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ABSTRACT 

This article outlines the theoretical foundations of syntactic stylistics through a comparative 

perspective on English and Russian. Building on functional, structural, and communicative 

approaches, it defines syntactic stylistic devices as patterned departures from neutral sentence 

organization that produce pragmatic and aesthetic effects. The argument foregrounds the 

interaction between grammatical constraints and stylistic freedom: English, with relatively 

fixed word order and a strong role for intonational phrasing, tends to exploit parallelism, 

coordination, and syntactic compression for emphasis; Russian, with higher word-order 

mobility and a rich inventory of detachment and parcellation, leverages syntactic variation to 

encode information structure, emotion, and viewpoint. The paper integrates insights from 

classical Russian stylistics, Western stylistic linguistics, and Prague School functionalism, and 

proposes a unified functional-semantic model linking device form, discourse function, and 

stylistic effect across genres. The discussion illustrates how inversion, repetition, anaphora, 

chiasmus, detachment, and ellipsis operate differently in the two languages because of 

typological contrasts and genre conventions. The conclusion highlights implications for 

translation studies, corpus-based analysis, and pedagogy. 

 

KEYWORDS: Syntactic stylistics; English; Russian; inversion; parallelism; detachment; 

information structure; functional stylistics; translation equivalence. 

 

INTRODUCTION 

Syntactic stylistics examines how sentence structure participates in the creation of meaning, 

evaluation, and aesthetic impact. It considers not only grammatical well-formedness but the 

motivated selection among grammatical alternatives to achieve communicative goals. In 

English and Russian, the sentence is the primary arena for negotiating information structure, 

emphasis, rhythm, and voice, yet the typological profiles of the two languages condition distinct 

repertoires of stylistic devices. English relies on a relatively fixed SVO order and prosodic 

packaging to signal prominence, while Russian mobilizes flexible word order, clausal 

detachment, and parcellation to foreground or background constituents. The theoretical task is 

therefore to relate device-level description to systemic constraints and functional styles so that 

cross-linguistic comparisons rest on commensurable categories. 

The study aims to synthesize theoretical principles for analyzing syntactic stylistic devices in 

English and Russian, formulate a functional-semantic mapping between device form and 

discourse effect, and clarify how typological differences shape the availability and interpretive 

load of the devices across literary, journalistic, and conversational registers. 

The analysis draws on canonical descriptions in Russian stylistics and Western stylistics, 

integrating functionalism, Praguean communicative dynamism, and discourse-pragmatic 
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notions such as topic–focus articulation. The method is comparative-descriptive, supported by 

targeted examples from canonical authors discussed in the literature and by observations 

reported in corpus-based studies. Categories are operationalized in terms of markedness 

relative to neutral syntax in each language, with attention to genre, medium, and diachronic 

shift. Device descriptions are coupled with their dominant communicative functions—

intensification, contrast, rhythmization, dramatization, and perspectivization—so as to relate 

structural choice to stylistic meaning. 

The comparative frame begins with word order. English uses a largely fixed linear template in 

which deviations such as subject–auxiliary inversion in questions are grammaticalized, while 

stylistic inversion appears mainly in literary prose and poetry, where fronting of adverbials or 

complements provides thematic prominence or archaic tone. Russian permits reordering of 

core constituents without violating grammaticality, which means that stylistic use of word 

order overlaps with neutral choices, and pragmatic interpretation depends on information 

structure and intonation. Consequently, the threshold between grammar and style is higher in 

English and lower in Russian: the same formal operation may be perceived as a marked stylistic 

figure in English but as a functional discourse arrangement in Russian. 

Parallelism occupies a central position in both traditions but manifests differently. In English, 

syntactic parallelism aligns with rhythm and rhetorical balance, reinforced by stress patterns 

and punctuation, often serving argumentative clarity in public speech and journalism. In 

Russian, parallelism frequently coexists with anaphora and chiasmus to produce semantic 

intensification and lyrical cadence, with detachment offering additional contour. The coupling 

of parallel lines with detached appositions or parentheticals in Russian allows a nuanced 

layering of stance that English more often encodes with subordination or prosodic cues. 

Repetition and anaphora are widely shared devices. English favors anaphoric repetition at 

clause onset for cohesion and emphasis, especially in persuasive genres, while lexical variation 

within repeated frames prevents monotony. Russian tolerates higher repetition density and 

combines it with parcellation for dramatic staccato effects. Ellipsis provides another point of 

contrast: English elliptical constructions are more constrained by recoverability and often 

mediated by coordination; Russian exploits nominal and clausal ellipsis liberally in dialogic and 

narrative discourse to mimic speech, accelerate tempo, or sharpen evaluation. 

Detachment and parcellation illustrate typological affordances. Russian detachment is a robust 

stylistic mechanism by which loosely integrated constituents are set off prosodically and 

graphically to project afterthought, evaluative gloss, or focal highlighting. English uses 

apposition and parenthesis for similar discourse functions but is less tolerant of syntactically 

loose attachments in formal prose, tending to channel evaluative increments through 

subordinate clauses or non-restrictive relatives. The differing tolerance for syntactic looseness 

reflects grammaticalization patterns, editorial norms, and expectations of clarity in expository 

genres. 

Inversion as a figure of emphasis again reflects systemic differences. English inversion beyond 

grammatical contexts often signals elevated style or poetic license and thus carries strong 

stylistic markedness. Russian inversion, because of its flexible word order, can function as a 

subtle adjustment of information structure without signaling archaism, though in poetry it 

simultaneously participates in metrical alignment and iconicity. The same holds for chiasmus: 

both languages exploit mirror order for contrastive symmetry, yet Russian more readily 
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embeds it within sentences featuring detachment and asyndeton, while English often builds 

chiasmus across coordinated clauses with clear punctuation. 

From a theoretical standpoint, the devices can be modeled as choices along three intersecting 

axes: linearization relative to canonical order, integration relative to clause boundaries, and 

rhythmic segmentation relative to prosodic units. English stylization clusters around rhythmic 

segmentation and clause coordination under fixed linearization, whereas Russian stylization 

leverages linearization shifts and variable integration to produce emphasis. This mapping 

predicts genre sensitivities: English public discourse foregrounds parallelism and anaphora for 

persuasiveness; Russian literary prose makes frequent use of detachment and parcellation to 

orchestrate narrator stance and emotional coloring. Translation equivalence thus depends on 

functional substitution rather than formal mimicry, replacing, for instance, Russian detachment 

with English parenthetical clauses or intonational phrasing to preserve stance and information 

flow. 

Syntactic stylistic devices in English and Russian are best understood as motivated deviations 

from neutral organization constrained by typology and genre. English relies on rhythmic 

structuring, coordination, and selective inversion within a fixed order, while Russian capitalizes 

on flexible word order, detachment, and parcellation to encode information structure and 

affect. A functional-semantic model that aligns device form with discourse function offers a 

principled basis for cross-linguistic comparison, translation practice, and corpus annotation. 

Future work should operationalize these categories in parallel corpora, quantify device 

frequencies by register, and trace diachronic shifts linked to evolving editorial norms and 

digital media styles. 
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