying Structure
A semicolon splits a sentence into two equal parts; any commas then split these large parts into smaller parts. So the underlying structure of the sentence can be shown using the semicolon. And that was a second possible reason for King using the semicolon in the sentence above.
1. There was stuff going on; at our house on Saturday afternoons, there always was. (Revival, King)

2. There was stuff going on, because at our house on Saturday afternoons, there always was.
Without the semicolon, the two commas divide the sentence into three unequal parts, hiding the underlying structure.
Misreading the Semicolon?
One tiny possible problem with the semicolon is simply not seeing it. Consider:
...for a weird moment I really liked my body; this cancer-ruined thing I'd spent years dragging around suddenly seemed worth the struggle 
I usually misread this particular semicolon as being a comma. I confess that I am not an especially observant reader. There also is a problem that the sentence made more sense with a comma until I got to seemed. The sentence could have been:
for a weird moment I really liked my body, this cancer-ruined thing I'd spent years dragging around
But part of the problem is the font. The sentence with that semicolon above is in Times New Roman. That font has a very small dot for the period part of the semicolon. That's the main problem, but that font also puts the upper period farther from the lower comma. In the actual book, the above sentence is in Times New Roman (or a similar font).
The semicolon is easier to spot in other fonts:
...for a weird moment I really liked my body; this cancer-ruined thing I'd spent years dragging around suddenly seemed worth the struggle 
Not Breaking the Rules
In my opinion, the grammar rules should be followed for the semicolon.
You know how it is there early in the morning in Havana with the bums still asleep against the walls of the buildings; before even the ice wagons come by with ice for the bars? (Hemingway, To Have and Have Not, first sentence)
That semicolon is not followed by an independent clause, so it's breaking the rule. Is that bad? Writers break the rules all the time. So what if Hemingway broke a rule?
I have supported the breaking of rules and conventions so often in this book, it almost feels hypocritical to say the semicolon rule should be followed. But there was always a reason for breaking the rule. A good reason. Breaking the rule accomplished something useful. It was worth whatever jar might be created.
Here, Hemingway had other choices. Better choices, I think. A dash works fine:
You know how it is there early in the morning in Havana with the bums still asleep against the walls of the buildings -- before even the ice wagons come by with ice for the bars?
Hemingway did not use dashes except for dialogue-ending interruptions, so maybe he didn't see that choice. But starting a new sentence (fragment, really) works really well.
You know how it is there early in the morning in Havana with the bums still asleep against the walls of the buildings? Before even the ice wagons come by with ice for the bars?
It isn't immediately obvious that You know is the start of a rhetorical question, so the quicker appearance of a question mark is a bonus for understanding the start of the sentence.
The semicolon is supposed to divide a sentence into the large parts, with the comma then dividing the large parts into smaller parts. So this is wrong:
Chatham lived with her aunt, because her mother was a drug addict and in jail; and she had never met her father. (Jodi Picoult)
The largest split in that sentence comes after because. A correct organization:
Chatham lived with her aunt; her mother was a drug addict and in jail, and she had never met her father.
I am guessing Picoult used a semicolon to create a longer pause than a comma, but it the grammatical role is more important.
When I asked her what that meant, she told me about how once her aunt had taken her to the prison where her mom was serving her term; how she'd dressed up in a frilly skirt and hose shoes that look like black mirrors. (Jodi Picoult)
And, as I have freely said, it is just my opinion. I am sensitive to grammatical structure, so it always jars me to read a fragment following a semicolon. Will other readers be bothered? For most probably not. But will they even know what a semicolon is? This sentence is written for readers who are insensitive to the grammatical role of the semicolon but sensitive to the length of pause it signals. That's a small demographic.
Sometimes the grammatical meaning of a punctuation does not jibe with the length of pause it creates. The goal in writing, though, is to have everything fit together smoothly. There were other choices; the author could have written that sentence without breaking the semicolon rule.
The following semicolon again divides the sentence incorrectly:
They couldn't claim marriage; she wasn't wearing a wedding ring and he's taken his off for good three years before, but they could claim.... (Mr. Mercedes)
A correct division:
They couldn't claim marriage -- she wasn't wearing a wedding ring and he's taken his off for good three years before; but they could claim....
Following the semicolon with a conjunction is not grammatically correct, but compared to the other "wrong" uses of the semicolon, this violation is the most mild.
She [Gertie]'d spend every day at Syrah's side; and when Gertie got sick Syrah even stood guard over her, gently rubbing her with her trunk. (Jodi, Picoult)
The rule is clear: The semicolon should not be followed by a coordinating conjunction. But it's tempting occasionally to use a semicolon in this situation. However, the semicolon implies an and, so it should have been left out of the above sentence.
She'd spend every day at Syrah's side; when Gertie got sick Syrah even stood guard over her, gently rubbing her with her trunk.
I once gave in to temptation:
I can fade into my own mind and they talk around me; or I can listen to their conversation.
There were a lot of reasons to use a semicolon: I wanted a longer pause than a comma, and the connecting word couldn't be eliminated (because it's or). Whatever misconception the reader might have about what follows the semicolon is corrected on the next word (or).
So, Emma's Rule for Semicolons: There may come a time when it is right to use a semicolon ungrammatically. But think about it twice; certainly don't do it casually.
Method #3: The Dash
One use of the dash is combining two sentences.
It's no big deal if he doesn't like me -- the crush I have on him now will go away.
The dash is flexible -- it can be used in place of the semicolon, in place of the colon, and pretty much anywhere else. So the semicolon is more informative than the dash, because it says another independent clause is coming, while anything could be following the dash. But that doesn't seem to be an important factor in choosing between the two.
A potential problem with the dash is overuse. I was trying to avoid using the dash too much (saving it for special occasions) until I realized how often some authors use the dash. Now my standards are a lot laxer. Still, the dash is so useful and flexible, I do sometimes have to worry about dash clogging.
Dash Versus Semicolon
The dash, like the semicolon would be preferred over using the connecting word when you want a bigger pause or don't want to put in the connecting word. But how do you choose between the dash and the semicolon?
These two sentences are from Jurassic Park. I have no idea why one has a semicolon and the other has a dash.
Bobbie looked at the body on the ground and realized that it didn't matter; there was no possibility of resuscitating him.
But there was nothing Dodgson could do about that -- both men knew exactly what the stakes were. (page 70)
It was the same for Twilight -- I could not see why Myers sometimes chose a semicolon and sometimes chose a dash. Do Crichton and Myers see a difference? Or do they just choose randomly? I don't know. But it's obvious, from what is written on this topic (nothing), that many people don't see a difference. Most of the authors who do not see a difference presumably use only one of them.
Of course, I want there to be a difference -- a reason to use one over the other, an enrichment to writers' ability to communicate. And I think there is. The dash is a break. So when the second independent clause is unexpected or unpredictable, I use a dash.

But it's really no big deal if he doesn't like me -- my crush will go away and then it won't matter.
Alex tries to open it [a gate], but he can't -- I see a lock now.
I don't seem to be alone on this: From Harry Potter and the Sorcerer's Stone.
For a second, Mr. Dursley didn't realize what he had seen -- then he jerked his head around to look again.
It [the cat] was now reading the sign that said Privet Drive -- no, looking at the sign; cats couldn't read maps or signs.
Those are breaks in meaning. I think the dash is also used when there is a break in grammar, which is to say, when the grammatical form of the second half is different from the first half. This is King using a dash for a huge break in grammar and meaning:
"Life is discovered on other planets," shouted one of the young men who had been staring at Janice Cray -- he was Keith Frias, whose left arm would shortly be torn from his body. (Mr. Mercedes)
That leaves the semicolon for when the second half is predictable (or perhaps foreshadowed by the first part).
Alex isn't giving me just a second to get through to his emotions; he's taken down his wall and wants me to come in.
If the semicolon is also preferred when the second half has similar grammar to the first half, then a semicolon is ideal for parallel form.
I buckle up defiantly; he doesn't buckle up, but he doesn't seem defiant.
On some Thursdays the boys played baseball and the girls cheered us on; on alternate Thursdays it was the girls playing softball and the boys (hoping some of the girls would forget it was their turn and come in skirts) cheering them on. (Revival, King, page 29)
A break also seems harsh. So I try to avoid the dash in my relaxed passages, and instead use a semicolon.
His lips feel so soft; my lips start to tingle, making me want him.
Meanwhile, semicolons are verboten in my action scenes. 
I think the gunman's dead, but Alex isn't taking any chances -- his gun is still pointed at the guy.
Interlude: The Pitch of Punctuation Marks
How do you choose which punctuation to use? One criterion is grammar, of course. I have been emphasizing function -- what does the punctuation accomplish?
But pitch is another way to choose. You read the sentence in your mind, then choose the punctuation that best corresponds to the pitch (and pause) that you want. Hopefully this fits grammar and function. (Or, you can read what you have written, then get a feeling whether or not the pitch sounds right.)
I like watching that. I like imagining I can do that.

I like watching that; I like imagining I can do that.

I like watching that -- I like imagining I can do that.

I like watching that, I like imagining I can do that.
   Punctuation    preceding pitch     following pitch
      Period                  base                   second

    Semicolon            second                 second

       Dash                 plateau                 plateau

     Comma                 third                     third
Extra Information
You can also use pitch to guide your choice of how to mark extra information (EI).
We could have done more to help.

We could have (and should have) done more to help.

We could have, and should have, done more to help.

We could have -- and should have -- done more to help.
Imagine the first sentence with the normal second/plateau/base pattern of pitch. Roughly, the information between parentheses drops the most in pitch, perhaps all the way to the base. The information between the double commas drops in pitch in the normal way of a comma, which is not as far as for parentheses. Finally, the information between the double dashes doesn't drop in pitch at all.
Chapter 13b: The Colon
The colon, like the semicolon, is sometimes thought to be a bit ponderous for modern fiction writing. But I use it, occasionally; many other authors use it, occasionally.
One usage of the colon is to introduce a list.
Mr. Williams lectured about the first three presidents: Washington, Adams, and Jefferson.
A list could have fewer than three items:
Mr. Williams lectured about the first two presidents: Washington and Adams.
Mr. Williams lectured about the first president: George Washington.
I know, I know, a one-item list doesn't seem like a list. But that last sentence is a conventional use of the semicolon. Of course, it's more straightforward to explain the last sentence by saying the colon is used for a restatement, which is the second function of the colon.
Of course, the items in the list don't have to be nouns:
Mr. Williams did his three favorite things: He lectured on George Washington, he told jokes, and he ended early.
Which is a long way of getting us to Method #4 for combining two sentences: The colon.
My uncle told me to one thing: I should be nice to my friends.
That is a connection between two independent clauses. Here's more
That was the worst part about having cancer, sometimes: The physical evidence of disease separates you from other people. (The Fault in Our Stars, page 144)
My table is quiet and everyone is looking at me again. I have no idea what the question was. Elaine repeats it: Am I going to the football game this Friday?
Both of those can be seen as a one-item list. The restatement is more obvious here:
"It was a trade: The football team said they would help stop bullying, but part of the deal was that I had to be the mascot."
To me, when a colon introduces a list (even a list of one item), it's best if the topic of the list is the word or phrase immediately in front of the colon. If the topic is before that, its not as good (in my opinion). So the following is slightly flawed.
I come to school dressed as a 1930's gangster: black fedora hat, trench coat, white silk shirt with tie. (Emotion Girl)
This also means that, although grammatically the part before the colon is supposed to be an independent clause, a topic fragment works fine:
Why did he even have to say it wasn't? Answer: Because I'm just his buddy.
Plan: I'll start ignoring him tomorrow.
"Observation: Standing in line is a form of oppression," (The Fault in Our Stars, page 141)
Dash Versus Colon
Because the dash can always replace the colon, there is no need to use a colon. But of course, the real issue is if there is any value to using it, which is to say, if there is any difference in function between the two?
In theory, one of the reasons to choose the colon over the dash is if the dash is already being used in that sentence. However, if a sentence has a colon and a dash, it's not clear which one is more powerful. So putting both in the same sentence could be ambiguous -- it divides the sentence into three parts, but the status of those parts isn't obvious.
I should have said that about sentences with both the semicolon and dash in one sentence. I don't know which punctuation is supposed to divide the sentence in half:
The wasn't a first date, she reminded herself -- it was an interview; an opportunity you might be interested in was what he'd told her yesterday afternoon on the phone. (Immunity, page 4)
A second factor, which is the same as for semicolon versus dash, is that the colon is more specific, in terms of saying what is coming next. But, again, this doesn't seem to be an important issue for anyone.
To me, the dash makes more sense when the following item is surprising, or at least unexpected.
In the entire lunchroom, I can pick up only one feeling -- I want to sit at his table.
In the sentence above, the reader expects the feeling to belong to someone else, but instead it's her own feeling. Here is another example. It's a one-item list, so a colon could have been used, but I think the second half was too unexpected.
It was on the corner of the street that he noticed the first sign of something peculiar -- a cat reading a map. (Harry Potter and the Sorcerer's Stone)
This factor (unexpectedness) is pretty much the same as used to choose between a dash and a semicolon.
Breaking the Rules?
As for the semicolon, there doesn't seem to be any reason to use the colon ungrammatically.
Ryan was a big guy: A little on the quiet side, a little shy. (The Fixer, Barnes, page 1)
This is understandable. But it's not grammatical, and there was no reason to be ungrammatical:
Ryan was a big guy, but he was little on the quiet side and a little shy.
Another ungrammatical colon:
And those were the words that did it -- made of her once again the daughter who cut his hair for him in the attic, the daughter who did her lessons there with him as her tutor, the daughter who would run to his bed and cling to him under the covers when she heard the Allied bombers flying over Amsterdam: suddenly she was the daughter for whom he had taken the place of everything she could no longer have. 
This is the opposite: A colon is replaced by a comma, and it doesn't work.
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)

Everywhere there were the sounds of inanimate pain: wood straining against wood; ropes twisting, stretched to the breaking point.
Chapter 13c: Combining Two Sentences Ungrammatically
Method #5: The Comma Splice
Two sentences can be connected with a comma but no connecting word.
It's no big deal if he doesn't like me, the crush I have on him now will go away.
This is called a comma splice. That name is supposed to be derogatory -- someone made up a rule a while ago that the comma splice is wrong, and many people still accept that rule.
Strunk & White famously declared that the comma splice is wrong. So of course people are fond of finding places where White used a comma splice. The fact is, comma splices are common, and Strunk & White later said they could be used “when the clauses are very short and alike in form." And most people won't even notice a comma splice if it's done well. 
The following construction creates problems for the anti-comma splice people:
The instructor is flummoxed, then she just chides Alex to be more careful.
According to the traditional rules, the word then isn't a coordinating conjunction, so the above sentence is (technically) a comma splice. However, few comma-splice haters would recognize this sentence as a comma splice. And it's a hard sentence to hate.
Actually, the word then should be included in the coordinating conjunctions, solving that problem. But if we're going to change the rules . . . we might as well legalize the comma splice -- it's not only common, it's useful.
There are two problems with the comma splice. The first, alluded to already, is that if you do it badly, it's really bad. These are dreadful:
The cow is brown, it is old.

