YCOMPUTING ST. PAULM
A cautionary essay in stylistics by Devid Crystal (1).
TRANSMISSION: Third Programme, March 16th, 1965.

I want to look at some rescnt and fairly heated controversy
from what I believe is a fresh point of view. What is at issue
is the research that has been carried out on certain Biblical
texts, using a computer, and o combination of statistical and
stylistic techniques. The controversy, in which the Reve. A. W
lorton hag had a prominent part, has centred on the questisn
whether the Epistles traditionally attributed to St. Paul are
genuine or not. I would like to examine and criticise this
research from a standpoint that surprisingly has been ignored
so far -~ that of Linguistics. Over the last year the dramatic
and sweeping theological conclusions which the experimenters -
including ifr. MHorton - drew from their project and published in
prominent newspapers have had morc than their fair share of
attention. I think it is unfortunate that the debate should have
stayed wholly on this level = unfortunate because it hag meant
that certain fundamental flaws in the pre-theological stage of
the argument have been passed over. Now I would maintain that
the scientifically-orientated stylistic procedures and principles
used in framing the experiments turn out to be invaelid, when
thoroughly examined in the light of the science concerned. If
the stylistician had been brought in from the very beginning,
he would have been ables to demonstrate that in reaching their
conclusions and in making such sweeping claims the experimenters
had in fact overreached themselves. The theological debate might
then have had more point to it, and not got totally out of per-
spective.

It is important to stress this viewpoint now, because
otherwise the whole argument may come to a theological head
all over again = and that, in my view, would be quite unnecessary.
The controversy is being revived as the result of a new publication,
a paperback by A. Q. Morton and J. McLeman called Chrigtianity and
the Computer, which repeats the theological views propounded in the

earlier newspaper articles at slightly greater length. This work,
unfortunately, is not the technical monograph which some of us had
been expecting. It is, in fact, a rather premature popularisation.
Most of the book is given over to discussing the wider theological
and personal igsues that arise, and little space is given to the
research itself. Indeed, despitc the title, the computer is hardly

mentionede
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Arec the linguistic principles on which Mr. Morton implicitly
bases his stylistic analysis valid? This question is crucial,
but so far no-one has made the point that the revelations and
conclusions of stylometriciaens such as lMr. Morton stand or fall
by the soundness of their linguistic criteria. The evidence he
tokes from other disciplines, such as statistics or logic, is
ancillery to that deduced from linguistics, from the scientific
study of language; and stylistics has its place as part of this
study. How the linguistic study of style must not be confused
with some traditional notions that surround the word, nctions
which link it primarily with literary criticism. There is of
course an overlap, but stylistics, in its linguistic sensc, is
more comprehens%gc, degeriptive, systematic and objective then
this. It may/broadly defined as the study of patterned variation
in the use of language, which can be related to definable situations.
The language of literature, of poectry or creative writing generally,
is just one such use, to be taken, in the first instance, as on a
par with other uses such as the language of (say) law or science.
The scope of stylistics is wide. One can study the languege of a
period, or a group of people, to find out the linguistic charac-
toristics they share; or again, one can examine the language of
an individual, in order to discover what variations in his use
of language arc properly his, and not featurcs shared with cther
contemporary users. from here, thore is en easy bridge to problems
of determining authorship: by comparing two texts attributed to
the one man from an identical point of view, onc can highlight
similarities in patterning which would suggest a common author.

Of course this is so, only when rigorous controls are set up for
the rescarch. If you pay no attention to thesc, then serious
errors appeaer in the results; and this scemg to be just what has
happened in the present instancc.

- One of the reasons, of course, for the failure to argue the

auline controversy on linguistic grounds is that the subject of
Linguistics is relatively new. The information about language
which has already been got together is sgtill unfortunately largely
the property of a specialiscd academic minority. BEven such a
clogely~related subjoct as the teaching of modern languages has
only recently begun to wake up to the developments in linguistic
science., It's not surprising, then, that other fields in which
language plays an important part, such as philosophy, or rcligion,
have not so far received much stimulus cither from linguistic
researchs This has meant that some fundamental principles of

language, ond well-tested descriptive procedures, have as often
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as not been ignored or abused. You have only to think of the
logical positivists = of the norrow bosis on which they selected
the linguistic cvidence used in support of their theory, for
example; or, more rccently, of the Bishop of Woolwich's failure,

in Honest to God, to appreciate thoe cssential role of metaphor,

and analogical language in gencral. It is no coincidence that

such abuses have froquently occurred in recent attempts at revising
Christicnity beecause the central role language has to play in the
cxpression of o religion provides a notural way in for more serious
theological criticism. It has hoppened again herc.

