(1)
EILHEDORITK S S D
NipF e P I e Bdwd

INETROERNEICEZRE > L EBEFEBPEOV L LR K SMONIFET
H3, COTLEPET FCRROMXESNRT 22EMNTELS, ETEEHFO,
M. B2E2NMCEBA. =T 4 @D Elements of General Linguistics (19674 Foun-
dations of LanguagelZ &) @a’:?ﬁﬁtcj(jj'éfé)?ﬂ; (1967), R./NFy v Arguments

for a Non-Transformational Grammaf‘) (1976), C. 7 ¥ = — X D La grammaire
générative, réflexions critiqu:; (1976), Z#LTM. 7 o X #3 Language WTHEH LT
&N 7223 “On the Failure of Generative Gramma?) (1979) & ~x2ThH 5,

UL, BICBY7cEr DRIXDITMEI BICKEI VI + —F-DY 4 Xa VY VYR
2TEAE S 7- “Conference on Current Approaches to Syntax” (# X OB RBBTFEL
BT 24%) BEORESBEELEZI LERSOMNIN, BEREXEBEZN, %a‘lfﬁ?ﬁﬁ
Lz DRKXEDEL DRFLBNTTH - 7cds, TOV 4RIV Y VEHETRZOEER
2RETIEBYZOEABREINS:, T TR, DBIRKEEHEORBICERL.,
ZOEUEELEY, SEREUCGEICHHNEEMCIEHF LOEREHERLIOTH
By U4 RAVYVEEND 2E 5 - RBETORBEXXERBDOHEER 7V —L07 —
I DRPTAEOEZEZMMT LE D ET BT EMBLTZYMLE D », KRDITEEDLNE
WO OBEZDBANTERAETH S,

SHITEB I N - —DREZR DR TH b;b> TS -7 ERBRDATH S,

1. ERXHEOEAREEDOE A BEE SN, PIZIE, ESTICE - TREEHED
FHEBHEELD S TOEEENED, bf:i?fo’C, ERRIERSLETELNKED, EEX
LEEEXEORASEETIZNL 85, 7, Xtk (grammaticality) &7AZEAHE
# (acceptability) DEWIZH HMBETIRE, BRAEE LV SRR, BHREIS 2
CEIBET 2L 05 AT BV TXEEL D bEEOENSDOTH S, X5iC, EEHM
ICB B EkS 2 BEKIIZEALHER (performance) DIIRICA S D TH 525,
competence (S E# ) & performance (5:EEM) OJIZEIJ%)A§TQ Q G,

2. ZOY4Ra VY UEETEES N ER 0L, FIAEEEOM A K.~
JF =275 V2ADA. =T 4 2ITRE INS r%ﬁEEEEEﬁJ IGENERERE S &
DIeHDTH -7,

BEESEERCENTR, ELFEBEELLZVER-TV2ESORBREHBKT 24
@%ﬁh%i@ﬁ?Cﬁhfwé,%@¢K,%®E%@§$%be%ﬁ%ﬁﬁ§ﬁﬁ
HELTVEEEZEDTH S, ORI OIAFNEE L AMCEOTIIBRRICHEYY
25DTH3, SEOMRANZENRE, FLFORRTHEFREET 2 LLHLDK
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(2) ZRXEORICEZ D

o, TOVIHMRINCEFH LD THRATHL,

3 Moo [FHEHR] CRHEESBXOEERBEE LSO TNS, EZIE,

© MEERSEELUF] (ideal speaker) D&, EAIEBE DR £ 4 VDOHURE

BH (FE) -k EEERE] LVIHIPERRIRORZIONE, E0H>01R, EF

HBHLERSEENTRROLSOTH S,

@XDOXEMICE T 5 MERE] (intuition) & [AW# ] (introspection) 3, XEESF
DT =2 ELTRTAELBDOTIRE, £FEF/RFED (narrative) 1TH 1) 23 BIRFIF
HECEXEATOT -2 L LTHEINRETH B,

@EERAHOBETHZ XU TIREL, MV IPHEEOFETHEEVST L,
#4715 (interaction) ICE T2 EEDFRELTOEBELEERT R LECEA
FHOEELERTIORROAYBCELZLEED,