I like clothes, I don't like red shoes.
I'm not sure why they are so bad, but they are.
The second problem is comma clogging. 
Looking for a way to get home, John looked for his car, then he started walking, taking the shortcut through the woods.
No one's saying this sentence is horribly awkward, but it's not simple to figure out which comma is more important than the other ones. I might choose:
Looking for a way to get home, John looked for his car; then he started walking, taking the shortcut through the woods.
Assuming it is awkward to use a comma splice when there is already a comma in one of the independent clauses being combined, the sentences you are combining with a comma splice tend to be short, as Strunk & White said.
Comma Splice Versus the Semicolon
To me, the comma splice is a lot like the semicolon. Both are kind of lyrical (in contrast to the harsher dash). So that's one factor to using the comma. Here is a sample of my comma splices. There's a lot of parallel form.
I was just their escort, I hate normalcy.

Maybe I will, maybe I won't.
Well, he didn't involve me, he ignored me.
I'm not complaining, I can usually deal with it.
I use pause and pitch to decide between the comma and the semicolon -- for all of the above, I wanted the comma's shorter pause and smaller drop in pitch.
This sentence needed the semicolon:
He's not smiling; he's dead serious.
Maybe you can't tell -- it is, after all, my story. But I know exactly the effect I want, and it's the semicolon's longer pause larger drop in pitch. The following has the sound of a comma.
This crush isn't fun, it's painful.
And, again, a lot of grammatical constructions can come after a comma, so the semicolon is more informative. I suspect, whatever advantage this might be, writer's ignore it in preference to making sure the sound is right.
Momentary Panic About the Comma Splice
Looking on the internet, I found all these sites saying you should never use a comma splice. I started to panic -- was I giving bad advice? There are so many technically ungrammatical things that authors do, why would anyone care about the comma splice? But they did.
So I looked at what authors did. First I picked up Hemingway's The Sun Also Rises. The third sentence is a comma splice:
The dancing kept up, the drinking kept up, the noise went on.
Short clauses and parallel form -- about the ideal situation for a comma splice. Then I picked up Stephen King's Mr. Mercedes. King has masterful control of grammar, and I expected him to avoid the comma splice. I had to read a whole page before I found
The transaction is like any other, really; he gives the mortician and his assistant a signed death certificate, they give him a receipt.
The part after the semicolon is a comma splice.
Then I looked at Of Things Gone Astray, by Janina Matthewson. No offense to Ms. Matthewson, but she is not famous. She has sparse use of dashes, ellipses, italics, and all-caps, so I was not expecting her to use a comma splice. Nonetheless, in her second paragraph:
He usually slept with them [the drapes] open, he usually woke with the light.
No doubt I was somewhat lucky with finding comma splices so quickly in the first three books I picked up. But this made them seem common. I stopped looking. Authors use them.
And some books do avoid them. I could not find a comma splice in The Fault in Our Stars. Tellingly, the construction and then was common (instead of just then), suggesting that whoever went comma-splice hunting really knew what they were doing.
An Unusual Thought
The paired comma is usually used to add additional information about something. For example:
George Washington, the first president of the United States, was at the constitutional convention.
However, it can also be used to add a negation:
Thomas Jefferson, not George Washington, wrote the Declaration of Independence.
Grammar books usually just mention the negation, but it seems a little more general than that, it can also be a correction.
Jane had bought it for Susan eight years ago, six before Charles died.
I wish I could remember a time before this, a place before this.
This idea creates another way of looking at the comma splice -- it's a variation of this negation, only generalized. Not all comma splices follow this rule. But the good ones seem to.
Curious, right?
Method #6: The Comma-less Conjunction
I was at the store so I bought some milk.
This is grammatically incorrect. The "rule" is to include a comma (because so is a coordinating conjunction). Even though some people care passionately about the comma splice "error", no one seems to care about the missing comma -- maybe because that "error" doesn't have a name. But it's still against the rules.
In the book The Old Man and the Sea (1952), Hemingway, incessantly uses this grammar -- two independent clauses connected only by a connecting word and no comma. Also, the connecting word is always and. That's the only construction in this paragraph:
The line rose slowly and steadily and then the surface of the ocean bulged ahead of the boat and the fish came out. He came out unendingly and water poured from his sides. He was bright in the sun and his head and back were dark purple and in the sun the stripes on his sides showed wide and a light lavender. His sword was as long as a baseball bat and tapered like rapier and he rose his full length from the water and then re-entered it, smoothly, like a diver and the old man saw the great scythe-blade of his tail go under and the line commenced to race out.
It is extraordinary to have any particular grammatical construction dominate a paragraph. The incessant use of this one particular ungrammatical construction makes The Old Man and the Sea grammatically bizarre.
One reason to leave out the comma is simplicity. This is a pretty standard reason -- the comma helps organize the sentence, so it isn't as needed for a short sentence.
He's cold so he wants a coat.
Another reason is to avoid the pause that a comma creates. But that just raises the question of why a pause might be undesirable. For me, the answer is somewhat simple: I tend to leave out the comma for the Logical And.
The guys erupt in laughter and my thinking turns back on.
More Logical Ands:
Then I remember -- I'm not flying. I'm plummeting and I forgot all about opening my parachute.
The romance novels make a lot more sense and I can understand my friends better.
The Dursleys had a small son called Dudley and in their opinion there was no finer boy anywhere. (Harry Potter and the Sorcerer's Stone, page 1)
He has scrambled half a dozen eggs and they eat them all, split right down the middle. (Stephen King, Mr. Mercedes, page 201)
This is King leaving out the comma before an and meaning 'and then'. But I'm not calling this an exception, because -- to me -- a comma would have worked better.
Then he leads her back to his car and they drive the two blocks to the Holiday Inn. (Stephen King, Mr. Mercedes, page 219)
But obviously this is not what is going on for Hemingway -- he uses a Commaless And with long sentences. Also, simplicity does not explain why Hemingway incessantly uses and as the connecting word. In the following sentence the connection could have been but or yet:
Many of the fisherman made fun of the old man but he was not angry.

Many of the fisherman made fun of the old man yet he was not angry.
Hemingway wasn't following my rule of not using the comma for the Logical And -- I think he was using it. To wax philosophical, it's as if all things have already happened, and we are just moving through time experiencing them. This leaves us, the readers, with a sense that events just roll along, happening as we watch.
It's also more lyrical, possibly even hypnotic. It has a kind of philosophical resignation -- this happens and then that happens and then something else happens and that's the way life is and we're really just observers. It makes the narrator a passive observer, simply telling us what happened.
I suspect this is the same. It's from the middle of a very long sentence:
....and [we] listened to Patrick recount for the thousandth time his depressingly miserable life story -- how he had cancer in his balls and they thought he was going to die but he didn't die and now here he is, a full-grown adult .... (The Fault in Our Stars, John Green, page 4)
To be trivial, this construction also avoids choppy sentences. The usual solution to choppy sentences is a more complex grammar. Hemingway obviously wanted a very simple grammar. It fits the mood of the story, and helps us feel the nature of his main character.
And King was using the commaless and here -- the two things happen sequentially, but he wants them being seamless a part of the same thing.
He puts his arms around her and they sleep spoons the rest of the night. (Stephen King, Mr. Mercedes, page 222)
Meanwhile, in For Whom the Bell Tolls, Hemingway uses the commaless and for no reason. To be blunt, when it does not work:
There was a stream alongside the road and far down the pass he saw a mill beside the stream and the falling water of the dam, white in the summer sunlight. (page 9)
He was a short and solid old man in a black peasant's smock and gray iron-stiff trousers and he wore rope-soled shoes.
He was breathing heavily from the climb and his hand rested on one of the two heavy packs they had been carrying.
These seem to be and also's. In the first two sentences, a comma would have aided organization, which of course is what commas are supposed to do.
Chapter 13d: Combining Two Sentences (Final Thoughts)
Method #7: Rewrite to Change Order
To perhaps say the obvious, you can always just rewrite your two sentences to make them one.
The most common rewrite is to make one of the independent clauses a dependent clause.
I point out that cooking is also boring. She agrees.

When I point out that cooking is also boring, she agrees.
An interesting rewrite is to reverse the sentence order. That works when the current connector is a dash. Apparently the dash is needed because of the change in time or how information is presented. And if the second sentence is needed to understand the first, it is no big surprise that putting the second sentence first solves the problem.
But when I looked out that open door, it suddenly seemed incredibly dangerous. Apparently he felt the same way -- I saw the worry on his face.
A dash nicely connects the last two independent clauses. But changing order works too:
But when I looked out that open door, it suddenly seemed incredibly dangerous. I saw the worry on his face; he felt the same way.
But there is usually a reason to put the sentences in the original order. In the above, I liked the tension of the dash.
Not Following My Guidelines
Usually, people discuss whether a particular method can be used to combine two sentences. This is the only discussion I know of that considers why you should choose one method over another. If you don't like my opinions here, fine -- use your judgment, be wise, and for heaven's sake at least know your choices.
Chapter 14: Adding Extra Information (Parentheses, the Double Comma, and the Double Dash)
Trenton (in New Jersey) was the site of an important battle.
The information in parenthesis is said to be parenthetical, but to be more general I will call it Extra Information (EI). EI can also be indicated with the double comma:
Trenton, in New Jersey, was the site of an important battle.
Finally, the EI can be indicated with the double dash.
Trenton -- in New Jersey -- was the site of an important battle.
So there are three ways to add EI. Which one should you use?
Importance
The most important factor in deciding between these three choices is the importance of the EI. Parentheses suggest that the EI is unimportant and can almost be ignored.
I would apologize and walk away (or just walk away with no explanation), and it would be just one more Jade Story for people to tell.
The double comma suggest the EI is a second thought -- not quite as important as what came first, but more important than if the EI was just in parentheses.
I would apologize and walk away, or just walk away with no explanation, and it would be just one more Jade Story for people to tell.
The dash usually signals that the EI is as important or more important than the other information.
I would apologize and walk away -- or just walk away with no explanation -- and it would be just one more Jade Story for people to tell.
I desperately wanted the double dash. Yes, it's her second thought, but it's probably her first choice.
More examples of using the double dash to show importance:
When I think of Charles Jacobs -- my fifth business, my change agent, my nemesis -- I can't bear to believe his presence in my life had anything to do with fate. It would mean that all these terrible things -- these horrors -- were meant to happen. (Revival, King, page 2)
He tried to pull back. She -- it -- held him fast. (Revival, King)
Clogging
A second consideration in deciding how to indicate EI is clogging. The double comma is awkward when a sentence already has a lot of commas -- the reader has to use context to determine that the two commas are functioning together (and not connected up with the other commas). You don't want your reader having to figure out the meaning of your sentence in order to figure out the grammar -- the whole point of grammar is to help the reader figure out meaning.
 I had:
"However, it perfectly fits my hypothesis, which, as unbelievable as it might sound, is that you have a magical cup."
The commas matches the importance perfectly, but that sentence had too many commas. I changed it to:
"However, it perfectly fits my hypothesis, which -- as unbelievable as it might sound -- is that you have a magical cup."
Had the EI been less important, I could have enclosed it in parentheses. Similarly:
1. Which allows selfish people, thinking only of themselves, usually breaking the law, to benefit.
2. Which allows selfish people -- thinking only of themselves, usually breaking the law -- to benefit.
Or consider:
Mom wanted to spend her final days at home, she was very clear about that, and we took turns feeding her, giving her her medicine, or just sitting with her.
This has the exact form of a compound sentence, with she was very clear about that being one of the independent clauses. But that is subtly wrong in terms of meaning, and I think that phrase is meant as EI.
Mom wanted to spend her final days at home -- she was very clear about that -- and we took turns feeding her, giving her her medicine, or just sitting with her.
This sentence confused me:
Once upon a simpler time, before apps, iPads, Samsung Galaxies, and the world of blazing-fast 4G, weekends were the busiest days of the week at Discount Electronix. (Mr. Mercedes, p. 203)
The first comma starts the EI. I thought the second comma ended the EI, so I was reading it as:
Once upon a simpler time -- before they had apps -- iPads, Samsung Galaxies, and the world of blazing-fast 4G, weekends were the busiest days of the week at Discount Electronix.
Of course, that doesn't actually make sense, and the EI actually ends with the fourth comma:
Once upon a simpler time -- before apps, iPads, Samsung Galaxies, and the world of blazing-fast 4G -- weekends were the busiest days of the week at Discount Electronix.
The double dash can have the same problem as commas -- if your sentence already has one dash, you probably don't want to indicate EI with a double dash. That would create too many dashes and probably make your sentence difficult to figure out.
Parentheses are the least vulnerable to this problem, though of course you cannot have one set of parentheses inside another. And if two parenthetical remarks are too close together, you might invoke a second channel (to be discussed), which will lead the reader to think they are connected to each other.
Flexibility Within
Flexibility is a third factor. The EI inside a double comma has to modify or provide more information about the phase it is following. Also, no punctuation is allowed inside. So it's pretty restrictive.
There is no restriction on what can go inside parentheses. Even sentence-ending punctuation can be inside:
I never told him about going out today. (He never seems to care. Or he trusts me.) (Emotion Girl)
Anyway, while we were standing on the corner saying good-bye until next week (YES! No princess lessons for a whole week! She shoots; she scores!) the Blind Guy walked by, tapping his cane. (Meg Cabot, The Princess Diaries.)
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)
Any grammatical construction can go inside the double dash,
She was creeping along, and so had time to stop -- barely -- before striking the woman staggering and weaving up the middle of the highway. (Revival, King, page 54)
It's one thing to fall head over heels into a puddle of hazelnut coffee, and quite another to fall for the -- gasp -- wrong guy. (From the jacket cover of Meant to Be)
Punctuation is a little restrictive. Of course, a comma creates no problem inside the double dash. A semicolon is more awkward. Does it end the dash or not?
Jordan looked at Chris's parents -- his mother on the verge of puddling to the sidewalk; his father distinctly embarrassed and uncomfortable -- and decided to tell them the truth. (The Pact, Picoult, page 124)
That's a lot to put between two double dashes, and the semicolon I think adds to the sense there is only a single dash, so it's difficult to continue the sentence that the double dash has interrupted. A comma, instead of a semicolon, would have helped a little.
A bigger problem is sentence-ending punctuation within the double dash -- the reader might think it was a single-dash and the sentence is really ending. Exception: There is no confusion when the sentence-ending punctuation is close enough to the second dash that it is obviously not ending the sentence..
One of the guys -- Darin? -- says, "Can we see the Peyton Manning poster too?"
And there's no rule against sentence-ending punctuation within the double dash if you think you can get away with it and be clear.
When Mike started rattling off my accomplishments to try to impress Rob/Bob -- "She was summa cum laude at Bowdoin!" "She finished the Marine Corps Marathon in three and a half hours!" "You haven't eaten a brownie until you've had one of Waverly's!" -- I had been a little startled that he knew so much about me,... (Lewis, How Lucky You Are, page 29)
The Quirky Parentheses
Parentheses make perfect sense in nonfiction writing -- I, author, am telling you that the EI is not very important to whatever I am trying to say. That means you can skip the EI and still understand the main point; the EI is just an informational aside.
In fiction writing, parentheses are somewhat hypocritical. There is no main point, there's just a story. If the EI isn't adding to the story, why is the narrator presenting it? If it adds to the story, it's not an ignorable aside.
And for whatever other reasons there may be, parentheses aren't typically used much in fiction writing. So if you never use parentheses in your fiction, that's normal. But they are used, even in a first-person narration. This is from Speak. The art teacher is ranting:
"Are words or numbers more important than images? Who decided this? Does algebra move you to tears?" (Hands raise, thinking he wants answers.)
And in my last fiction book, I used parentheses 66 times. How much does using parentheses take the reader out of the story? I am guessing it's small. And my readers can get used to parentheses as part of the story-telling process because I use them often.
That has to be legal? Or maybe not, but no one is yelling at me (which has become one of my goals for tonight)
I leave my lunch (and pride) at my table.
Obviously pride is more important than lunch, but I wanted the light irony of the main character treating pride as a parenthetical second thought. Another good way to communicate this would have been a little more wordy:
I leave my lunch -- and, I have to admit, my pride -- at my table.
Another perhaps light irony:
I don't use airplane bathrooms. As a rule. And I really don't like breaking rules. (It's kind of one of my rules.) (Meant to Be, Lauren Morrill, page 5)
So far I have found only one usage of parentheses within dialogue, and that is in an old book with an older style -- Jane Eyre.
"...and sitting in that window-seat (you see I know your habits) --"
Some author somewhere has no doubt done this more recently. The point is simply that it's uncommon, probably because we do not easily speak parenthetically.
Stephen King uses a lot of parentheses, and the usage is different from what you might expect.
(How many years does it take, she'll wonder two nights later, lying in bed alone in her substandard motel room and listening to dogs bark beneath a hot orange moon, before the simple stupid weight of accumulating days finally sucks all the wow out of a marriage? How lucky do you have to be for your love to outrace your time?)

