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2003): ‘‘[P]rovided that . . . defies grammatical analysis. Provisos produce single sentences that are often hundreds of words long. Knowledgeable drafters have railed against them for years. Apart from
being a grammatical abomination, provided that is ambiguous . . . .’’
David Mellinkoff, Mellinkoff ’s Dictionary of American Legal
Usage 520 (1992): ‘‘[The proviso] is one of the horrors of legal writing, in a class with notwithstanding.’’
G.C. Thornton, Legislative Drafting 80, 81 (4th ed. 1996): ‘‘On
both historical and grammatical grounds the proviso stands condemned. . . .The case against the proviso is established beyond reasonable doubt by the ambiguity and uncertainty of the phrase.’’ ♦

‘‘Plain Language’’ is a regular feature of the Michigan Bar Journal, edited
by Joseph Kimble for the Plain English Subcommittee of the Publications
and Website Advisory Committee. We seek to improve the clarity of legal
writing and the public opinion of lawyers by eliminating legalese. Want
to contribute a plain-English article? Contact Prof. Kimble at Thomas
Cooley Law School, P.O. Box 13038, Lansing, MI 48901, or at kimblej@
cooley.edu. For more information about plain English, see our website—
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