FEROBKICEEAEYTDD, Y1 RAVYVEETREIN: [HFEH] 2HREICHT
TEHENKROBENTH S,

V4 RAVYVLEETREINLDOD, BREXEZERUZOODLEZEZLSNLL
tagmemics {CBI 3 %5k &, stratificational theory OFEIZC CTIRE VBTN &
&d 5, 72, R. 7 —s¢— (Cooper) DE V& F - — X HEERIZTFHLELOSEFIC
KADT, AR TREET S, &KL, D.,¢— <4 — (Perlmutter) @ rela-
tional grammar IZDWTd, Y4 X3 VY VEEOEMBICREOEFEIEA INLD
-7:DT, EREEZZZLEICT 2,

BE, T4 RAVYVEETREINIZODODI b, kiZ—2INERXEICET S
D TH-1, M, N.F 3 2 ZF—0 trace theory 1B T 3 DT, hICIIMA
SEFLOLW DRI, -T2,

¥E, v4RavyVEBIBIB9LORELCONT, UTICZO—>—2%LDdH
T, ZOMEERN, EEORMEIRALICELEET S,

£1 Role & Reference Grammar
Robert D. Van Valin, Jr. (Temple University), William A. Foley (Australian
National University)

RRG 5 %152 ® Role & Reference Grammar #5413, —BHICE - T, )'C‘Ei
EREREENICT Yo —FLLSEVS bDTH S, Thid, K&i&%L%EM S
HRONDOBREIIRENC X > THITL, ZRiE, £h 5o R oHtE (formal pro-
perties) LXK >THMTEENITETH B,

[T RERD R AD—I1Z, EEHAE ([communicative] function) & CHTER
([grammaticalJform) O DOBEKRT, T, 2 —2DERITE L DAL HLE, T
FUBEEZEEI BRI L >TRTCEBBLEAELDOHENS T ETH S (One of
the major questions to be investigated is the relationship between (communicative)
function and form, in particular, how the same form may have different functions

and how the same function may be carried out by different forms.) ¢ ®» #FEZHDH
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(3)

HRAZOEEEHEOMNICT R EiLH b, &C AT, LIEDOFIAIRIBEICA. = VT
4 ABENROBAZEBVECIES, OO EEOHFHEER DT ELR > BED
FRTEMD C LREHNCRERC ETH B, AU SVEERC LR, ZhEhoF
EIC L > TEDIES (monemes) AZDBIEERI-TOICHMTHE0ERET ST &
=% %, (It is quite essential to know all the different functions that characterize a
language, but is equally important to determine for each language, what monemes
are qualified to perform this or that functionS))

COREELL— TV UL VETr—V—TH, T4 YEY, =X}
7, kT AV HOLEOEEENTT B1-DOLENEN S COERERES I EHIIL
T3, THODEFEOHIDS, MK EETE 4 ORED, HOOXENT e —F
OEBICEERY -1z, FiC, 20T &3 RRG kKEER L EAKOHETEEEDL
T3, AEC, SEORERAROBZEOAHNT, AENKEERATHSLERT ST 3
ARF—DVEBICELTE—Z2LTF 3 22F—DTOFRBIT ANV IET VRV T
EoTHBOEN—1T. R.H -k, SERAENCEEOFRELTEALINETD
BLEE/UT, F s brt—tERHOLICL,

DT EICEALT, RRG #hEBY 7Y+ U7 LV ET 4+ —V—RBRODXD KBTI 3,
[F 3 ARF—OXEHELED, ThEBZOERNOMEE L5 T. R.F— O RED,
ZOEBEOMEIL EEOEOBIENITINIC OV THIRT 2 T LREESLED, £
12, ABEOSEICIHEEACEL, OBNND 315 TH b, HD—DDOBRIEKXTEZER

FTIRDIC, ROLSBEVEZORFICBRTI LI IFBRYUTHELEEZLDL, TEDLD,
b UEENEEICE > TZRHTEABARBET UrRn o2 3hiE, RLTAHO
SERBEH L COMEEHRBELTHAIN? 2T, HATOZLOEELRS
NZBHITONT, TTHAHRERE L LToEZiIcEEsETHMAT I L, N
Chomsky HE -tk 57, AHORZOATICENTHETE20LELLMBONIESS

m®? | (It seems fruitless to argue that one or the other of these is the real

function of language, in light of the many purposes human language may serve.
Rather than simply declaring something to be the function of language, we feel
that a better way to approach this controversy is to ask the following question:
Would human language have the structure that it does if communication were only
an incidental, non-essential function? That is, are there features found in a great
range of the world’s languages which are best explained in purely innate psycholo-
gical terms, or with reference first to communication as a socially constituted event
regardless of its ultimate psychological source?)