I toke lir. Morton's work as my chief exomple mainly because
his rescarch is so well~known, but also becausc he has chosen to
lounch such o frontal attack on certain fundamental beliefse Even
g0, my argument would apply to any casc wherc somcbody tries his
hand at settling probloms of authorship in this way. I shall

akc use of two assumptions: first, that any scientific experiment
must incorporate realistic principles consistent with the evidence
that the geicnce has alrcady uncovered; and secondly, that in
interpreting his results, o scicntist must ask realistic and
pertinent questions to get correspondingly useful answers. I

do not think the Pouline cxperimenters do either of these thingse.

You may be fomilicr with the genersl lines of Mr. Morton's
research; but I would still like to briefly summarise his
experimental procedure, because certain points need to be
emphasised. I ghall paraphrasce the earlier newspaper article
in the Observer, therefore, as the recont book adds little to
thise In thig artiele, he told how, by using modern scicentific
techniques, including the operation of a computer, hes had proved
beyond reasonable doubt that Paul himself wrote only five
Epistless This mcant, amoug other things, that theologians had
to jettison doctrines which had thereby been shown to be groundless,
that the authority of the Church as the interpreter of the Bible
had to go, and that authority was called upon to yield to the
advance of knowledge. Mr. Morton's attempt to determine the
authorship of the Epistles was based on the assumption that one
could discover "fingerprints™ in the brain in the form of word
patterns; or in other words that there were some unconscious
literary hobits that could be traced in cverything an author
wrote. These were to be found by first analysing the number
of words in scntences ~ on the assumption that the different
sentence—-lengths were choracteristic of an  author - then by

taking six common words of Greck prosc, to see if there was any
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consistent pattern in the frequsney of occurrencc. The words
were, in thoir Fnglish cgquivalonts, "andl, "he/she/ith, "buth,
Nin®, Mthe!, and the aggregate use of all parts of the verb
"to bel. Thosc seven eriteria woere aolso applied to about
600,000 words drawn from morc than a dozon cuthors whose works
spanned severcl centurics; and Mr. Morton found that his tests

o~
{

applied to 2ll thosc writers of Groeck prose, regardless of the
length of time over which they wrote or the varicty of their
subject-motter. Applied to Paul, the tests sheowed that five of
the fourteen [Lpistles were stylistically indistinguishable
Romong, first ond sccond Corinthians, Golatis as and Philcmon.
The remaining nine came from ot least five other honds. As
no scholar hos ever challenged the view that Paul wrote
Galatians, Mr. Morton concluded that these five must be the
genuine Pauline Epistles.

flow on the evidence producad, the stylistician is not
likely to accept Mr. Morton's mothod or his conclusions.
Therc are important procedural problems which anybody setting
out to analyse style in this way has to bear in mind. The study
of style, in fact,has been judged by many scholars to be the most
elusive and complex port of the whole discipline of linguisticss
It lends itsclf very easgily to distortion ond oversimplification.
There are o number of good roasons for this. The most important
ig that stylistic annlysis only becomes possible after -~ not
before = one has successfully comploted some other nonetheless

complex linguistic tasks. You have to be able to describe the
s

grammar of o language, for before you con begin to talk

il

about the "atylistics" of grammar, thot is, obout the way indi-
viduals or groups of indivicduacls habituvally usc certoin grammotical
patterns. And the some applies at other lovels of langucge
organisation, which deal with patterns in sound, vocabulary
and conceptual meaning. Another way of putting it would be
to say that you have to know the norms of langunge firgh, before
you can assess abt 2ll adequately the departures from the norm
which are the basis of stylistic eifecta