page 36 of Lisey's Story. 
King was interrupting the flow of the story to tell us what the main character will be thinking two days later. So he's not trying to mark this as unimportant; he's trying to mark it as an interruption.
An unusual usage, from a book trying to use new things:
Last night was, indeed, epic. We chartered a limo to take us to the theater where the Thunder from Down Under was performing (didn't hate the show) (at all) and at one point, we were... (The Best of Enemies, Lancaster, page 80).
Surrounding the EI with Paragraph Breaks
Another technique is using the paragraph breaks to insert some new information, then return to the sentence:

Lisey put a finger across her lips in a Shh gesture


(now you must be still)


and backed away from Amanda.

(Lisey's Story, King, page 36-37):

"Senior management has just returned from a very successful weekend retreat--"

Very successful? Matthews thought.


"--and we have start to conduct our work management study."

(The Consultant, Little, page 182)

Cooper stared, looking for a --

If you can't catch him, you have to guess his destination


Trains leaving the city are sold out, but the subway can take him pretty much anywhere in town.


There must be a hundred places to hide effectively, especially given this chaos.


He took down four agents in a second, but he's running from you.


Got it.
-- solution.
(Written in Fire, Sakey, page 11)

He nodded and squeezed her hand once more. Then disentangled his fingers from her to pick up the wine glass and --


"Take me to bed."


-- swallowed it down the wrong pipe.
(Written in Fire, Sakey, page 85 of tradecover)
Parenthesis as a Second Channel
Parentheses can be used to create a second channel of communication. When this is done, the parenthetical information is NOT unimportant. To the contrary, it's important, it just doesn't fit seamlessly into the nonparenthetical part of the story. It's almost as if there are two stories being told simultaneously, one outside the parentheses and one within.
King does that a lot.
It comes to her in shorthand TV images

(George Wallace Arthur Bremmer)

from her childhood.

(Lisey's Story)
This use of parentheses is a distinctive trait in King's writing.
He could imagine all too well

("So vivid!")

how it would feel.
(Misery, page 38 of the paperback)
The following is another example of two channels. King is not just inserting a remark, he continues the second channel in another parenthetical comment.
In how many motels had she taken the little Swedish steamer to one of his suits while the TV muttered talk-show psalms on her side of the room and on his the portable typewriter clacked (early in the marriage) or the laptop clicked quietly (late) as he sat looking down at it with a comma of hair falling on his brow? (Lisey's Story)
Other examples of second channel:
They all squeal. They get it -- I am finally going on a date with Alex. And they're all excited and happy for me. Then I have to tell them about him asking me out (not much to tell), we discuss what I could wear (15 minute conversation with everyone agreeing my hair goes down). And they want to know where we're going (clueless) and what this date means (lots of ideas, no one really knows, but everyone assures me it's good). (Emotion Girl)
On the phone the next day, she'll denigrate where he's from. (What is it? Buffalo? Allentown? Some other horrendous place like that?) It's actually Rochester, New York. Or she'll criticize his career. (A family doctor? So he asks old people about their bowel movements and takes snot-faced toddlers' temperatures?) (How Lucky You Are, Lewis, page 3)
I was right! I'm not taking my bike with me! I know this because it's now five in the morning (!) and we're on our way to the train station (!!) so my parents can put me on a nine-hour train ride BY MYSELF (!!!), where apparently I'll be expect to make small talk about the weather with the stranger sitting next to me (!!!!). (Mass, 13 Gifts)

Why don't you come?" Luke says. We're brushing our teeth, and what really comes out is, "I oh oo uhm?"


"No thanks. ("O anx") I spit. "I have things of my own to get on with."


"Such as?" he says. ("Uuh ah?")

(Not Working, Owens, page 239)
To understand the following, the reader must understand that the parenthetical remarks are together in the same second channel. (A running theme is Alex telling her she do things.)
Except -- to be in his world, I would have had to jump out of the open door of a moving airplane. I can't do that. It's impossible. (I can hear Alex saying You can do that, but he's wrong this time.) Also, I would somehow have to not let my feelings overwhelm me. Really, I would have been petrified. I couldn't enjoy that. (Shut up, Alex.)
Another example. (The guy is hot.)
And so, with my face angled toward the gurgling water, I watched this guy settle his body in the water (oh), groan lightly (my), fold his arms behind his head (freaking), and close his eyes (god!). (Tangled, page 38)
Chapter 15: Lists
The proper grammatical format for a list is:
red, green, and blue
or

red, green, or blue
This format should be your default -- you use this unless you have some reason not to.
This assumes you use the Oxford comma; if you are not using the Oxford comma, the last comma is left out: red, green and blue. Does anyone talk like this? I don't think so. So the Oxford comma works better for showing the pause (and pitch) in speech. But some authors do not use the Oxford comma, and no one seems to have a convincing argument that one way is right over the other. And now we are done talking about that issue.
Red, and Green, and Blue
This is the easiest nongrammatical format to explain.
When I start to stumble, Larry picks me up. It feels wonderful to be carried. He's so close, and warm, and strong.
This is not a list of Larry's properties, it's a description of her thinking. She thinks about him being close; then she thinks about him being warm; then she thinks about him being strong. Grammatically speaking, these are and alsos:
He's so close, and also warm, and also strong.
This is the standard way of handling a list of and alsos. In the conventional format for a conjunction, the first and also doesn't come through:
He's so close, warm, and also strong.
With this punctuation, close and warm go together and strong is the only and also.
More generally, this format is used when it is not a pre-existing list of equal things, but instead when the items on the list are being added: There is first item, then the second item is added, then the third. (We have already talked about this function for the comma.)
Like there's the normal-box, and most people are inside the box, and some people occasionally make it outside the box.
I remember walking over to his table, and sitting there the first day like I was their mascot, and realizing the crazy place had grown larger and included Alex and his table.
Red and Green and Blue
This is the commaless list. The grammatically correct list sounds . . . well, written. Like someone planned ahead and was being elegant. It doesn't sound like a 5-year-old, and it doesn't sound like someone excited. And it doesn't sound like anyone who is having trouble thinking, like if they are tired or drunk. It doesn't sound relaxed or informal, it sounds formal.
The commaless list conjunction sounds simpler:
Me and James and Will are playing marbles.
The monitor lady smiled very nicely and tousled his hair and said, "... (Ender's Game, Orson Scott Card, start)
Card is writing in third person but trying to give the impression of narration by the main character, who is six years old. This is a 12-year-old female narrator:
The telegram came all the way from Madagascar, where they don't have access to phones or computers or other modern ways of communicating. (13 Gifts, page 1)
I am not sure about this issue. In the two following sentences, did the person talk to them as a group, or each one individually?
1. At lunch I talked to James, Will, and Tabitha.

2. At lunch I talked to James and Will and Tabitha.
Neither sentence completely removes the ambiguity, but normal, grammatical construction sounds like a group; the second one sounds more like they could have been talked to individually.
That's my guess for how to explain this use of this format.
How could I say to the Deacon and Jean-Claude and Reggie and Pasand the simple sentence "I can't do this"? (Dan Simmons, The Abominable)
More generally, this format invites us to think of the items individually, rather than as a group.
At last he drops off for two hours, sleep that is thin and dream-haunted and unrestful. (Stephen King, Mr. Mercedes, page 200):
Mrs. Dursley was thin and blonde and had nearly twice the usual amount of neck, ... (Harry Potter and the Sorcerer's Stone, page 1)
The men in his family are drunks and womanizers and abusive. Morelli is none of those. (Tricky Twenty-Two, Evanovich, page 7)
The Deviant Last Item
As discussed in Chapter 7, one technique is to put a "deviant" last item on a list. This seems to work best in the grammatically correct list format. Using and between each word seems to invite thinking of each item individually, so the deviant last item doesn't as much force a re-calibration. Not working as well:
It is my first morning of high school. I have seven new notebooks, and a skirt I hate, and a stomachache.

It is my first morning of high school. I have seven new notebooks and a skirt I hate and a stomachache.
Red, Green, Blue
His pulse is thudding in his chest, his neck, his temples. (Mr. Mercedes, King, page 200)
His eyes are distant, hazy, contemplative. (Mr. Mercedes, page 213)
This is the conjunctionless list. It's the most difficult construction for me to explain. To me, it's not a complete list. So, I would not write
The colors of the flag are red, white, blue.

The first three presidents were Washington, Adams, Jefferson.
That's the best I can do. To me, this sentence is not listing all of the characteristics of the kid, it is trying to give an impression.
The kid was pale, shivering, unconscious. (Crichton (Jurassic Park page 4)
In the following sentence, which is mine, neither and nor or work well as the binding conjunction.
I'm waiting for a pop, a shot, a bullet, someone bleeding.
So it solved a problem to leave the conjunction out. But I also wanted to mimic her thinking, and I liked the rhythm. My second choice for punctuation still lacks an and:
I'm waiting for a pop. A shot. A bullet. Someone bleeding.
Other Constructions?
Other constructions are of course possible, often having the final item in a new sentence.
I have entered high school with the wrong hair, the wrong clothes, the wrong attitude. And I don't have anyone to sit with. (Speak, Anderson, page 4)
I liked my Spinach LaMarin, and he ate all of his huge steak and everything else they gave him including all of the rolls, and I was beautiful and he was handsome and charming. And we were on a date.
Leaving out the one comma better connects her being beautiful with him being handsome; starting a new sentence distances the idea of them being on a date.
The Two-Item List
The only proper grammatical construction for a two-item list is
red and green
That's the default. Moreso, it sounds fine -- our five-year old and our drunk can both manage this with no problem.
That leaves the ungrammatical
red, green
Janey speaks quietly, politely, but Hodges observes the color rising in her cheeks. (Mr. Mercedes, page 220)
and
red, and green
Again, this makes green sound like an afterthought -- it's really second instead of just being said second. In other words, it's an and also.
And he's nice, and polite. And everything he does is predictable.
Polite is added to being nice. Another example: 
Much to my surprise, and relief, events unfold rapidly. (The Racketeer, page 118)
Let's reconsider Picoult's start, this time looking at conjunctions. It has three different constructions, none of them grammatically correct:
Things break all the time. Glass, and dishes, and fingernails. Cars and contracts and potato ships. You can break a record, a horse, a dollar...
Or:
It's too lonely, too terrible to check my phone all the time and never hear from him, too sad to live in that empty house and get off work with no one waiting to pick me up and no one to hold my hand during movies and before I even think it through, I blurt, "I don't think this long-distance thing is working out." (How to Be Bad)
As will be discussed, a long sentence creates blending. Here, we get the idea of a lot of things, none of them by themselves critical, but together adding up to the reasons why she decides to break up with him. We also have everything suddenly piling up in her mind. This construction is meant to mimic her thinking.
Section IV: The Misbehaving Comma
My plan was to ignore the comma in this book.