TrV e UrbVET 4 —L-ILE-TR, HECETERBOFRELTOEECE
DA OEEZERET 2 DICHHESLERI ELDTDH 5,

RRG i, z0EARRADIZLEAEEZEEXEDOZNIIHIESETERELTNS, Lk
Mo, BRSO RS &, RiRBMR (context) ZRWN: XL EN D5 ML L
OXBEHIZ DN TOREIHIBIR EESTICE > THRA TR, Lih->T, RRG 0
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(4) ZERXEORICKB D

BRAUXESTOT - 413, FRCRESNLELVLIREVHOESNS, EAL
~v (performance level) ICBIF B EEORENEEFO EURWNBTHEL NI &
ZEBTIHEL VS L3, RRGEHZFICE > TREBTELNC EHBOTH B, [E
BT RRG BHHAL LI E LTV ARROSL REBEAOEBRADO SO TH 25,5
BEXHEC BOTERINIAROEERLICIIA 57310, ] (Many of the phenomena
which RRG seeks to account for fall within the domain of performance and are
therefore not part of proper linguistic inquiry as defined in Transformational Gram-
mar.) UL7chS-T, RRGIZEBWNTIE, F 3 AXF—D competence & performance @
HILIBRILLZNDTH 3,

ERSGEITE > THEANE S 9)—2 0N TH 2 X HEM L FRTREMS — 3 L

SN EEEEM O EHETBERICH B —IBANICEL L TNIZRE SBD, &
FETI, SGEER, HEOHRHHtE (formal properties) & MEIHIC BNTEHS
NTHY, FRAEMERREOBKRANEN (semantic properties) & OREIEIC B TRE
EINTWV3, Lrl, RRG BHOXERICLBE, CORMRASTRIZV, HIE,
POXLFESNI2L “Colorless green ideas sleep furiously.” BT HESEE I XN
(grammatical) & B3 Uiz, L, CCTY 7Y T 7L vd 74— L—i2— 0% L
VEER, TR BIIRFZYM: (contextual appropriateness) %A LT, ZD3ICIZTIR
HHBBRNET B, FRAEEEFECBEREEESCOHAR, RRG REOTEICLS
&, XEARICBOTHRLEERIOBOTE 3,

#2 Equational Rules & Rule Functions in Syntax
Gerald Sanders (University of Minnesota)
COERMOEIEEHER EBEOHLEELICZOERE BTN 2, SEOXEN 7'&
BRI, —EAOKRBEZ LFESHEFIEETICECh3, THREERKRIICE
BERZEESU I UMRFERTHD, chizz @?i%@%&AEiP@‘J%H’WUK%%{T D
7DD HDTH 5. (Natural languages are cultural instruments for the systematic
association of sounds and meanings for the purpose of effective symbolic communi-

cation by the members of human societies.)

REEOG. bV & -2, EEREOIITE, Thd oBiE2ELT SERROSF
ECVEFEROBRTH L EEHRT 2, [EED (EE0) FBE LTOMRES, 0B
EWRT 2EBRBABLIUOIERAEN S, EEICL > TROEELC EBSEERICA
NTOERD, HOSBERLERBEAN, COAER- 2D IT3DITROFIE BT
TEBTELD, RITEORII SIS, RTEICEL AL OLEICONTUNERL
RORTERTHNE, ThRFTROBEOEOBERELIZLVELL, VS 0iF, W
TROTRTRTH VB2 0}, KENICZOBEE LTOREICES D101 5THS,]
(A linguistic theory that failed to take crucial account of the instrumental functions
of languages, and of their constituent expressions and constituting rules of grammar,

would simply fail to be a real theory about language at all, in fact, in precisely the
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(5)

same sense that a theory referring only to the physical properties of airplanes, or
the psychology of airplane-users, would fail to be a real theory about airplanes. For
it is in the nature of instruments that they are what they are essentially because
of their functions.)