This concept of the norm is of central importance. You may
be studying the siyle of an individual, o the gtyle which
charccterises a particular group of peoplag or you may study that
style which characterises o particular situantion, regardless of
the individuols who compose it (such as the language of science);
but in each case you necd first to set up o norm or yardstick to

provide a stable framework for description, and to indicate which
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information is relevant and wnich is not. For sxample, you cannot
decide which part of (say) T. S. Eliot's work is characteristically
his and which ig not uwnless you firgt know what the normal, contem-
porary langucge is from which ho departed. Just as it's impossible
to cstimatc o pathological stote without first understanding the
norncl physiological condition, go with stylistic effect and analysi
A1l stylistic judgements imply a previously worked out analysis of

normal language, so that the authorfs own pctierns can be assessed

1

This is the only woy to discover

in a realistic perspective ity
~ignificant characterising patterns in a text. Without a norm
to use as a yardstick, which is derived from a description of
the contemporary longuage of an author, therc is going to be a
distorted scnse of stylistic values. '"Without a norm", says

Professor -“ondolph Quirk in The Use of English, "it is difficult

]

to recognise or proctice originality’; and o recent monograph on
the nature of gtyle, by Professor Nils Erik Enkvist agrees. He
says at one point that "All siylistic anmalysis is ultimately based
on the matching of 2 text against a contextually related norm',

Robert Graves has alsc made the same point in o letter to The Times,

but from the aubtnor's point of view: Fevery English poet®, he says,
Ishould ... mogter the rules of grammar before he attempts to bend
or break then',

The procedure involves then sctting up a norm, and afterwards
comparing o author's pergoncl linguistic quirks to it. This is
especially necessery w the vnder discussion is no longer

living, es therc is then ro possibility of having recourse to
direct intuitive judgements about the gencrnl usage of the time;
and it is crucial when authorship is uncertain in the first place.
Characteristic patterns must first be determined statistically from
the languoge as a whole. Then one can comnare them with the data
in whose outhorship one is intercsted. Without such o comparison,
to assume thot one has pinned down cn idiosynecratic
feature = goi~thing that will help to identify a particular writer -
when actually the feature is a "normal' one, common to every user
of the languoge. The fact that St. Paul uses a particular language
form so many timeg per thousand words is only significant if you

can ghow that other vriters of his place and time do note
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My first mojor criticism of Mr. Morton's metiod, then,is that
he gives no evidence of suffi-ient ecmpirical descriptive work to
set up the relevant norms. He hag consulted "more than o dozen
autiors whose works span several cenburies'; cnd he cites Isocrates
and Aristotle as cxamples. But they lived threc hundred years
carlier than Paul; they worked in very differen” gocial situations,

and their language was in a very different state. More important

than this, though, is that they treated of very different topics
and themes, and this would produce subgtantial linguistic divergence.
It ie like comporing the language of a 16th century philos~pher with

imes cannot be

o]
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the Screwtape letters. The diversity of texts an
7

aken as any kind of norm, even if the size of the sample, some

o
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600,000 words, were adequate. They arc too far removed from the
language and thomes of St. Paul to be comporable.

A much more convinelng computer experiment has been carried
out in Sweden which puts this inadequacy more in perspective.
Here the question was o determine the authorship of a set of
eighteenth century dictribes lmown ag the Juniug letters. The
sators got beltter resulits because the manusceripts
a norm of comparable work within the game time
and themc. Algo, the frequency of o lorge number of formal features
Was ‘nulj d agoingt this norm. Sixty contemporary authors were
cnalysed, all writing on the same political themes; 450 tests were
used, and onc=cnd-g~half-miliion worde were processed; and even
then, the investigators did not pronounce themselves completely

satisfied! Alongside such figures, I wonder whether the Pauline

Ipigtleg provide sufficient data for stotvistical analysis under
any circumstonces.

The fact that norms are so importent is the main reason why

onalysig in o gotisfactory way is so
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The second cause of difficulty is that you have to cater

for stylistic development. The style of an individual changes

frequently over the course of a life-time; and one must ask:

e

Q

what variables are the potential causes of stylistic variation?