It's boring. I mean, who looks at a comma and says Wow, what great writing! That's going to make my list of the top ten commas ever! Then there were too many ways of using the comma; I didn't want to list them all and you didn't want to glaze over while reading them.

Plus the comma gets overused, and it gets abused, grammatically speaking of course. I'd like to report those issues to the Proper Authorities -- but no one cares. So, all in all, the comma seemed small, plain, common, vague, unpredictable, and unimportant. Ugh.

Someplace between there and here, the balance changed. The comma came up as an issue in too many places, it was doing too many important things. It was even misbehaving, which made it a lot more interesting to me. When an understanding of the comma started changing how I saw writing, I was (like the comma) hooked.

Chapter 16: Surprising Comma Roles
Marking a Second Idea
I smile because it's a good joke.

I smile, because it's a good joke.
As noted, while the comma is grammatically incorrect in the second sentence, it's commonly used. The first sentence, without the comma, explains why she is smiling; the second sentence says that she is smiling, then explains why -- two things.
The following sentence needed that comma:
     I didn't want to take the elevator because taking the elevator is a Last Days kind of activity at Support Group, so I took the stairs. (The Fault in Our Stars)
This comma-role is not just for the word because, it's a general principal: A comma dividing two thoughts indicates that (1) the second thought is being added onto the first, and (2) the first thought stands by itself. 
The classic example, of course, is which versus that.
Please buy some tomatoes, which I need.

Please buy the tomatoes that I need.
The thought following which is added information, so that first sentence essentially says two things. Meanwhile the thought following that is modifying or limiting (saying which tomatoes should be bought). So only one thing is being said in that second sentence.
This is a distinction between words -- that versus which -- but the comma is part of the equation. And when there is no distinction in words (for who), the comma carries the weight.
Please give a dollar to the man who is playing his guitar.
Please give a dollar to the man, who is playing his guitar.
The same principal applies to other subordinating conjunctions:
I buy a hijab, while he watches the door.
The comma suggests that two independent things are happening. (They might be connected, but they need not be.) Without the comma:
I buy a hijab while he watches the door.
Now his watching is part of her buying a hijab, not just something happening at the same time. (Perhaps his watching enables her to buy the hijab for some reason.) Another example:
I'm going to Chicago, where Joe lives.

I'm going to the city where Joe lives.
The general principle can also apply to prepositional phrases.
That passage can be understood with work.

That passage can be understood, with work.
Without the comma, with work modifies and the sentence says one thing. With the comma, the sentence says two things: First, that the passage can be understood, and second, that the understanding takes work. The comma before a preposition is, according to the traditional rules, grammatically incorrect. But it makes sense. And it's doing exactly what a comma is supposed to do -- indicating that two phrases should be separated.
Or even conjunctions:
She could not have been more mortified, or more thrilled. (Grand Jury, Friedman, page 203 paperback)
Let's call this the Rule of Separating Ideas. You won't find that rule in the grammar books. But it's a good rule.
This rule came up for the word or. To put that a different way, if you are offering someone two choices, you use a comma; if you are offering them one choice, no comma. So, again, it's a distinction between two things or one.
And when the comma is grammatically appropriate to connect two independent clauses with and, it tends to be dropped for the Logical And. The Logical And connects two things into one; the other ands suggest two things. So, once again, there is a distinction between one thing and two.
This rule raises a fundamental issue: Should the comma be used for grammar or function? The Rule of Separating Ideas is functional; the traditional rules about when to use a comma are grammatical. They often disagree. Authors sometimes follow my functional rule, but often they follow the grammatical rule.
To me, the choice between function and grammar is a no-brainer, especially for the comma. First, no one does a very good job of following the rules for the comma, so breaking the grammatical rule would hardly be some jarring exception. Second, when people attempt to describe the rules, they often waffle on the rule that a dependent clause, following an independent clause, is not preceded by a comma -- they will use words like "generally" or "usually". In other words, they know there are exceptions. Third, using the comma to mark a completed idea is actually the more basic function of the comma.
We cannot fault any author who chooses to be grammatically correct rather than following the Rule of Separating Ideas. I will merely note the problem with their choice, that I would have written it differently, and that authors have historically chosen function over grammatical correctness.
1. But we've always been unusually communicative in a reserved way. (part of a sentence from The Great Gatsby)

2. But we've always been unusually communicative, in a reserved way.
#1 restricts their unusual communicativeness to a reserved way (and technically makes no claims about their overall communicativeness). #2, with the comma, says that they've been unusually communicative and then adds how they communicate. I think Fitzgerald meant the second way, so a comma would have better shown his meaning.
She was still walking, towards the sound of the nail gun. (The Moon and More, Sarah Dessen, page 21)
I think the author is trying to say two things, hence the (ungrammatical) comma.
Evanovich is a great writer, but this comma separates two things (independent clauses) that are supposed to be one idea:
I could be naked standing next to Lula, and no one would give me a second glance. (Top Secret Twenty-One, Janet Evanovich, page 10)
She doesn't want to say she could be standing next to Lula. Better to take out the comma:
I could be naked standing next to Lula and no one would give me a second glance.
Again, the following sentence is grammatically flawless, but it would be better without the comma:
I got the feeling that I could hurl obscenities at her, and she'd just keep on sipping her tea. (Fixer, Barnes, page 67).
"Misplaced" Modifier
...and I watched as she left through the front doors, struck dumb by the ease of it all. (Kill the Boy Band, Moldavsky, page 40)
Who -- or what -- was struck dumb? The door? By meaning, obviously not, even though the phrase follows door. She was struck dumb? You would think that, but no, the narrator was struck dumb.

Usually things work. What does the prepositional phrase modify?

She kissed him on the cheek.

She kissed him on Tuesday.

She kissed him on a boat.

She kissed him on an impulse.

She kissed him on principle.
The words sort things out, and all those sentences are no problem to understand. If there's some grammatical problem, no one's interested.

But we are talking about grammar. Grammar is supposed to help us understand a sentence (as opposed to making sense only after we understand it). In modern writing, modifiers are often slung around with no care. But, as usual, there are rules.
First, a modifier ideally follows what it modifies. In the following the man hopefully is Gardi.
Ranger was stalking Emilio Gardi, a man many considered to be untouchable. (Tricky Twenty-Two, Evanovich)
The exception is a modifier at the front of the sentence, which modifies -- ideally -- the whole sentence.
On Tuesday, she kissed him.
There is a grammatical ambiguity in how much the  modifier modifies. Let's just talk about modifiers at the end of the sentence. In the first example, it modified the noun phrase it followed (Emilio Gardi). In the sentence below it modifies the verb phrase.
Ranger was stalking Emilio Gardi, as silently as a mouse and as dangerously as a cobra.
And this modifies the whole sentence:

Ranger was stalking Emilio Gardi on a cold Tuesday.
So, we already have an ambiguity -- when a modifier ends a sentence, how much does it modify? Yes, your brain can usually figure it out, but that's something your brain had to do without any help from the grammar.
Small living room, dining room, kitchen, and powder room downstairs. (Tricky Twenty-Two, Evanovich, page 10)
Are all of the rooms small? I honestly don't know. Are all of the rooms downstairs? Yes, but you can't tell from this sentence.
The first example could have been written:

Ranger was stalking Emilio Gardi, considered by many to be untouchable.
That saves a word, and most authors would have written it the above way. The first way has the advantage that it's immediately obvious what the modifier is going to modify (a man). That author likes to write sentences that are easy to understand.
When the sentence contains two clauses, there is another ambiguity: Does the modifier modify the whole sentence or just one clause?
I feel the heat of his wrist on my fingers, then I jerk my left hand away, feeling like an idiot.
I meant the ending modifier (feeling like an idiot) to modify just the last clause (I jerk my hand away). There is no way for the reader to know that. (It wasn't that important to me.) In the next sentence, the modifying phrase at the end (this time) applies to the whole sentence.
They won't hurt him or actually hit him this time.
But the reader doesn't know what I intended.

The comma has a role for showing scope of the modifier.
1. I went to the store, and then I drove home, feeling rushed.

2. I went to the store and then I drove home, feeling rushed.

That's not a rule I have ever read, but it's a tendency that works well -- the ending modifier is more likely to apply to the whole sentence when there is no comma separating that sentence into parts. In a sense, the comma truncates the scope of the modifier.
Given those rules, or principles, there are two ways to define "misplaced modifier". One is in terms of meaning -- the reader has trouble knowing what the modifier is modifying. That of course is a serious problem. 
...such as...teeth taken from the fierce sur, the wild boar of Kashmir, which you were well advised to hang around your children's necks. (Rushdie, Shalimar the Clown)
A less serious problem -- but serious nonetheless -- is when the reader thinks the modifier modifies one thing, but then it modifies something else, and the reader keeps reading, becomes confused, then stops to resolve the problem.
I hadn't been to New York in four years. I'd forgotten the feeling of being caught up in something that you could get just from walking down the street, all those people hustling with you and against you.
The mild problem is simply grammatical -- the modifier is not immediately after whatever it is modifying (feeling? New York?) and the reader is jarred or just momentarily puzzled.
Muldoon was a burly man in khaki, sunglasses dangling from his shirt pocket. (Jurassic Park, Crichton, page 100)
Of course, sunglasses dangling from his shirt pocket is modifying Muldoon. But this modifier is grammatically misplaced, because it does not follow what it's modifying. I was momentarily jarred by it. Or:
Which is how I end up first on a shuttle bus next to a twenty-something girl whose suitcases are piled where my feet should be, then on a city bus so crammed with people that I can barley lift my arm to drink my water, old metal sheets rattling over every bump, diesel fumes leaking in through the cracks. (Dragon Day, Brackmann, page 272)
More generally: When a modifier is misplaced, the reader has to make the correct connection using meaning -- grammar has stopped being a clue and actually points in the wrong direction. When modifiers are consistently misplaced, grammar stops being a clue to what any modifier modifies.
Crichton (like many authors) uses the misplaced modifier so often it's a matter of style:
She had a stethoscope over her shoulder, the bell already rusted from the salt air. (Jurassic Park, Crichton)
Shoulders don't have bells, and if there was something in the shoulder called a bell that I didn't know about, it wouldn't rust. So I could understand this sentence. But I had to stop, figure out something was wrong, and finally realize that stethoscopes have bells. The first time I read this sentence, it was just confusing and I moved on.
It could have been written differently. The obvious:
Over her shoulder she had a stethoscope, the bell already rusted from the salt air.
I prefer this second version, but the first version has a simpler grammar and begins with the Given (her). Another possibility:
She had a stethoscope over her shoulder, but the bell was already rusted from the salt air.
There can be an unresolvable ambiguity.
John gave Bill the book, while he was frowning angrily. (constructed)
Who was frowning angrily? But that strong ambiguity usually doesn't happen in an actual book; those ambiguities would be caught before publication. I created the above sentence just to show the possibility of ambiguity.
Sometimes the modifiers are just a jumble:
Peyton had never quite gotten Marshall's and my arrangement; an incurable romantic, to her, every story was a love story. (Lock and Key, Sarah Dessen)
I am not even sure what the grammar of this sentence is. Rewriting this with an incurable romantic after something it modifies:
Peyton had never quite gotten Marshall's and my arrangement; to her, an incurable romantic, every story was a love story.
What about:
He walked over to the center of the window, reaching down beneath the blind. (Lock and Key, Sarah Dessen, page 2)
reaching down beneath the blind should modify the preceding clause. But it doesn't -- it's just a phrase, sitting at the end of the sentence, grammatically inexplicable even if it can mean only one thing.
Another sentence where the meaning is obvious, but the sentence doesn't really contain what the phrase is modifying, so it does not read smoothly.
...which was the name of her favorite soccer team, a sport she followed passionately. (The Director, Ignatius, page 45)

This could just be a little clearer:

There was a small desk, too, a chair tucked under it. 
This sentence makes grammatical sense as:
There was a small desk, too, with a chair tucked under it.
Here's another:
The next day was broiling, almost the last, certainly the warmest, of the summer. (The Great Gatsby)
This is just a bunch of rolling phrases that add up to some meaning. It goes on and on. From page 144 in Fangirl (Rowell)

Cath went out and sat on the back steps, and Wren sat beside her, holding her hand. [who held who's hand?]

And when the president flew over their heads that afternoon on the way to the air force base, the only plane in the sky, Cath thought maybe the whole world was going to end. [what is being modified?]

Wren scratching a boy who said they were gay in the eye.
So, the grammatically misplaced modifier is very common in modern writing. It's convenient; I think it becomes an aspect of fast-paced writing. There has to be some cost for clarity, but it can't be too large, or else grammatically misplaced modifiers would not be common.

But it can't help your writing be easy to understand.
Participle Phrases Functioning As Verbs
Standing before the crowd, Alexis began to speak.