EREFCEVTHE—TRESEERR, SEFNFECEO TV I H0TRIAIENS
ﬂ“&mﬁ@ﬁGm&Vﬁ—X@ﬁEfﬁéaégt YV -2, BRLEBEFNE
FELOMIC, FIFRHEEFFEFNEEL OMICRERBERBSEVESICE, £505X
EERICK > THRRT 20120 TR ?5cauf%mm&¢«1m5 bLE5TIRY
hid, E MOZUUERT S LREHKLELD, BRNERDNLLL-T, TNIIERT
D Cﬁ@T#%@T%%~—%LTCOWUC&@%ﬁOD mEATRINTE
7‘\_0)T3«55 BRI T HIBNTN D, [RENFRFENLSHELO UEREZ, &
EOEFEPABOEE BRI DN TOBEEICEV L ERICHEENICEES T ShThind
#UE75 5730 v, (There can be no rational or substantive inquiry or dispute concern-
ing matters that are not deductively linked to observation statements either about
particular languages or about human language in general) [Z L TEZEHFICHBINT
— DIV ENRRBELBRCOVTELSZC L TH B, —MH—FHELIERISE
HEELENTORINIER S BV DTH %,] (In linguistics, in short, as in all other
sciences, facts are the name of the game, and factually-based argumentation is the

only legitimate way to play it.)

£ 3 Basic Principles & Application of Functional Grammar
Simon C. Dik (Institute for General Linguistics, University of Amsterdam)

MR OREARAE 20 LS T OENTRTLSIC, ¢ OBRENCHE (FG) I
BEOBENESCEREZBOTNE, [SBRITE—IC, d3AMBMOARETNIC
{£3#3 % (communicate) FE¢ & BT &7 5,] (A language is regarded in the first place
as an instrument by means of which people can enter into communicative relations
with each other.) [----- L7cd3->T, BERFIERNBESHLOTH S, 0S5 0IT,
ERRIEERNERE > LRENFRLOUBUELOTH 2, WAKSEOER, o
FERMEBNEZEICANIEN EF ITIIER S 15720, (The structure of language
cannot be adequately understood when these pragmatic purposes are left out of
consideration.)

HEERTRIEBERRRBLTOVEDOTH S0 5, TOBENEEFcEHLTIR

BIRED DML LIS E A SN E NS C LA RIS 5, BE, SEAMESO #
vN—=i3, XENEREANICEICE-T, A0 LAEELDS V-2 IEETHE
KRERERBTL0TH S, B0hAbE, XELEERREVS b DR, FLFEn2H
ENEBOERIHMPIREENEDTT, EBEMBMHEOMO x V= ITEET 21201
FET2HDUDTH %, WAICKEEERRIIFHMAHR (pragmatics) IZHBL TS
Thb, C.7T4v 713, IERERREBL, BRARERR Mﬁ%s%d(&mw
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(6) ZBEXEORICESZDD

is subservient to semantics, and semantics is subservient to pragmatics.) [#EE3CHE:IZ
{&#HES (communicative competence) 1Z %) 3 X HEHIER (grammatical factors) @
AL H A L8 TXx%, | (Functional Grammar can be thus viewed as a theory
of the grammatical component of communicative competence.)

HEEEFHEOTRNTNEIT LI, C.74 v 7 & REOEZAHENE &L BRBAA
BEME (unacceptability) 1CB 3 2 RIS HEZBO TS, Lrl, HDINIREAIC
BOTRCODEIBHICE > TRETZ LR TER Y, —BNKE-T, 1 ¥V 7+ —
TV MCESTa VTR Mp SMIL UL FESER TP A TiE»ZHE 5 2 L 13E
BICRELILD, £DA VT +—< VI BEBEMTTIEEBFEERICES L, 4ER
ZOHBHE SOSEERCEBEINDILVIBRBESOTH 2, Led-T, Tav
713, EBEALEZEOBETE»N, TRREFZINLIOERELLSET —2%2H
AI~ETH3, LERELTVE, T AHBERICEFEOHRT, WHIKEEFEZERT
BhENSCEEMBRBDT -2 ThbB, T, XEMERE & E S LEENLERD
BREZOWUBHHLEERI O OTF — 2 2EDLCENTES, AHMOSEREESIND
DTRBONENVIEZLEXEEAFRIELLTRVIRRY, F1 v 2id, SFY, BE-
B - ZRZBUTENL LRI E 5D TH S LV ERNBHESSERICK > THAZ
NREFRHBNENDIDTH S,

#4 Functional Syntax
Susumu Kuno (Harvard University)

AFEBR_EEOXEOEEEZRED TS, —2REBENEREDTT 28HETH
3, bI—DRBEXELE > T—HESEENEETRC LB TEIIB—2Z0
S OHRICHB DA TR, EBOLERELEDVIHDTH S, AFI, SEFE
RINSTBOXEEZZRICANEREFZEVS, XEERICENT, mEliticiEaT
H-TR, 723, CEBEZEGLTRIMLEI 08T 0HL, XEEROFERT
NT, BEXEEROFETOHINETH B, Lh-T, BEOXESTICET 518
E—3bb, EECAEREELRSICERICANIDVEE—I2, XHEERZRR
BLDILTLE -7, DT EELDNT, ABRKOES CBRTNS,