In my view, these variables foll naturally into two contextual
groups: internal, psychological pressures, and external, enviror--
mental pressures. In the psychological category fall such matters
ag the author's moturity; his papt experience of writing, of life,

theme; hig knowledge of the longuage in which he is writing;
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hig cmotional g the aim of hig writing; his knowledge
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of the subjic on future

.
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developments; his difficulbies of tronsmission, and so on. In the
external category would coue the pregsures of his times; the character
of his immediate and distant audicnces; the regtiictions of the
language in which he ig writing: the status of his subject-matter;

his reputation, and so cn, any of which could influcnce the
probability that an author would choose one form rather than

another. In view of these variaobles, it is unlikely that an

author would writec naturally in the same style over o long period;
to give the imprecssion of vnifornity demands carcful polighing ond |
revigion. It is not even a question of years, bub of hours: style |
can vary inexplicably within o fow poges, within a talk like this, |
with no obvious functional purpose bchind the chonge. How much
more variation, then, is there licble to be in a person's style over
his writing lifetime? Stylistic anclysis is therefore further
complicated, as it cannot afford to ignore voriation due to
inevitable contextual and temporol chonge. In questions of
authorship this is a very i ortant complicating

In the light of all this, Mr. Morton's claim that his tests
have produced uniform resuits is highly uncalled for and unrealistic,
particularly in the casc of St. Paul, where the list of contextual
variables wog porticularly extensive, For ingtance, he was bilingual,

and hod that to cope with. He wrote his letterg in what was probably

(8]

for him o second language, Grecl; and if his native language was

J e
]

Aramaic, this must have had some cffect or his early writing - an

3

influence which probably decrcased as he inmproved in fluencye

T

3

Agoin, there is the necns of tronemission he usced; you cannot

(L

just dismiss the amanuensis theory as Me. Morton docs, without
giving good reasons; and if therc wos a secretary of some kind,
then here ig another source for stylistic variation.

But there was o third -~ and indecd centraol - influence on Paul's
style. The differences in situatvion in which he wrote over the g-an
of twenty yeoars were extrome; and the changes in pergonal mood and
outlook muat have becn very marked; as he increased in maturity and
developed his belief. 1lc Junius oxperiment catered for such factors:
there the investigators said: "Linguistic preferences are not permanent.

Our language, our habits,; ouvr tastes, chonge over the years®. On the

claims his proof of this as a point in his favour. It is in fact the
heaviest point cgainst hime If o gtyle is 'proved" not to change -~

d he says "five of the fourteen Epistles are indigtinguishable! -

5

then this strongly suggests a linguistic unrcality. I would even call

it, stylistically specking, a solecism, o contradiction in terms.
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TRANSMISSION: Third Programme, Morch 23rd, 1905,

I suggested last time that there is o nced for o nmuch closer
look at the research methods used by the ev. A. Q. lMorton and
others in their analysis of the Paouline Epistles. Mre. Morton's
experiments need to be subjected to rigorous linguistic cnalysis,
based on scientifically velid procedurcs. He claimed to have proved
that only five Bpistles were genuinely Pauline. I suggested that
these results could not be fully trusted because they ignore the
complexity of valid stylistic analysis. Two kinds of information
are required ag a preliminary to such analysis: first, adequate
norms on which to base comparisons hove to be established; and then,

one has to toke account of the nany variables which affect giylistic

development over an guthor's lifetime. In my view, . Horton has

not adequately met either of these pr inary requirements; and I

now want to look at the effects of this in more detail, by examining
the implicetions of his specific stylistic criteria. He uged two
such criteria: first, he assembled information aboubt ser cnce~lengths
and then, taking six common words of Greek prose, he tried to determine
whether there was some consistent pattern in the frequency with which
they occurred.

But there is a third major stylistic principle involved here -
or rather, it should be. If we are to discover the

of any writer then we must take into congideration :

attributed to him for extra-linguistic reasons. Style may be the
man; but if so, this is without qualification: it includes the whole
self or output, not just a few memorable scnitences, or a few selected
patterns from it. In other words, an author's personal linguistic
habits are not to be found by examining only part of his work and
generalising from thot.e A stylistic description must begin with no
preconception. The analyst cannot pick or chooge certoin patterns

or texts which he assumes are likely to be characteristic. That would
be, not science, but guess-work. One needs a nmethodical, comprcehensive
description of the whole corpus, using a tested linguistic framework to
cover gvery formal feature it presents. Only this will yield informatic:
that moy validly be compared with the contemporary language norms - L am
assuming, of coursge, that thoge norms have previously been established.
Statistics of (say) frequency of occurrence can indeed help form an
opinion as to authorship, but only if you toke note of 2ll possible
patterns, and do not select o predetermined few which happen to suit
your case. The relevance of thig point will be plein if we look ot

the kind of formal feature that would be involved in an adeguate

deserintive stvlistic st
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A descriptive study involves analysing and ol ~ssifying the
linguistic features of a texte This is where the statistician and
the computer come in, of course, as clementary sorters and classificres.

