(1)
ERXHEDRIZK S & D
NIWFIVE HY TPy T

INFETICHEEECEREFH > L EBFEBMPLEON I ERECAONITEET
b2, COTLEEPIAET 2 ICRROMXESI AT 22EHBTELD, TTEFEEHO
M. B2A2NTCEBA. =T 4 7D Elements of General Linguistics (19674 Foun-
dations of LanguagelC &%) @E;E}Hﬁtcﬁ'é'éfé)g’;}i (1967), R./~Fv v @D Arguments
for a Non-Transformational Grammai) (1976), C. 7~ = — X ® La grammaire
générative, réflexions critiqu:.)c (1976), =L TM. 7 1:1 293 Language \CHFH LT
&N “On the Failure of Generative Grammar (1979) 42 ThH 2,

UL, EICBF 754 DRXHINES BICKE I v+ —F-—Dv 4 2a vy vk
2T XNtz “Conference on Current Approaches to Syntax” (X oBERHHARLIC
WY s4%) BEORSUEBEEZLLERT VML, BEXENBETN, ThHBRE
L1zDIiEKEDOE K ORFEIZENTTH - 7c88, DY 4 2ayy vEHETIITDEFR
*RETIEBFEORAMNRE SN, 22 TR, AIKELIHEORBICER L,
ZORUESE B, SERELGERICGHHNERMICIbH LOEREREZLI2DTH
B0 VARAVY VEEND 2EI S RETO U BB XEEROKE L7 L - 17 —
I DEMNTABOERBESI LELIETETEMRBLUTRYUMNE D, KWICEEHL LW E
WO OMEZOBANIIZRIETH 5,

LBICRBEINFR— N —DPREZRDOHRTHOSNICL 572 LRRDATH 5,

1 EEXHEOERFEDOZ K BEEINI, FIZE, XESFITE - TIREBEED
FWBFEEELOSTOEBMME D, Lichi-T, BRRMERLBETELLD, EEX
HBEEFEBRXEORINOEETIR LMD, T 7, XHtE (grammaticality) EHRAE
¥ (acceptability) D#EWIZH HAETIINEY, BREAEEEVHIERIL, HBEEETIH»
CERBETELENIRCBVTXER LD DEHOBVIDOTH S, 5T, FHEERA
CBD2HKD2BEIZILALER (performance) DOFFIRICAZ D TH225
competence (EE# ) & performance (E&E:EMA) ODXBIBLETHL B 57,

2. ZovsRavy y2ETREINWLHEROSZH, FIAEREOM. A K. »
NF=275VZADA. w T 4 2ITREIN D THESHEER] KTEWEHRERLT T E
bf:b@'@aﬁcto

BESERRCEVLTR, SLEBEELLVER STV 22 OERBEERT 2/~
OBAMEEDFRFICHEA TG, TOHIC, TOEEOERNIC L THMMSIEEE
TELTVNEEEZZDTHD, T OWEBADIEFMSETE L M BN TIREICHEYS S
2bDTH2, SEOBANITENIZ, FLFOKREMEFITIRETLCECHED1
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(2) ZREXEORICES D

M5, THIVIHARBNCEFLOSEDTHMATHIIL,

3. choo MFEH CRHLEEFORENFECHOLATNS, L2,

@ MEEM733ELF | (ideal speaker) OHEAIZ, A BITSEH D 2 £ 4 L 0HURE
B (FE) 2#- 1 TEEEAE] LLIBICMORZISNZ, LWVWH0DI, 55
IR LRI HAN TRV, STH B,

@XDOXEHICET 2 MHEK] (intuition) & [NFF ] (introspection) I, XESHT
DF—2LLTRTAEHDOTIIN, £iEFEITFED (narrative) ITH T 2 BRIKHIF
FECEXESRDT -2 ELTHEIRETH 2,

ERRIAMOEHTH 2113 TIREL, @IV TFEEOFETHILENIT L,

&Ammxwomaumm15565m§@¥?tbfmgﬁ%ﬁ§?5cac%A

BOESEAXERT 2DOICEOARNLCEKLER
FRRD3HITESEEMTOD, Y4 Ra VY /é}ﬁ‘(’éaﬁént MR ZAmICo
THTEMKRDENTH S,

V4 RAVYVEETREINIDOD, BEXEZERLZO DEREL SNV
tagmemics ICE8 9 25¢F &, stratificational theory OFEIZIZ T TIIE D HIFIRNT &
E94 2, £, R. 27 —s%— (Cooper) D% v 4 ¥ 2 —XEERIITFNLHEKDOSH FIC
1207, AKICCCTREET S, &K, D.,*— =<2 — (Perlmutter) O rela-
tional grammar IZ2W\WTd, Y4 Ra VY VEEOBMBECRROERMEMINEH
-1:DT, Ek%2%EL2C LicT 3,

nE, w4 RAVIVERETREINILODD DL, X —2 U MRER AT S
HDTHo 7o TN, N. F 3 42+ -0 trace theory ICET 2 DT, THUTIIA
SEHLVBDIRIE, -1,