Stand is a verb, adding -ing to a verb can form a participle, and standing before the crowd is a participial phrase.

In the above, standing before the crowd could be described as adverbial -- it modifies Alexis began to speak.
The participial phrase is more often called adjectivial -- an adjective. That makes sense for:

He saw his father standing in the crowd.

As far as I know, this adjectivial phrase describes a state: Alexis was in the "state" of standing before the crowd.

The first sentence is the typical of the example you would find in a grammar book. This includes being a state and viewable as an adverb. A modern participial phrase is often different:

Grabbing the gilded frame, the seventy-six-year-old man heaved the masterpiece toward himself until . . . (The Da Vinci Code, Brown)

Grabbing the gilded frame is still called a participial phrase. But it cannot now be called adverbial -- it does not describe heaving the masterpiece toward himself. Instead, it's an action that occurs prior.

It isn't a state either. In fact, calling it an adjective is ridiculous. Grabbing describes what the man is doing. And that is EXACTLY the definition of a verb. Rewriting the sentence as an obvious verb changes nothing:

The seventy-six-year-old man grabbed the gilded frame and heaved the masterpiece toward himself.

Really. Does this look like a string of adjectives or a string of verbs?

The patient crouched, shooting his right hand up to grip the netman's left forearm, yanking it downward, then rising, pushing his victim's arm up, twisting it at its highest arc clockwise, yanking again, finally releasing it while jamming his heel into the small of the netman's back. (Ludlum, The Bourne Identity, page 32)

And, so modern writing uses the participial phrase as a verb:

Crashing through the misty jungle, Francisco de Almagro had long given up all prayer of ever outrunning the hunters who dogged his trail. (Excavation, Rollins, page 1)
Rollins and Brown were thinking of their participial phrases as verbs. The readers were perceiving these participial phrases as verbs. No one is puzzled by how a grabbing-the-gilded-frame man could also be heaving it.
1. Fache took a menacing step forward, placing his face only inches from Sophie's. (The Da Vinci Code.)

2. Fache, placing his face only inches from Sophie's, took a menacing step forward.
If the participial phrase actually modified Fache, the sentence would become clearer when the phrase is next to Fache. It isn't clearer, because it isn't an adjective, it's a verb, and moving it next to Fache destroys the correct order of events.

Some authors don't use the participial phrase as a verb. Other authors use it frequently. More from The Da Vinci Code:
The curator lay for a moment, gasping for breath, taking stock. 
As he had anticipated, a thundering iron gate fell nearby, barricading the entrance to the suite.
Langdon shook his head, already moving deeper into the gallery.
Compound Predicate (two verbs)
1. I went to the store and bought some milk.

2. I went to the store, and bought some milk.
Went to the store is the first predicate. (The predicate is the verb plus whatever comes after the verb.) The second predicate (bought some milk) creates a compound predicate. 
The rule is: No comma before the conjunction in the compound predicate. So #2 is grammatically incorrect. To give this "error" a name, let's call it the two-predicate comma.
The rule against the two-predicate comma is broken so often I don't know why anyone bothers saying it. [Postscript: It was useful for the types of long sentences people wrote when this rule was first constructed.] But to start, let me say that I am not very fond of the two-predicate comma. When a comma is needed (for whatever reason), there's little or no problem to repeat the subject, creating a compound sentence:
I went to the store, and I bought some milk.
This is grammatically correct. To me, it sounds a little more natural, which is to say, like something people would actually say (as opposed to something authors write). I suspect that authors don't like the repeated subject.
Why use a comma? Perhaps one reason, again, is to distinguish the Logical And from the more meaningful ands. For compound sentences (two clauses), the comma was left out when it was just a Logical And put there for grammatical purposes; for the compound predicate, the comma is added when the and is not just a Logical And.
He breathed deeply, and sat down. (Matthewson, page 13)
The sentence
He breathed deeply and sat down.
makes it sound like they both happened at the same time, which is (presumably) not what Matthewson intended. Acceptable:
He breathed deeply and then sat down.
And this would probably work:
He breathed deeply . . . and sat down.
But those last two might be too much; Mathewson probably wanted the light pause of a comma. (Or, perhaps more sanely, Mathewson did not obsess endlessly over her potential grammatical choices.)
Another example of two events, the second one following the first.
I turn around, and start walking back to my table. (Emotions Girl)
I wanted to give the sense of first one event happening, then the other. That's why I added the comma. Note that if I had used then, a comma becomes natural:
I turn around, then start walking back to my table.
The following is a Logical And, so I did not put in a comma:
I interrupt and change topics.
Without the comma, it's obvious that both are happening at once.
Oddly enough, there's one solid grammatical reason for using the two-predicate comma (even if that reason doesn't make any of the rule books).
I look at this guy I have this crush on, and realize he's an ordinary jerk. (bold added)
Does and realize combine with look or have? In other words, is it look and realize, or have and realize? The comma is perfect for resolving this ambiguity -- without a comma and realize goes with the previous verb; with the comma, it goes with the main verb. In the next sentence, realize is supposed to be combined with have, so there would be no comma.
I look at this guy I have this crush on and realize is a jerk.
So the comma disambiguates which verb is the first half of the compound. That makes perfect sense and could have been one of the traditional rules of grammar.
Other examples where the comma suggests that the compound is with the first verb:
She's as skinny as her brother is fat, and regards Hodges with a watery, suspicious eye. (Mr. Mercedes, page 219)
On Christmas Day, I luxuriated in changing out of my sleeping pajamas and into a new flannel set specifically for loafing around, and spent the day watching movies. (The Royal We)
So that's two reasons for using the two-predicate comma. But there are probably more. The following has a Logical And, and there is no intervening verb to create ambiguity, but this author still used a two-predicate comma
To a man the soldiers trusted none but one another, and in some cases trusted their enemies in different-colored uniforms more than their own soft-clothed masters. (Clancy, The Cardinal of the Kremlin)
Perhaps it had been too long since the first verb, so the author used the comma to help organize the sentence. Which is another reasonable use. (Again, I would have just repeated they to make it a grammatically correct compound sentence.)
Finally, this isn't a Logical And, there is no intervening verb, and the sentence is short. But I draw the line here -- to me, the sentence works better without the comma.
1. She's packing at least five grand worth of orthodontia, but has great shoes. (Speak, Anderson)

2. She's packing at least five grand worth of orthodontia but has great shoes.
If the author wanted a pause, there are better ways of showing that.
3. She's packing at least five grand worth of orthodontia -- but has great shoes.
The following can be explained as using a comma for and then, but I am guessing King just wanted a pause.
He thinks, then types. (Stephen King, Mr. Mercedes, page 203)
For a bigger, more grammatical pause:
He thinks . . . then types.
Crichton (Jurassic Park) seems to like, perhaps as style, to separate the parts of his compound predicates with a comma.
Roberta Carter sighed, and stared out the window. (first page)
The comma makes it sound like she sighed and then stared out the window. Perhaps that is the effect Crichton wanted, though I would guess she did both at the same time. This is Crichton even using a comma for the compound object:
She liked the isolation of Bahia Anasco, and the friendliness of its people.
I don't see the point of that comma (it's a Logical And), but it isn't too objectionable. I didn't like this separation of a compound object:
She was little more than a skeleton by then, and on morphine for the pain. (King, Revival, page 55)
So, to bottom-line this, there are grammatical rules for the compound predicate and compound object. You should break those rules, for a lot of reasons, when that makes your sentence clearer. You will have a lot of company; your reader won't notice. But sometimes it's wrong, so check once before you do that.

Basic Issue: Forming the Rules of Grammar
It's a little odd say to that the two-predicate comma is both common and yet ungrammatical. At some point, isn't grammar supposed to be describing what writers do when they're writing well? If not, what's the purpose of the rules? The same issue arose for the comma splice, the Commaless And, and the fragment. (The fragment is interesting because, no matter how much it's used and accepted, no one wants to say it's grammatically correct.)
I have come to the following compromise with myself. First, there are rules. These are the rules we teach students to follow; these are the rules we find in books and on websites telling us proper grammar. In this list of rules, a compound predicate is not separated by a comma.
Second, some of these rules are commonly broken -- often, by good authors. (And this violation is approved by copy editors.) So, the two-predicate comma is on my list of things that are ungrammatical but commonly used in acceptable writing.
Methods of Constructing Rules
There are said to be two ways to construct grammar rules: prescriptive and descriptive. Prescriptive means that someone is constructing rules that writers are supposed to follow. A good example is the difference between which and that.
Conventions/agreements/rules allow us to communicate. Really, they are the foundation of communication. So if someone makes up a rule and then writers follow it and readers understand it, that convention can be used to communicate. You might recall me wanting a difference between all-caps and italics. With some difference that we all agree on, we can communicate more effectively.
So making up rules is good -- if they are useful rules, of course.
If there is a convention, writers will break it just to see what happens. Runyon writes in all first person. All! That's simply wrong. It's also cute and interesting -- once. So, misusing a convention once, to see what happens, does not actually attack the convention.
Sometimes writers use the convention as they break it. One example was Montgomery rapidly shifting topics within the same paragraph of Anne's dialogue, to give a feel for how she thinks. The reader had to understand the rule for paragraphs to understand what Montgomery was trying to communicate, so Montgomery was actually using the rule, not attacking it.
Bad writers just misuse a convention. But even good writers sometimes get it wrong -- I once caught one of my favorite writers confusing which and that. That doesn't mean the convention is wrong.
Then we are left with the times when a writer breaks a rule and it works. Such as fragments and the Commaless And. Then other authors start doing the same thing, and sooner or later there's a full-out revolt and the prescriptive rule isn't being followed.
As a reaction to this last development, there is Descriptivism, in which grammarians merely describe what writers are doing. This is a reasonable way to discover rules, because authors in a sense define the rules -- if authors aren't following a rule, there is no rule.
There are two large problems with pure Descriptivism. First, the assumption is that we are not describing bad writing, mistakes by good authors, and people breaking the rule on purpose or as they use it. This is easy to determine IF the rules already known, but it's not possible without first constructing those rules.
A second problem is this: Descriptivism tends to become a lot of permissions but not much guidance. This is not a problem for the Descriptivists -- they are content to talk about what is permissible. But it is a problem for writers, who have to actually decide what to do -- permissions don't give guidance. For example, it is obvious that writers can use fragments and repetition. But saying those are allowed does not say why an author would use them. Or, everyone agrees that two independent clauses can be joined with either a dash or a semicolon. But that does not explain why an author should choose one over the other.
I have used a third approach, which I call Functionalism. What is the function of a rule? When an author breaks a rule, does that have a function?
How do we differentiate a good writer making a mistake from a good writer appropriately breaking a rule? Functionalism -- we ask what the rule-breaking accomplishes. How do we differentiate a writer showing us that a rule is wrong from a writer using a rule to create an effect by breaking it? Functionalism -- we look at what is being accomplished and how.
And I ultimately used all three methods. I started an issue with prescription -- what are the traditional rules? Then I did description -- what are authors doing that is new or breaking the traditional rules? Then I became a functionalist -- what is being accomplished?
And when that was done, I returned to being a prescriptionist -- making rules about what you should do to have good writing.
Chapter 17: The Great Comma Problem

Comma Degeneration
What do you experience when you read this?
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 will focus on the second sentence, which has a relatively complicated grammatical structure. You are supposed to perceive and understand that structure. The commas are supposed to help reveal that structure:
·  The first two commas separate the items of a list

·  The next two mark off dependent phrases

·  The next -- I think -- ungrammatically separates two predicates

·  The final two are a double comma enclosing extra information. 
But It's not easy to determine the function of these commas. Maybe there's just too many of them; maybe the problem is that they are playing different roles. And it didn't help you that the first sentence softened you up -- it was hard to understand too.
The comma has five major grammatical roles (the List Comma, the Separating Adjectives Comma, the Introductory Phrase Comma, the Extra Information Double Comma, and the Independent Clauses Comma), and a few minor ones (like separating cities from states). It's also used where it shouldn't be, for example to separate two predicates.
There is nothing to physically differentiate these roles -- it's a visually-identical comma for all them. That's a big problem. Yes, it's a problem for almost every punctuation. But the comma has this problem by far the worst.
His right shoulder still felt on fire, only, thanks to the painkillers, on fire somewhere else far away.  (Illusion, Peretti, page 2)
So -- and this turns out to be an important fact of English -- you can't just look at some comma and know that it's marking off, for example, a dependent clause. Instead, you have to (in a sense) understand the grammatical structure before understanding what the comma is doing.
But -- and this is another important fact of English -- the comma is supposed to be helping you understand the grammatical structure of the sentence. It's backwards to figure out the meaning first and then decipher the role of the comma.
If the function of the comma is obvious, the reader will understand it. If it isn't, the reader won't stop to figure out the function of the comma. And anyway, if the reader has to figure out the grammar of the sentence first, the reader can stop there.
When the full grammatical meaning of a comma is lost, one primitive role is left -- the comma divides the sentence into parts. So, the commas in Dickens' sentence degenerated into being just separators.
So, this is what I think actually happens when people read the above passage: They read the first phrase of the sentence, as marked off by the first comma, and try to understand it. Then they read the next part of the sentence, as defined by the commas, and try to understand it, perhaps in relation to the preceding phrase. And, phrase by phrase, they read their way through the sentence.
And if that isn't how you read a single Dickens sentence, it is how you will read a bookfull of them.
In other words, the commas degenerate into simply marking the division between phrases; meanwhile, the sentence degenerates into just a sequence of phrases marked off by commas.
Now look at the first sentence. It isn't as long, but there's no correct underlying grammar (at least that I could find). The commas can only be understood as separating, and the sentence is just a sequence of phrases.
Is the Comma Needed?
One goal of punctuation is to help the reader understand what the author intends. But, as already noted, the second goal is just to make the reading easier. Most readers want "smooth" reading -- something that is easy to understand; something that doesn't have any bumps in understanding or anything to slow them down.
He didn't say any more but we've always been unusually communicative in a reserved way and I understood that he meant a great deal more than that. (One edition of The Great Gatsby, Fitzgerald)
Despite the lack of commas, that sentence isn't too difficult to divide into clauses. So you could understand it correctly; but again, the issue is if punctuation would have made understanding easier. The answer is yes -- I have not found anyone who likes that punctuationless sentence. Much better (and apparently the final copy-edited version):
He didn't say any more, but we've always been unusually communicative in a reserved way, and I understood that he meant a great deal more than that.
So, given a bunch of words on a page, the reader can divide them up into meaningful parts without the comma. But it's easier on the reader if a comma is used to make the division for the reader.
So you might think all commas are good, because they always helps the reader. Not true.
The Problem of Adding a Comma
As we already discussed, there probably should be a comma before in a reserved way. If that comma is added, to supposedly make that sentence clearer:
He didn't say any more, but we've always been unusually communicative, in a reserved way, and I understood that he meant a great deal more than that.
Adding a comma seems innocuous . . . but it's not. The two commas had divided the sentence into three equal parts (all independent clauses). The three commas now play different roles and divide the sentence into unequal parts. So the reader has to figure out which are the "bigger" phrases (the independent clauses) and which is the "smaller" (the prepositional phrase).
There's another problem: Does the prepositional phrase belong to the preceding clause, or the following clause? Without that comma, we knew what it belonged to because there was no separation. Now, just by the commas alone, it's ambiguous.
The following set of sentences is another example of some confusion about what a prepositional phrase goes with when it is surrounding by commas. #1 is ambiguous. #2 and #3 have a comma added, eliminating the ambiguity. #4 has both commas . . . and the ambiguity returns.
1. While I feel fortunate that I can make a really good living at times it seems to take every ounce of energy I have just to hold it all together.