They determine totals of forms and proporticns of usage, and help to

c,'l

form opinions about the balance of stylistic patierns in the data.
These patterns are cither physicel or non-physical. The physical
patterns, which arc more readily quantifizble, are the actual spoken
or written forms used - we discuss the paticrns of phrasc, clause,
sentence and paragraph structure, the morphological composition of

3

words, the occurrcnce of "favourite™ words, rhymes, rhythms, and so

on - in other words, the phonological, lexical and grammatical aspects

o

of language. The non-physical patterns that need to be described are
those connected with the content of o writer's work — his themes, typical
attitudes, recurrcnt concepts, methods of pointing relationships, and
he like. Both kinds of pattern are nccessary, because either may pro-
vide the key to a person's textucl individunlity; although usually,
originality in style and originality in content do tend to occur
together. Merely to describe formel patterns ond then to stop there
gives us only half the author ~ and indced the less important half;
(for ultimately what you want to sy is more important than how you
wont to say it). To fail to cover a large number of formal patterns
is even more hopelessly unrealistic.
low on this count alone, Mr. MHorton's criteria are grievously

incompletec. He leaves so much oute Thoe semantic patterns in the
Epistles arc, after all, part of the ralgor ?!ﬁt“e of the texts in
the first place; yet he gives them no ploce at all in his research.
On the other hand, when we examine hig attenpt at formal description,
renembering what I said about the need for o total survey covering
all formal features with a stylistic potential, we are in for an even
greater surprisce. Having, as he says, "thought the minimum number of

1

tests of authorship would be three, and that five would be enough for
-all noriaal purposes", he goes on to chooge seven potterns only, cond
assumes thot these satisfoctorily represent St. Poul's style. This
is in itself o gross inadequacy; but it looks oven worse when one
considers just what seven formal features have been chosen~ six features
from grammotical systems of words, that is, and finclly sontomconlengtho
Grammatical words, or "form" words as they arc often cnlled; are
words like the definitive articles of English or Greeck, the personal
pronouns, or the conjunctions. They arc finite in number, ond function
together in closely-knit groups, or systems, ot the gramatical level
of language orgonisation. Such words, like "the", "in", or "but" have
little referenticl mecning when token in isolation. They have more of

» grormatical meaning with o function as relationship-indicatorss
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They point the relotionships that exist between the main, open-class,
lexical words of langucge; so thot in such a sentence as "The big man
was walking down o road ot teatime", the lexical words are '"big, man,
walking, road, teatime", ond these arc related to each other (apart
from their word-order) by the grammcticcl words "the, was, a, down,
at".

Now from the point of view of stylistic analysis, it is importaht
to note that it is the sccond group of words - the grommatical words -
that language connot do without in normal ecircunstances - I mean, for
example, in letter-writing. They occur with littls regard for which
lexical words cre being useds Their high frequency, then, and their
heavy functional load, would suggest that they are of very little usc
as stylistic criteria, becausc no author could sxercise much choice in
their use ~ and style, after 211, is largely ccncerned with matters of
conscious choosing between linguistic alternctives. For any kind of
complex self-expregsion an cuthor needs to make use of important
content-nanipulators like "but", "and", the definite article, and
the parts of the verb "to be'". It is usunlly ncaning which governs
their use, not gtyle. The gramor of a language cxists above and
beyond the desires of individuals; ond while you can ﬁanipul&tc the
patterns of word~order to a cortain oxtont, such flexibility is not
present within the more finite sub-systems that indicatc specific
relationships. It is highly unlikely thercefore that thoy would
represent unconscious literary habits, of the kind Iir. Morton suggests.

His mention of "unconsciocus" language habits in any casc begs o
question. It is, of coursc possible for writcrs to display habits of
an unconscious naturc; but how do you distinguish conscious from
unconscious litcrary habits on the page? On whot grounds do you
tell when an author is using o pattern unconsciously, and whon not?

It is oxtremely difficult to decide this, ceven when your subject is
alive and so cblec to confirm your judgements. It is probably impossible
with somebody who has been dead for ncarly two thousand years. And so,
to assumc that certain linguistic featurcs are unconscious hobits,
without being very carefully explicit zbout your criteria, is highly
unsatisfactory.