[@% 10 £ B3 2 XEERBOBHEEILIZRO XS ITFEML TN S, MiKSGEEROS
HNEVDTIMERRORFIRZTTEIWLNRD, 20ERATEIFT—2R3ET I/
120D, PMoOXEBHOITIIREDOTELALLEINEIDOICIE->TLE S

7] (My own evaluation of what has happened in the past ten years in syntax is

that the focus of research interest of pure syntacticians has become narrower and
narrower, the data that they deal with have become smaller and smaller, and the
generalizations that they come up with, further and further removed from reality.)

EARTELOVTS, XERAEREST 2 OICERNBREEZR T IRERESZ D
9 & O (communicative facts) BFFEET 5, FlAILIAEHR (old information) T3 5 H1H
#} (new information) ML & A, Z DX DNTRRTN B M EN S EH (theme)
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LT, P THERERET IREOERT & 24 (focus) O ENTH 2, T
NoOWEIT, SEOEBEISBMILLDDTH > T, HEOTHLNIREICL>
T&ﬁéﬂ%@@f&éa%bf,cnb®§%mkmﬂ$%&bf&%énm1mbm
o BIZIE, BAZEOBFE®D M) & MMl BeEnTH S, Ml & 28] oL, =/
L?z‘pzﬁ%iﬁAlc R, B0k 3EAICIRIE! *ﬁ%&&?%tb@%@fzﬁ%o

#5 Realistic Grammar
Michael K. Brame (University of Washington)

RG ZBEENSGEE BITFIIN 5, OEEEE, FIAET. 7v R+ vC. A VT4 %)
ALH—MICE-T, COMK. 77— LB UBEAOEZ THS, M. Brame O RG
12, FarXF—HRAOEFOITIETH B trace theory Hpb bRKELF-7-EWRTd
%, ¥9° RG TR, ZEWHECFEEHEE OXBNZBD TR, Lichi-T, BREE
BRI BT3B, 2L TXEMIREBOL~LTRENS, SOHINE, &
M REERERFEFICEENL SN2 #RICRORZL ShTns, M. 7rv—-2ai3ch
% Direct Interpretive Approach EFEA TS,

46 Corepresentational Grammar
Michael B. Kac (University of Minnesota)

CORG it £33 M. B. v 7 0FRiF, LROXEERUL —2 Oy~ v—3FK
B—LU»RV, HREEBELVOIWSEEELT, ROXDICE D, [EERNE
B2 LS NEBEEE VO WMBHBLNLVIZIENEDET S,] (There is no “ab-
stract” level of “deep” or “underlying” structure as in transformational generative
grammar.)

M. # v 7 OIMIBRETECEERICE > TROERWFENE I IERGOMEICH 2,
SOhINE, EEBEBEXHTICE O THEAICRDONINERE LN I DTH S, (The
most important claim made by CORG is that surface structure deserves to be taken
seriously in syntactic analysis.)

CORG Itk F A2 EETMEERIT, —BIICERE

Uull

EZozhicELILTV 3,

£7 Epiphenomenal Syntax
James D. McCawley (University of Chicago)

J.D. =y a— L —HBCOEERALDE, bhbhd [XHE] LFATHSE 013
BEEOFBRICASTNEREEATVEDOTH%, J. vy a—Lv—lBXEEEE
FIARHORBIEET LT3, £ U TERTEEOFEE DAY, XHEEOBMSL D M
BEOENERE BT EE0VS>DTH 5, (If you know that an item is unacceptable,
you've got much more interesting information than merely information as to whe-
ther it is grammatical.)

Jowva—v—i& REOLE, HEPNC, HERY ES ZHEREWRRNTHEEZARLT
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(8) ZEBXHORICESHOD

WEEE->THRICRERT 22b DRIV ERNI, LZAT, EAHALTVET LI,
HABZZTOIEEZOMAIBES~IFEOHICHBOOEE LT LN T LT
H %, (I won’t be hurt if you call what I'm doing “generative semantics”, but you
might mislead others into believing that I take the same stand now as I did 8 or
9 years ago as to the relations among semantics, lexicon, and grammar.)