2. While I feel fortunate that I can make a really good living, at times it seems to take every ounce of energy I have just to hold it all together.

3. While I feel fortunate that I can make a really good living at times, it seems to take every ounce of energy I have just to hold it all together.

4. While I feel fortunate that I can make a really good living, at times, it seems to take every ounce of energy I have just to hold it all together.
So, adding one grammatically flawless comma can create ambiguity. The additional comma wasn't innocuous. Or, put another way -- the ambiguity in the fourth sentence can be fixed by removing a comma.
Consider this:
He went to the store, and ...

He went to the store and ...
Suppose that comma is useful. For some reason, any reason, it is useful to put that comma in or leave it out. Perhaps, following the logic of grammar, the comma indicates whether the next phrase is an independent clause or a predicate.
He went to the store, and she stayed home

He went to the store and bought milk.
 If I put the name of the store in parentheses, the comma essentially disappears;
He went to the store, Walmart, and ...

He went to the store, Walmart, and ...

He went to the store, Walmart, and she stayed home

He went to the store, Walmart, and bought milk.
Is this a problem? Well, if the comma is important, yes. If the comma wasn't important -- why do we have commas?

Another example of too many commas. First, consider the following:
1. For a variety of reasons the active form of a sentence is awkward and authors choose the passive form.

2. For a variety of reasons, the active form of a sentence is awkward and authors choose the passive form.
I think the comma is preferred (#2) -- it's kind of a long introductory phrase to not get a comma, and there is no harm to put it in the sentence. However, adding a second introductory phrase changes everything.
1. To summarize, for a variety of reasons the active form of a sentence is awkward and authors choose the passive form.

2. To summarize, for a variety of reasons, the active form of a sentence is awkward and authors choose the passive form.
Now, the inclusion of the formerly helpful comma (#2) creates a problem -- the second sentence reads like there are a variety of reasons for summarizing.
Here's the same problem. Normally, an eight-word introduction is followed by a comma:
Over the Easter vacation of nineteen sixty eight, we moved one hundred miles away.
The comma above marks off the division between the introductory phrase and the main sentence, instead of the reader having to figure that out without any help. But:
Time passed, my father became restless, and over the Easter vacation of nineteen sixty eight, we moved one hundred miles away, to Nevada. 
Putting the grammatically correct comma in the middle of the sentence creates its own chaos.
This is a different example. I was momentarily confused when reading this:
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. (Janet Evanovich, Wicked Appetite) 
This is a list, with commas separating the items of the list. But the comma after trim has a different function -- it separates two adjectives. When I was reading this sentence, I quite reasonably assumed that comma had the same function as the preceding commas -- which meant a trim was part of the list, one of the things she had. Trim is a type of haircut, but not a haircut she would have, so I eventually figured out the correct reading. The point is, for me the sentence was not easy reading.
Semicolons would have solved the problem -- it's pretty basic grammar to use semicolons as a super-comma when one or more of the items in the list contains a comma. 
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.
But that's a lot of semicolons just to accommodate one comma, plus that author does not particularly like semicolons. The other choice, avoiding the comma, would have worked:
, a trim and perfectly average body,
Anyway, the point is the same: A perfectly grammatical comma created confusion. Adding commas is not innocuous.
Here's another example of commas leading the reader astray:
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)
The first comma is an ungrammatical but otherwise ordinary 2-predicate comma. Then comes a list of objects to the preposition. So there is essentially two lists, but the grammatical structure almost hides that fact.
His heavily wrinkled face was 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)
Another sentence that tends to degenerate:
The morning breeze feathered the deep-water anchorage, still half in shadow beneath the towering cliffs, the conveyor-belt thudded quietly on its rollers, the crane's engine chuffed rhythmically. There was no other sound, no other movement, no other life apart from the watch at the ship's wheel, the trusty working at the crane, and Doctor No, seeing that all went well. (Fleming, Dr. No)
The first sentence is a double comma marking extraneous information, then a list without an and. The second sentence is two lists. One more example:
He generally ran across wildly creative musicians who could only think of music, sycophants, and opportunists. (Suddenly in Love, London, page 88 trade).
He generally ran across sycophants, opportunists, and wildly creative musicians who could only think of music.

The Great Comma Problem
(Drama queen? Me?) The Great Comma Problem is this. Commas are used to divide a sentence up into parts. That helps the reader. If you leave them out, the reader's brain has to do this dividing without any help from punctuation. That makes more work for the reader.
But whenever you add a comma to a sentence, you create the potential for confusion. That could be more work for the reader; the reader might misunderstand your sentence; if the reader gives up on figuring out the exact meaning of the comma, the sentence degenerates into a string of phrases.
We wouldn't have this problem if the different commas were physically different. But they're not.
There is no magical middle number of commas that is just right. Every comma creates this problem, though of course a few are not much of a problem, especially when they are playing the same role.
I call it the Great Comma Problem because it has a surprisingly big influence on style. There's a lot of different solutions, but none of the them work completely. One of the defining features of style is how an author handles the Great Comma Problem.
Style: Avoiding the Great Comma Problem
Everyone writes shorter sentences than from the time of Dickens. Why? One answer may be to avoid the Great Comma Problem. If a sentence is short enough, it might have only one part and not need any commas. If a comma is left out, the short sentence makes it easier to find the division that the comma would have marked. One comma in a sentence does not create much of a problem (because the sentence doesn't have two commas playing different roles). That's a lot of advantages for shorter sentences.

An extreme example:
     My friends are discussing shoes. They're excited, enthused, sometimes appalled, and sometimes thrilled to agree. But something's bothering Celeste. I'll try talking to her later. And why is that random guy at a jock table showing up on my radar?

     I, Jade Wilson, am an emotions junky. I just . . . I just am. I love sitting here at lunch and sopping up emotions. This is what I live for.
Dickens' two sentences have nine commas playing six different roles. My nine sentences have five commas playing two roles.
Another strategy is to use other punctuations in place of the comma. One obvious candidate is the semicolon, the grammatically approved way of marking the division between two independent clauses. This is Jane Austen, writing even before the time of Dickens:
His brother-in-law, Mr. Hurst, merely looked the gentleman; but his friend Mr. Darcy soon drew the attention of the room by his fine, tall person, handsome features, noble mien; and the report which was in general circulation within five minutes after his entrance, of his having ten thousand a year. (Pride and Prejudice)
The semicolons are breaking the sentence into large parts, while the commas then divide those large parts into smaller parts.
No one nowadays uses the semicolon as often as Austen (or in the same way), but some authors use it. Other punctuations that reduce the load on the comma are dashes, ellipses, parentheses, and colons.
This PaG book is an example of that style -- when I rewrite a sentence to avoid comma confusion, I often turn a comma into some other punctuation. For example I would rewrite Fitzgerald's sentence as:
He didn't say any more, but we've always been unusually communicative -- in a reserved way -- and I understood that he meant a great deal more than that.
He didn't say any more -- but we've always been unusually communicative (in a reserved way), and I understood that he meant a great deal more than that.
At the opposite end of the spectrum, I could not find anything but periods and commas (as dividers) in Tricky Twenty-Two (Evanovich). So nothing is substituted for the comma (unless you count the period). This is a typical paragraph.
Iggy led the way, Lula and I followed, and the remaining five guys followed Lula and me. We walked out of the room, up a wide winding staircase, and down a long hallway. There was a guy standing at attention in front of an open door. He was wearing a dress.
This single paragraph shows several ways of avoiding the comma problem. The first is using short sentences. Evanovich isn't using a short sentence for emphasis or to draw attention -- she consistently uses short sentences, to the point where they become expected.
Evanovich's two longer sentences are grammatically simple: a list of events. Because of this, the commas play only one role. Which is to say, using simple grammar is a another way of avoiding the Great Comma Problem.
Leaving Out Commas
Another choice is to leave out less important commas. In the Evanovich passage, the comma between two adjectives (wide winding) was left out. We saw Fitzgerald not use a comma for the introductory phrase in
In my younger and more vulnerable years my father gave me some advice...
That's an extreme -- Fitzgerald was pushing the boundaries. But most authors leave out the comma from an introductory phrase when it's short and the division is obvious.
Or consider the second sentence of this:
Sentence fragments are perfectly acceptable in spoken English. In fact, when you speak if you use complete sentences all the time, you will sound very unnatural.
It seems odd not to have a comma after the introductory phrase when you speak. But putting one in makes the organization unclear -- the reader starts to expect the third phrase to also be introductory. Which it is, but not in the sense of the first two.
The Optional(!?) Comma
Sometimes a comma is said to be optional. What does that even mean? That you can flip a coin? That writers who like commas always put one in and writers who do not like commas always leave it out?
No, you know what "optional" means -- that you should decide if the comma is a good idea, based on unnamed grammatical principles. Your intuitive judgment is fine, but we are now in a position to name those grammatical principles. First, how much confusion would that added comma make with other commas? And second, how easily can the reader divide up the words appropriately without the comma? (And, of course, in some situations there could be other factors.)
For example, the comma after an introductory phrase is optional. Whether or not to use it usually depends on how easily the reader can make the division without the comma. The following introductory phrase was long enough that I think most authors would use a comma.
In my younger and more vulnerable years my father gave me some advice that I've been turning over in my mind ever since. (The Great Gatsby, Fitzgerald, one edition)
An optional comma stops being optional if there's ambiguity where a phrase stops:
When you see a horse track what the horse is doing.
When you see a horse, track what the horse is doing.
Second, it depends on how close that comma is to other commas in the sentence. And if there are no other commas in that sentence, there is no chance for confusion.
Chapter 18: Sequential Phrase Grammar
To start with the so obvious: A language needs words -- rules (conventions/agreements) that attach meaning to sounds and letters. That's step 1.
With just words, you could try to communicate, but all you would have is an unorganized sequence.
Jane

fast

runs
Your brain will automatically try to understand that -- your brain will try to understand anything. And it might succeed, more or less; or it might fail, for a lot of different reasons.
English of course has rules (conventions/agreements) for how to construct phrases.
watch Spot run

Jack and Jill went up the hill
That's Step #2. That makes communication easier and more powerful.
Now lets run through the same logic again, this time with a different result. Without any rules for how to connect phrases, communication would be unconnected sequences of phrases.
I put my hand on his

he looks down at our hands

he has stopped talking
That's not so bad. Not at all. A language could stop here. That language might have trouble communicating complex ideas, but that might work just fine for simple fiction.
I see myself in the mirror

Oh my God!

I should have put my hair up!

I use my hands to put it up on my head

It looks more elegant

Too elegant?

Do I have time to change it?

Arghh

Why am I so nervous?

I let my hair fall back down

My friends all agreed on down.