There is a simple, practical way of showing that the grammotical
words an author uscs - whether hig usc of then ig congcioug or not -
arc incpplicable as a criterion, and that is by comparing their frequency
in hig work and that of other writers. The fact that one gets the same
results would indicate that thoy arc part of a situational norm, features
of the language as a whole, rather thon personal foatures from an indi-
vidual norn. Taking the word "and" as an exomple, Mr. Morton argues
that if it occurs regularly more than o certain number of times every
thousand words, let us say, then this is statistically significant,

and is evidence for common authorship. On that I would say first
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that it could only be statistically significant if the statistical

norn for the contemporary language had previously been determined,

so that the frequency of deviations over a wide range of texts and
authors could be found. This would, of coursc yield an objcctive

nornm of occurrence., Secondly, with such o high-frequency form word

as "and", the results would in any case be unlikely to show significant

ovidence for o comon outhorshipe Mre Morton concludes thot five of

@

the Pauline Epistles arc indistinguishable in this respect. He gives
fow figures, so it is difficult to argue; but I wonder how much of a
swing he is allowing in order to class work under the samc author.
When docs a"slight anomaly" (as he puts it in his recent book)

become soimething which is "mathemotically siznificant"? What are
the M"ascepted limits" (which he never defines) that distinguish the
idiosyneratic from the general use of language? If text X has "and"
once every 100 words, for exomple, and text Y has fand" once every
103, would these be allowed together? If so, would 104, 105 and so
on? Where do you drow the line? -~ for there has to be one - and what
are the criteria for your choice of line~drawing?

But even if you allow a generous measure on cither side of an
arbitrarily determined percentoge, this does not producc usable
results; for o similar percentoage occurs time ond again in other
authors. Pogitive results based on frequency of occurrence alone
prove nothing. Take, by way of illustration, Mr. Morton's own
newspaper articles. It used "and" once every 61 words on average;
and some advertising copy on the same page once every 60 - and these
were two short orticles with two distinet kinds of subject-natter.

On the other hand, Mr. Morton's answer to objections in the news=—

paper the following week disployed "and" once every 104 words - a
substantial difference for the sane author, Of course, if positional
efiteria arc invoked, then the cvidence is potentially more significant;
to know cxactly where in a structure the word "and" tends to occur
could be ugeful information. But even in this case, it would still

be neccssary to set up norms for the langunge as o whole; and in

the rescarch I o discussing now positional eriteria are not given

at all.

So the choice of form~words is not o useful criterion in
stylistic cnalysis; nor is the choice of sentence-length, unless
great care is btoken with it. C. C. Fries gives o wholce chepter in

his book, The Structure of English, to past definitions of the

sentence: there are over 200 of them, all different. The sentence
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is one of thse trickiest linguistic concopts to define. In stylistic
analysig, however, it is csscntial to define the term, if only to
provide a frame of ruofercnce for conparisen - egpecially with the
Epistles, where o nunber of sentences are left unfinished. 3But no
definition of sentence is given by Mr. Morton. Of couwrse, even if

you did cstabligh gatisfactory correlationg in gone texts by using

these criteric, it is important to remember that the gbgence of such
corrclotions in other texts proves very little. This is a very relevant
point of principle. Mr. Morton's criteria show statisticol similaritiocs
for five Ipistles; but it docs not therefore follow that the other nine
ars not by the sane man. Relicble judgencnts of style must rely on
positive datc, not on negative infecence. TYou can only reclly prove
authorship from featurce which do appear; you cannot pogitively dis-
prove it from features which do not.

If such criteris as forn words and sentence~length are so
wcertain, what would be reliable stylc characterigers? The onsgwer
lies in considering what you could call an author's Funfaniliarity
potential®, thc source of his stylistic originality.