EEFEOFBSOEMNENI DR, ROX57BTETHE, J. wva—-v—it, LOF
EUANAVTH —REHE, FEHE TRERLVANV—055 2 —D2ZEERO N
EL, OV RVDTNTHEORRTH D ETIELAFEROBNE U, T, B
BXDES (a set of sentences) THDEWVWIZZFBIELR L, 5T, BEFER
ERRECBOTHMC SRR T - 2 20 EALZTRRE STV ENIZELH R
BIZNERRTN B,

£8 Daughter-Dependency Grammar
Paul Schachter (University of California, Los Angeles)

P.vy72—-ick3& DDG MERELTRE Lo2H5E V5L THb, DDG
DEFIZY 5 ICHFT (polemics) ICRIHFTC LMSTES, R. N FY Y0 1976 D
?ClCli, DDG IZ DWW CEMIT 3t 5505, R. ~NFY VOBMRT TR, EEX
BEORFESBEEWSHICT S L ELH 7, DDG ORSEEILARS T TICRTRE
HromX iR, XEEER—DULIEBNE VST LETHS, (There is only a
single level or stratum of syntactic structure, rather than the set of levels or strata
postulated in certain other theories (for example, the several syntactic levels ‘under-
lying, shallow, surface’, etc... of transformational grammar.)

BT, BRI BT 2 &5 2ERIEI]R DDG IWiEELITW,

£9 Cognitive Grammar
George Lakoff (University of California, Berkeley)

CG LDV TOMXERB T2RTK -7:G. 7271, WROIHIEFCEH SN
Bhote RORDVIZ, MIT (=4 Fa—ty YIRAE) ©J. o (Ross) BESD
EZOBEERND LD, G. 72370 CG KONV TOMREHREL, vX 72
7 OMEOHMZ, XEBERICKREBEELL L LA LEBKRT 2, XEEROHE
AR EDBRICBN TR LETHIRE 50 E NS5 DTH S, (One of the important
things which I haven’t emphasized is to realize that in order to explain linguistic
phenomena one has to assume that the previous traditional view of logic-axiomatic
theories, etc. was wrong : the properties are not predicate in an axiomatic system.
Rather, what George Lakoff views properties as is as relations between objects and

beings.)
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(9)
% 3

BESEZOIFEZILEEYEMLELEEEETHOINE, LT, COYv4RaY
Y VEENKRD 51 HETODLEERLEIETHS S, —0RB— b LIMELERIH
nNTWiEh -t Th iF—A. 7)117'4 ABE Sk [T 2 ) HEEBFOFTEER]
(L’impérialisme linguistique americain) FFEDZ I NS T EITHDTRINT
ZhLt-t &, BEDESR %%m%m#«r%%i&wﬁfC?otéwfﬁa,%nu
Aodo izaa/uaa“«*c&;%mﬂ &Et; INTELEERZHSIHRICEN32LER3T
X100, EEEENTEEAROSERIBESN, FHELTEL LA RV EYHETZN
I TECEBEND T EMBTEIR,

&9 —2i3, SEXELENCOY4RAYYVERILBNT, COL)KEEREE
AEFOBE—TSEOEEOFRE LTORIED 2R EEOENISRE—ICEL
BT EAFLENITEEM-TEAK T E, TH UEBEBE—ENIEENE, &
3 E pHENITNAS—ZNBNEFORFENTEDON - 5 ORELERICEST 2T
HHITCEEEZERETIHDTH 5,

5l B X &
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7) John R. Searle, Speech-Acts, An Essay in the Philosophy of Language, Cam-
bridge, University Press, 1969.

8) J. Bresnan, “A Realistic Transformational Grammar”, Linguistic Theory and
Psychological Reality, ed. By Halle, Bresnan, and Miller, MIT Press, 1978.

C. Yildirim, A Functional Interpretive Approach to Turkish, University of
Washington Doctoral Dissertation, 1978.

9) “Ce qui a nui et continue a nuire au développement et & l'extension de la
linguistique fonctionnelle est I’existence d’un impérialisme américain qui tend a
imposer aux spécialistes du monde entier une vision manichéenne ou tout se ra-
méne au conflit entre un distributionalisme simpliste et un générativisme arrogant
qui a su impressionner les foules par I'emploi d’un appareil logico-mathématique

et attirer les naifs en jouant de termes aguichants de ‘créativité’ et de ‘structure
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profonde’.” “Pour une linguistique des langues”, Foundations of Language, Vol.
10, 1973.
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