It's fine, calm down
But what will Alex think?
We've spent so much time together

we're like brother and sister

One night shouldn't make any difference

Why is this so important to me?
Why in the world did I say I would look beautiful?
I can't do that.
What was I possibly thinking?
Step #3 is rules (conventions, agreements) for how to connect phrases. English has rules for independent clauses, dependent clauses, two or more predicates, coordinating conjunctions, subordinating conjunctions, commas, semicolons, colons, dashes, relative pronouns. And probably more.
In my opinion, these are the two key facts you need to know before you can understand the last 100 years of rule-breaking. First, the rules don't work very well. That's motive to break the rules. And second, any writer can break any rule, and the writing will still be understandable -- as long as it makes sense as just a sequence of phrases. That's means and opportunity.
I call the brain's ability to understand a sequence of phrases, without any conventions for how they are connected, Sequential Phrase Grammar (SePG). In some sense, it's nothing -- no rules, no conventions, no agreements, just phrases in a sequence.
But there are principles of understanding, embedded in the brain, and any attempt to actually write SePG has to coexist with the tools of English Grammar and the rules for constructing phrases. So I treat SePG as a grammar, with it's own rules.
So, what can I say? There are rules of English Grammar (EG), as found in books and on websites. Those don't agree perfectly, but all-in-all there is a good consensus. For example, two independent phrases are connected with a comma and a coordinating conjunction.
Most writers will not make it off the first page without violating one of the rules of English Grammar. To me, there is also a Writers Grammar (WG). This includes fragments, the Hemingway And, soft comma splices, and using participial phrases as verbs. I define Writers Grammar as the grammar constructions writers will frequently use and which (normally) will not draw any attention.
This book attempts to describe Writers Grammar, explain it, and sometimes even make prescriptions.
And then there is the unexplainable. I spent at least a month trying to figure out what rules of grammar were being followed by James Rollins (Excavation), Dan Brown (The Da Vinci Code), and other authors like them. They were writing ungrammatically, obviously. But what new rules were they following? What was the pattern?
I couldn't figure them out, and that was frustrating. You have already read part of the "fruits" of my labor, such as the misplaced modifier.
And the problem is SePG -- it allows almost any convention to be broken. I have written another grammar book (Sequential Phrases: A Simple, Primitive, Powerful Grammar for Writing) describing the "rules" for this grammar. But, again, in a way it has no rules. For example,
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)
Lazy Saturday is hard to defend in EG. Yes, you can say that's bad writing, but I liked it. Yes, you could make up some new rule, or some new explanation. But other people would make up different explanations. Worse, your explanation probably wouldn't solve the next ungrammatical sentence. William Goepner wrote the following, and I love them all
Outdoors was the place to be, and television, we were lucky to own one.
I with my memories of all the bad crap in my life, I do not recall ever being teased about Lora.
It is three pm, and the young mother runs by with her youngest in tow. She is running late. A horn blows and tires squeal, a scream.
Yes, he isn't published. If you feel like you only have to explain published things, you still have books and books to explain:
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 is supposed to go inside a double comma; the next sentence's comma probably shouldn't be there, either grammatically or for meaning; the last sentence has a grammatically misplaced modifier. So none of the commas above can be justified in the normal grammar.
And you would have to explain how I could write deliberately ungrammatical sentences and be understood.
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.
 You would have to explain Martin Clark:
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. (TJR, page 117)
And . . . if you could explain Martin Clark in terms of rules of grammar . . . you would be MISSING THE WHOLE POINT. It's not supposed to be read that way. It's a sequence of phrases. Clark describes it as stacking images.
So. Bottom-lines. First, SePG is a powerful way of writing. You're welcome to read about it in my book. It is, NOT INCIDENTALLY, a window into the psychological problems of English Grammar and a road map for how to avoid at least some of them.
You can also use SePG to leap-frog the next 50 years of rule-breaking, or just write fiction with a very modern feel.
And there is an implication for understanding grammar. The goal of English Grammar is to describe and prescribe the conventions of the English language. That goal is possible, I think -- the conventions and agreements and expectations and patterns can be described.

But a writer can always break the rules. The rule-breaking is actually very simple to explain: It's SePG. But that isn't a convention. If you attempt to describe their rule-breaking in the conventional grammar way, you sooner or later give up -- because it's impossible.
Such as Crichton:
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 isn't a traditional introductory phrase -- it doesn't clearly modify anything that comes after. And the last comma separates two objects (and is unneeded). But in terms of meaning and understanding -- no problem. Some of Crichton's sentences seemed downright elegant from the perspective of SePG:
And it doesn't make him a bad writer. To the contrary, his book reads well. When I think of the following sentence in terms of Sequential Phrases, it seems elegant:
Shortly before midnight, he stepped on the plane at the Dallas airport, a tall, thin, balding man of thirty-five, dressed entirely in black: black shirt, black trousers, black socks, black sneakers. (Jurassic Park, Crichton, page 73)
Implications for Reading
One author was a fountain of examples of bad grammar, and her books were hard for me to read. One night I gave up on understanding her in a precise way, and instead accepted the fuzziness. And then I could enjoy her book for content. In retrospect, she frequently had ungrammatical sentences that made sense as sequential phrases, and I was setting aside my compulsion to understand a sentence grammatically.
So, oddly enough, this perspective has implications for reading.
The Implications for Writing Normal Sentences?
The implications for writing? I am not sure. One is this: Even if you are trying to write grammatically, you can insert something that is not grammatical, and as long as it follows the rules of sequential phrase grammar, it can make sense. From a book that is almost all normal grammar:

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)
You can, of course, try to write in a way that satisfies both. That's not so easy, and no doubt you will fail in places along the way. But it's a reasonable goal.
Is there more? I think so. I really do. But . . . Read your contract. I promised to bring you up to 2017. Actually writing SePG is beyond 2017.
Chapter 19: Action and Idyllic Scenes (Conjecture)
Someone once asked if it was possible to have background music in writing. Is it? In a movie, the background music enhances the mood of the scene. I might have misunderstood the question, but . . . I wrote an action scene trying to have tense background music, even though of course there was no music at all, just me writing words. Then I wrote an idyllic (peaceful) scene as if it had soothing, peaceful background music.

Those are the facts.

The rest is conjecture. But it's interesting conjecture. There's a grammatical style for action scenes. And some authors don't use it, and some do. But the ones who do, I suspect they they don't go as far as they could with this style.
That could be a wise choice -- perhaps going too far becomes too strange. But I tried to go as far as I could. When done, I had this:

      Someone. 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! 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.
momentarily safe
except -- he's coming
     More gunshots. Breaking glass and screaming students. He shot up another classroom. Try not to think about that. Focus, Jade, focus. What are you going to do? What? What?
One feature here is phrases instead of grammatical sentences. That's true even though I usually write simple, grammatical sentences. Second, there are a lot of fragments.

Third, repetition is used. In an action scene, I think repetition signals fixation.

I intentionally violated some grammar rules, just to make the reader anxious. I'm guessing that's not a part of the typical action grammar, but like I said, maybe other authors don't carry things as far as they could.

It was odd to find a similar style in the final action scene of Speak. Or . . . maybe that's not surprising. Anderson would exaggerate the grammar of an action scene -- she is a fearless experimenter. A paragraph from her:

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.
And what do we find? Short sentences. Sequential phrases more than perfectly correct grammar. Some repetition, again to signal fixation. And it's even ungrammatical. Two peas are, actually, always different. But still, the similarity, to me, is stunningly surprising.

Taking my own advice, I edited my action scene, for example changing
I have the gun in my jeans and my blouse over it.
to:
I have the gun in my jeans, my blouse over it.
Yes, I deliberately took out an and, then ended up with a sentence closer to sequential phrases. Now my action scene crackles.
And before I had any idea of sequential phrases, I already had this in my action scene:
He's staring at it, studying it, meaningless wires, while I still run towards him.
Idyllic
My idyllic scene:

and I'm in heaven. The sky is blue, with a few puffy white clouds, and it's a beautiful day for December, and we're dressed warm, and I'm with the boy -- the man -- I want to be with. I want him. It isn't just a crush, it isn't an infatuation, and it isn't going away. And he wants me. We want to be walking together, working together, doing martial arts together, spending Saturdays together. And now lying together. I could lie here, stay this way, with Alex, forever.
This passage, like my action scene, follows the style of Sequential Phrase Grammar. Contradiction? I am guessing that both are trying for an emotion, not cognitive abstract thinking, so the sequential phrases work better. So it's also ungrammatical. But -- unlike my action scene -- it isn't ungrammatical in a jarring way. That makes sense -- in the action scene I was trying to be jarring.

There's a lot of ands -- roughly, 8 per 100 words. In contrast, my action scene had 1.4 and Anderson's had 2; an action scene by David Balducci was also at 1.4. Those ands also play a different role -- in the action scene, they connect closely related words (He curses and turns); in the idyllic scene, they are connecting phrases and clauses, or even sentences (And he wants me.)
There is repetition, as for the action scene, but the repetition is lyrical, almost hypnotic: It isn't just a crush, it isn't an infatuation, and it isn't going away. It's more parallel form -- the repeating words are not right next to each other; in the action scene, they were.
Another remarkable difference is in the focus words. A short sentence is usually organized around a single focus word, though more are possible. And it's hard to know exactly what the focus word is in a sentence, but . . . In the action scenes, either the first or second word seems to be getting the focus. The effect is each sentence popping out at the reader. Meanwhile, the focus of a sentence in the idyllic scene is closer to the end of a sentence or phrase, not at the first or second word.
I was stunned when I read a passage in another book with the same idyllic feel. In retrospect, maybe my surprise should have been that I don't see this style a lot. It was like the author was flirting with the style, but not actually trying to consistently exaggerate it. (After all, how could someone intentionally write in a style no one knows about?) This paragraph came the closest to being pure, in my opinion, starting with and then:
     "Let me up!" I scream, trying to wriggle out from underneath him.
     But he doesn't. And then something changes and I realize Jason's lying on top of me, staring at me, and his lips are inches from my lips, and there is rain dripping off his hair, curling it around his ears, running down onto my neck. (Meant to Be, Lauren Morrill, page. 194)
The style very distinctly starts with And then - before that it's not idyllic. Like it says -- something changes. (So this is another turn marked by changing PaG.)
It's a short passage, but there are a lot of ands (10 per 100 words) and they are connecting independent clauses. It's ungrammatical, though not in a jarring way. And even though there are a lot of ands, it's like my passage in that there is a list with no ands. I argued that's symptomatic of Sequential Phrase Grammar, and the scene fits that. The first and is how Hemingway used and -- no comma, but it's not a Logical And. And the focus word is, again, usually not the first or second word in a sentence or clause.
More Data
I wrote a story deliberately trying to use sequential phrases and be ungrammatical. This is the very short action scene. He is a ghost, lying on his grave.
        HANDS, REACHING OUT OF MY GRAVE, GRABBING ME! I scream with terror, breaking free, running, fleeing, zombie-hell, worst nightmare ever, and I hear . . .

        Laughing?
The number of and's depends on when the action scene stops. To me, it is transitioning away from action with the word and, so the tension part has no ands. Every phrase begins with the accent except I scream, which has the accent on the second syllable. (In retrospect, that might not have been optimal.) Of course, leaving out articles and conjunctions helps move the accent closer to the start.
And, now taking my own advice, The last sentence of that story had been:
I tell her I love her even more, the sun is shining, hand-in-hand we walk up the hill.
I wanted idyllic! Much better:
I tell her I love her even more, and we're together, and the sun is shining, as we walk up the hill hand-in-hand.
I suspect the follow author had at least partially captured the difference. He starts out saying the hardest part of war is waiting. Then
Days and weeks and even months filled with nothing, then more nothing -- the mad ol' ape inside start to leer and gibber and prance -- some of the best of us show signs of going trigger --


Then, WHAM! We're called up. We cross the vac. We drop. It gets real. All the shit happens at once, in a bloody, grinding flash -- ...
Part of the obvious: A 38 word sentence, followed by 5 sentences in 15 words. I think the accent tends to be in front in the action scene and not in the "boring" section.
Where does the transition start? If the author meant then to be part of the "expression of boredom" it should have been placed before the paragraph break. If he meant then to be after the transition, there shouldn't have been a comma after it. (If he wanted a slow transition, he wouldn't have changed paragraphs and switched mood so quickly.)
One more author, Ludlum from The Bourne Identity. A fight scene:
The patient crouched, shooting his right hand up to grip the netman's left forearm, yanking it downward, then rising, pushing his victim's arm up, twisting it at its highest arc clockwise, yanking again, finally releasing it while jamming his heel into the small of the netman's back. (page 32)
The scene continues in the same way. First, it is a sequence of pieces -- perfect SePG. It goes on for 188 words, using and grammatically only once at the end. There are powerful verbs.
The accent seems to be near the front of the phrase. An exception is finally releasing, putting the accent on the fourth syllable. Honestly, I think that weakens the passage, though of course Ludlum had other things to accomplish.
And of course, as an action writer, he might write the whole book that way. But he did not:
The slender woman in the wide-brimmed hat that partially covered the side of her face hung up the public phone on the wall to the right of the bank's entrance. She opened her purse, removed a compact and ostensibly checked her makeup, angling the small mirror first to the left, then to the right. Satisfied, she replaced the compact, closed her purse, and walked past the teller's cages toward the read of the main floor ((page 167).
The next sentence also has a grammatical and. The first sentence is 30 words with no comma and only one real verb (hung). There's lots of grammatical ands. The introductory satisfied is different from the action scene too.