There are two kinds of langucge veriction which would nake
good criteric, becausc they allow o wide range of choice on the

author's port; but both of these Mr. Morton omitse. Tirst, from the

iy

gsenantic point of view, there are the lexiecally-full, cpen-class
words of language which carry nogt of an author's meaning; these
are good indicators of style because more thought has to go into
the checosing of the "right" word in a given context, espsciclly
when abstract topics are under discussion. EHvery author has his
favourite" words in this sense. Again, from the formal standpoint
there arce the stretches of language longer than the single word, units
of structure. Single words as a test of wuthorship are not really
rol evant, becausc people de not write in single words. As Professor
Nils fnkvist has recently said, "A given word in o toxt only ccquires
stylistic significance by juxtaposition with other words. Therefore
uncontextualised statistics on single items are of no stylistic
significance". Pecople write rather in groups of wordg ~ phrases,
clauses, and above all, scntences. These can of course be of any
length depending as much on what the author wants to say as on how
he wantg to say it; but they do have o defincble internzl structure
which can be to some extent characteristic. Thought ig carried by
stretches of language occurring successgively; it is not characterised

by single words occurring at intervals. Since it is the author's



thoughts - ond the way he orders his thoughts - that are the mosth
unique part of him, these are whot excrecisc most influence on his

choices in longuage; and they camnot be ignored by the stylistician.

Fa
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Perhops the nost fundauental criticism of lr. Morton's scientific

rmethod is that it is not scientific throughcuts In the Junius
cxperinent I mentioned laogt tine, there were writings available
known to be the work of the supposed cuthcr of the lettors, so

the task of comporison was cased by a valid extra-linguistic
preaisse In the case of Poul, there is no autographic certainty
about any of the fpistles. BEut Mr. Morton uses a fund-mental,
extra-~linguistic propogition and buses his conclusiong on ita

He cssumes thet one of the Epistles is unquestionably genuine

"o scholcr has ever challenged the view that Poul wrote Galatians',
he soys, ond he concludes thot those Epistleg which conform to the
proportions of the geoven criteric in Golatiaons are by the same person.

The argument, then, is resolved by a pre~scientific pre-conceptione

The foet that five Spistics show compereble patterns is not significant;

indced, it is to bo cxpected. Patterns would cmerge from gny five
texts you hoppened to seloet, deponding on which eritoeric you usceds
and I wonder how nany other formal sriteric exist in the five texts
which would secrve to differentiate them. Thers is just no way of
resolving this uncertrinty without o complete deseription of the
Epistles! longusges. Only this could provide reclly worthwhile
statistical correlations.

Finally, I think it is worth cmphosising the humble place of
statistics and the computer in this rescearch. The couputer, zs has

of ten been pointed out, is only as clever as the information with

which it is fed ot the beginning ond the gquestions it is asked.
It is as fallible cs the linguist or other scientist who puts the

questions ond programmes the machine for operation. There is always
o subjeetive clement involved here. Any reslut o computer arrives

at nust be read by human beings. Beforc a conclusion can be reached,
they will have to assess which points in the result are significant
and which cre not. Stotistics by thomselves prove nothing. As

Mr. licrton hingelf soys elscwhere, they wre no ponacea. Neo aznount

of stoatistical data can ever positively prove o point like authorship.
Proof is o matter of intellcctual satisfaction regarding the truth;
end all statistics can do is help form an opinion. And of course,

if you ask the wrong questions, then tho cnswors will be irrelevant,
Mre Morton, then, ins erred on two counts: he has not put in sufficient
infornation for the computor te assess the problem satisfactorily; and
he has asked the wrong questions about the problem. The newspaper

headline at the time read: "A Computer Challenges the Church®. It

o]

geve the wrong impression; bocausc the computer can do no such thing.

The machine can only do what its touporary moster tells it, and it



B

There is nothing binding therefore cbout the results. The computer
and statistics cannot spcock ex cathedra. They certainly cannot
challengs the Church; only people can do that.

In 211 that I have been saying, I have token the work of one
investigator as ny chicf example. But the stylistic principles
which I have outlined would apply to gny woerk of o gimilar kind;
and I an more concernad that future researchers on these problems
should not moke similar mistakes. In the present instance, I have
tried to show that thosz concerned with theological issues -~ the
status of doctrine and so forth - need not worry too much cbout
the attacks Not only cre the theological implicaticns that arise
from the question of authorship marginel - ag others have pointed
out before me - but the procedures uscd in the experiment are
suspect on too many grounds to be finally convineing. ind while
nany intercsting religious arguments were brought to bear on
Mr. lorton's work after it first appeared, these nced never have
been roised if the stylisticians had becn the first to answer
backe