Conclusion
It's hard just to write a story. Then it's hard to avoid confusion, bring those characters to life, time everything, have things make sense, create plausible unexpectedness, and more. Congratulations to anyone who has done that.
Then comes making sure everything's spelled right and there are no glaring grammar errors.
And then . . . are you finally done?
If you have read this book, you know you aren't. Someone should be making sure that your PaG supports your story. Some of that is creative, and you, author, have to do that. Some of that is more formulaic, and an editor can do that.
I expect him to flip out or be a jerk like the night we met in his dressing room, but then he cracks up. (Jesse's Girl).
The grammar is flawless, the content is wonderful . . . but they don't match. Him cracking up (and being nice) is a pivotal scene in that book, but it passes by too quickly. Hopefully you now know ways of fixing this. Repetition could work. Or:
I expect him to flip out or be a jerk like the night we met in his dressing room, then . . . he cracks up!
Also, you shouldn't be content to have your book be understandable -- your goal should be easy reading. That's a challenging goal. Some of those choices involves style, but I have tried to argue, again and again, that your style should not be determined by which tools you don't know how to use.
I want to say good PaG isn't an obligation, it's supposed to be fun. But really? It is an obligation. A reader is taking his or her valuable time to read your book. So you should be making your book as good as possible. But it's also enjoyable to have good writing that does what you want it to do.
Sorry about the opinions! We are in a state of flux (though PaG has been in a state of flux for about 500 years). If you don't like my opinion, fine. But don't just ignore it -- find your own opinion. Pay attention. Watch what other authors do. Study the writers you like best. I hope I have given you the conceptual tools to do that.
And then? I wish you the best. I am honored that you read my book. Thank you very much.
AUTHOR NOTES
I wanted to read every book ever published before writing this, but that turned out to be impractical. So instead I read a smattering of books. Did every PaG wizard make it into this book? No. Apologies to the unmentioned wizards. And a big thanks to the PaG wizards who helped show me how to write.
Ideally, I would have avoided things that were just my opinion. But that would have left me nothing to write about. So that was impractical too.
I felt bad about criticizing sentences written by real people. And everyone writes at least one bad sentence. So none of those were criticisms of someone's whole book. And I just explained about everything being my opinion, but I'll say it again -- that was just my opinion and I could have been wrong.
Final count of the number of different ways of saying Oh my God in this book: 10.
Appendix 1: Rarer Effects
The Double-Italics Problem
Another use of italics is to show that a character is thinking. Examples:
...Mindy secretly thinks, I knew all British girls were heifers. (Shopaholic to the Stars, Sophie Kinsella, page 8)
John looked at the work on his desk and thought, Why am I here? Why do I still work this job?
"Oh." I cut off the my god! part. "They're not..." (Nickel, Wilder, page 66)
Anyway, suppose you want to emphasize a word using italics, but the passage is already in italics. Is there anything you can do? It turns out the answer is yes -- you unitalicize the word you want to emphasize.
But does your reader know this rule? Probably not. There's nothing intuitive about it. (Did you know this rule?) If your reader doesn't know this rule, unitalicizing won't work.
I know the rule, yet that knowledge doesn't help me -- my brain has never been able to grasp the idea that within italics, the un-italicized word gets emphasis. So, unless I put in extra thought and effort, I never read those correctly.
Did you? Did you correctly read the emphasized word in the passage that began this chapter? (Did you even notice that one word was unitalicized?)
And that is not the end of the problems. On the next page of the same book that started this chapter, we find:
... so Luke doesn't find them and say What's this? or You mean you bought it even though you knew it didn't fit?
This might look like a long passage with one word in the middle unitalicized for emphasis. But it's not -- it's two italicized thoughts separated by a word of normal narration. Here's another -- they are common.
A few from Mom asking how things are going, all met with a bland fine or it's great. (Being Sloane Jacobs, Lauren Morrill)
And this is the opposite:
More like do and die, sweetie. (Written in Fire, Sakey, page 298 trade)
So sometimes the unitalicized word is a return to narration, and sometimes it is used to show emphasis. Do we really expect readers to sort this out? A more complicated example: some of the unitalicized words are a return to narration, but one is for emphasis.
Vivvie's voice was hoarse. Like she'd been yelling, or crying -- or, I told myself, trying to be rational, like she has strep throat and that is why she hasn't been at school. (Fixer, Barnes, page 107)
Another example:
But we'd be better off with his paintings, Jay thought. There's so much the ranch needs. ( (Perfect Touch, Lowell, page 10)
So, unitalicizing a word for emphasis is pretty much a waste of time -- it's more likely to create confusion and error than do what you want it to do.
All-caps is a potential solution to showing emphasis within an italicized passage. It's not ideal, assuming that All-Caps shows an emphasis slightly differently from how italics shows emphasis. But if you decide you need emphasis, you might be willing to sacrifice that small difference.
I can bring it to you and keep bringing it until you holler uncle. I am able. I CAN. (Misery, page 118).
In his book Misery, King uses "small caps" -- the capital letters are smaller than normal. (I have not seen anyone else do that.)
"I'm speaking." "So am I."
How do you indicate a crowd talking? The normal rule is that each new speaker starts their own paragraph. But is that practical with a crowd? I used a solution from Speak, by Laurie Halse Anderson. My version:
His table erupts in laughter. I feel like an idiot, and I can feel myself turning bright red. And then -- God, this is so predictable -- the catcalls start. "Who are you, bitch?" "What planet are you from?", "Language, language", "Hey, mysterious admirer for you Alex." His name is Alex. Just as predictably, the nearby tables are watching.
Putting all of the dialogue in the same paragraph creates the sense of a crowd shouting out things, perhaps even with two or more people speaking at the same time.
Blending Words
Holdinghandsholdinghandsholdinghandsohmygodwe'reHOLDING HANDS. (Meant to Be, by Lauren Morrill (page 218).)
This word-blending is meant to show excitement, much like stream of consciousness. The following (page 210) I think is meant to be just trying to treat a collection of words like one word:
"Yeah, that'd be fun," I say, hoping my voice sounds appropriately enthusiastic without too much of a tinge of OMGYESPLEASERIGHTNOW!
It's hard for me to read. But I can admire the idea and I think it works. Here, Morrill takes a common phrase and turns it into a word (page 30):
Me? I'll go for breaking none, thankyouverymuch.
Appendix 2: Copy-Editing Issues
Punctuation Question for Interrupting Dialogue
In both of the following (Twilight), the dialogue is being interrupted for a narrative comment. In the first, the dashes are inside the quotation marks; in the second, they are outside.
"We went for a walk -- " I edited all my scheming out of the story " -- and he was telling me some old legends -- trying to scare me, I think."
"And while there was still that possibility that I might be . . . overcome" -- he breathed in the scent at my wrist -- "I was . . . susceptible.
Which one is correct? Or is there a difference? The first way suggests that the speech is actually being interrupted for the narrative comment. The second suggests that the narrative comment is extra information and the speech isn't interrupted. But that's a very subtle distinction. Plus, Meyer doesn't seem to be following that. I wish there was just one right answer.
Hammet puts the dashes outside the quotes, even though (I think) the speech is being interrupted.
"These two" -- Maurois nodded at Billie and me -- "are friends of our Ines. This" -- indicating Big Chin --"is a confrere of mine." (from Hammett's The Girl With the Silver Eyes)
I (so far) use both ways. Again, the pattern seems to be if the speech itself is interrupted or the speech is continuous and interrupted only for a narrative comment.
"I'm doing interviews for my school paper" -- I stand too close, I look up at him, and give him my kiss-me look -- "and I was wondering if you could help me."
"Then I helped stop a deranged gunman from shooting up our school --" I stop to take a few breaths, I'm screaming at him now, "-- and you're thanking me for helping the football team?
Dickens usually puts the dashes outside the quotes, but he used a third way:
But such a—" he moved his chair and looked about the floor between us, and then again at me—"such a most oncommon Bolt as that!" (Great Expectations)
One author avoided the problem this elegant way. A friend is talking to the main character.
"So I called upstairs and left you a message --"

I spot the flashing red light on the phone.

"-- where I told you I would be waiting in the gift shop to come and get me."
(How to be Bad, page 219)
Here's another use of changing paragraphs for the same purpose:
     "Mom, come on," I said, but she ignored me, going out into the hallway as there was another pop from upstairs. "I'm sorry. I'm just . . ."

     She was still walking, towards the sound of the nail gun.

     ". . . being stupid. Okay?"
The Moon and More, Sarah Dessen, page 21)
Isolating & Capitalization
...and without Nick here to bring me back to myself, I am losing. My. Mind." (The Royal We)
Presumably three words are being spoken as single sentences -- losing, my, and mind. The periods make perfect sense. However, the reader does not find out that losing is an isolated word until after reading that word. There is a certain pitch to reading a word as a single sentence, and losing should get that pitch. So, it's not as common, but it makes sense to capitalize the first word which is isolated, even it is not beginning the sentence:
"It's important that we're all Very. Nice. To. Her." (Not Working, Owens, page 114)
Appendix 3: How Do We Know Pitch?
I assume that when you read my description of pitch for some punctuation, you imagined it (or spoke it aloud). So you probably already agree with my descriptions; or, worst case scenario, you disagree. But you have settled that issue in your mind and do not need the information in this appendix.
However, if you disagree because you speak a different dialect than American, see the last section of this appendix.
How I Decided on Pitch
How can we know what pitch readers imagine when they read silently? To be honest, I started out by just trying to figure out what pitch I used when I spoke aloud. That was the pitch I imagined when I read silently, though of course not as clearly or slowly.
Then I tried to listen to pitch as other people spoke, but that was, to be honest, too hard for me. So I had people read sentences aloud. They seemed to agree with my description of pitch. That gave me confidence.
How Readers Know Pitch
How does a reader know the pitch, say, for a period? It isn't like they learn it in school.
But they will learn pitch for oral speaking. They have no choice on that. There are no periods in spoken speech, of course, but there is end-of-sentence. So they will learn the pitch for end-of-sentence. Then that pitch will naturally translate to the period.
In the same way, they will learn the pitch for the normal simple sentence and the question. It is no stretch for them to attach the exclamation mark to exclamatory sentences, the dash to interruptions, and the ellipsis to when people can't find the right words.
Most importantly, I think when we talk, at least in American, we drop pitch to mark divisions within a sentence. So the smallest drop will probably be attached to the comma. It's more questionable what people do with the semicolon, but it is likely to get a bigger drop than the comma and not as big of drop as the period.
Then what?
Do. Not. Go. There.
Do people hear this construction in spoken speech? Even if they do, do they attach it to this style of writing? Or, for that matter, what is the pitch of this sentence?
The answer here is somewhat easy: Each word gets the pitch of a single sentence. That's just logical.
I think the answer is the same for a dash. It has an obvious pitch for interruption a sentence, and readers would assume it has the same pitch pattern when it appears inside a sentence.
What about the semicolon? Possibly there is a way of saying a parallel form sentence, so people would plausibly reproduce it when they read. But it's still difficult to know how people actually read pitch for the semicolon. And actually, the same could be said for the length of the semicolon's pause.
That leaves only parentheses. Solving that problem, there is a parenthetical, off-handed way of talking.
Other Languages (and Dialects)
There are tone languages, in which pitch (tone) is used to distinguish words. Obviously, pitch cannot play the same role in those languages as in ours.
What about French? Or Spanish? Do they have the same pitches as English? I don't know. I don't even know if they have all of the same punctuation marks. So, my descriptions were meant to fit only English. If they fit other languages, great. If they don't? Not my problem.
I am American, and I tested Americans. Do my descriptions fit British? Australian? Baby-talk? Black English? Valley Girl?
I don't know, but at some point it doesn't matter. There is a pitch you associate with a comma. Suppose you hear that in your head and write a comma. Your reader might hear a different pitch, but everything's copacetic, because that's the pitch your reader associates with a comma. This system can break down if people have different pitches for different commas, but as long as everyone has just one pitch for a comma, it works perfect.
(And the answer is no for Baby-talk. That takes the pitch pattern I described for the simple sentence and puts it on smaller phrases, like the subject and verb.)
Appendix 4: Wizards
My impetus for exploring PaG in my book started with three wizards. In The Fault in Our Stars, John Green explores PaG; he plays with it; he likes it. He was my inspiration for using a lot of different PaG.
Laurie Halse Anderson makes up her own PaG, to accomplish things that couldn't be done any other way. She is my inspiration for being creative and daring.
Stephanie Myers (Twilight) uses a lot of dashes and ellipses to create unique characters and interactions. She was my inspiration for realizing how much any particular punctuation could be used. All those people saying it shouldn't be used, or used sparingly? They were wrong about the limits.
As I wrote this book, one amazing discoveries was that for most books I liked, the author was doing good things with PaG. It was, like . . . PaG was actually important. Authors who used it well actually wrote good books and became famous -- Anne of Green Gables is the obvious example. Who thought that book would be a good example of so many interesting techniques? Anne and Matthew are talking.
"Which would you rather be if you had the choice—divinely beautiful or dazzlingly clever or angelically good?"

"Well now, I—I don't know exactly."

"Neither do I. I can never decide. But it doesn't make much real difference for it isn't likely I'll ever be either. It's certain I'll never be angelically good. Mrs. Spencer says—oh, Mr. Cuthbert! Oh, Mr. Cuthbert!! Oh, Mr. Cuthbert!!!"
Gorgeous adverbs, suggesting a highly fluent and imaginative character. A nontraditional conjunction that's perfect. Mathew's hesitation with a dash, and his disfluencies. Her rapid change in thought during the paragraph, mimicking her thinking. And the exclamation marks! (Anne has just seen something exquisitely beautiful.)
Harry Potter was more mundane. Of course, it's a good story. Everyone knows that. It has great characters. For PaG, nothing was unique or especially unusual . . . but that book has a lot of nongrammatical, well-done PaG. Hunger Games? She's a genius at the fragment. And on and on. Hammet, Cabot, Crichton. I wasn't surprised to find that King was a master at PaG -- his writing is smooth, and that comes only with good PaG. But no one else compliments his PaG. He's famous and rich and I refuse to feel sorry for him . . . but he doesn't get the credit he deserves.
Not all the wizards got their due. You probably didn't notice, but Meant to Be got mentioned seven times in this book, always in a good way. The book is brilliant for it's new PaG.

He leans down slightly, then pulls back a bit.


So many thoughts are whirling around in my head at once, I can't hold on to any of them Is he--? Does he want to--? Do I want to--?


Are we going to--?


And then he's kissing me.
 (Lauren Morrill, page 195)
This passage has nice paragraphing. The punctuation is doing a lot of the work, and I feel a shift from frenetic thought to lyrical writing and calmness in the last paragraph -- the and then seems characteristic of this. I like how the question mark follows the dashes, indicating that a question was asked.
There was nothing especially unusual about the PaG in A Tyrant's Daughter -- you should read that book for content -- but from start to end the PaG was simple yet well done.
I didn't look at Sometimes a Great Notion until after I had mostly finished this book, but notice how many things appear in this short passage: (Hank and Leland are arguing.)
"Me? Me? Hank erupts, twisting in his seat. You're lucky I don't bust your scrawny little neck! Because let me tell you, bub--"

"You just wait till--"

"--if you wasn't a kid and I found out what you'd been--"

"--till I'm a big guy!"

"--found about what a lowdown , crummy -- in fact, I might even of gone back like she--"

"--just wait until I'm big enough to--"

"--but you'd just pull the same crummy--"

"What!" Old Henry silences the outburst. "In God's creation! Are you two talking about!"
And so . . . I want to scream to the world . . . LOOK AT WHAT REAL AUTHORS ARE WRIING! They're doing amazing things. They are inventing writing as we speak. It's an exciting time! Join in, everyone!