BE, 9423 vy VLKL ETEIEDORERICONT, UTILED—D—2% LD dH
FT, FOBEERR, FEEHEORBEDRILTELET 2,

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

RRG t# 2N 32 ® Role & Reference Grammar D#5#412, —HHIICE > T, )'(&’2
TREBENICT o —FLEIEVIDDTH 2, Thid, XEREEELEIC—EE
FRONDEBBENIRENC K > THIT L, ZRENT, ThSOEER D (formal pro-
perties) LXK >THHTEENDITETH 5,

[HETREFEOREAD—DI, E7BHEHE ([communicative] function) & XEER
([grammatical]Jform) DM DEFET, #IT, H2—2DERXMFE~L DL FHELE, T1-
RMUBHEELESEIERCL > TRTCEMNBEFAERLONENIZ ETHS] (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.) Z DRREHDH

79



(3)

MIRIMECRBFREHOMICT I LiILH B, LT AT, LEDFIMIIALEICA. <L F
1 ADBBOROBHEBOVRIEED, [—DODEBDOHUEEHLT 4 E - BED
TRTEND LI AELRT ETHEM, R SVWEERC LR, ThEhoE
FBICE > TEDEMEFK (monemes) 23Z DEIEERICT DICHEMTH 2L RETE L
T& 35, (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 functionG.))

LOREEI:b— V7V TrLvETr—L-——Tlt, 74 )Y, A3
7, KT X )V AHOIEDEBEMMIT 2 IDDOLBENEN S COBRERB I EIEHAL
T3, TNHDOEEOHTD, MELETE ML ORIED, HOOXENT o —F
DOREBICIIERIL -1z, EIC, 202 &1z RRG ItRHEMR E LA OHEEEEDLL
TW3, [kkic, EBEOBERABOBREZEDBRT, AIEMLURBRTHILFERTIF
LAZF-—DUBIPELTIR—FLTF 2 22F—DZDFREBTFT ANV ET VELPC
STV BDIEH—T. R.p—ds, EBRAANCEEDFRE L TEIINRETH
BEETELT, 72 ax4— L ERHOLBICL,

DT EICEALT, RRG REBE YV - vrLvE7+—L—RIRDLDICRRTNE,
[F23L2F—OXEEESH» ThEDZOERMOILEE L2 J. R, H—1DORFEH»,
ZOELOMEIL EBOHEOBELRMT 2 MICOVTHRT 5 2 L REURNILIL, Th
13, AMOEBICIIEELANCKHE 2 DBNINH 21 5TH2, H5—20HEIZITEER
TR0, ROXHIBEOEZORFICBRIPIIEBRYTHEEELD, THhE,
b UIRENEBICE > TZRMTERAMBBET UARVL O ETHE, RLTAMOD
EERBED I OBELHEBBILTHAH»? 2F, HRAGFOZ S DEBICRS
NAFMICOVT, TTHLMNLEIF E L TomEICEEILETHAT 20L&, N
Chomsky ME-7ck 518, ABMOBEQOATICENTHMT 20 LELLMBNNIESS
»? 1 (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?)

YrV e UrLvETr—L—iCLoTR, HECEIIRBOFERE LTOEECZ
MABOEER2BIRT 2DICHRHLBELRCELDTH S,

RRG i3, 20HEXFRDIRZEALEEENEDZNICHIEIETERL TS, L1k
DoT, WIEMIEH» SRS L, IR (context) 2Rz X ZThh S I U7X
DOXHEHIC DO TORE KNI EEMTICE > THRA TR, L2A->T, RRG 0
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(4) X EORICEZ D

BRAOIESESTOT — 213, REBKEFEINISF LV LRBEILSEONS, ERAY
~Jb (performance level) ICEIIZEBORENEBFO EMNUMRTHILNHT &
ZEETHRELEV D CEIE, RRGERRICE > TIRBTENLNCT EBDOTH S, [E
B RRG BHEMALEL DL LTV EREDEZ S REBEAOHEBAOBDOTHI205
B XEC BV TERINARDOEENEICTIIA 51240, ] (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.) L7:A5-T, RRGIZHLWTIE, F 3 4 XF—D competence & performance
XL LIZN DT H 5.

TEXHEICE > TEANLE DS S—2o 0L TH 2 XM L BRAMEM b —cchiz L&
DEF/EALEFBTMOMIL EFEHEBBARICH 32 —IRAMICE LR TNER S0, &
XTI, XEER, FEOERIREME (formal properties) & DEIMIC BN TERE
NTHY, FRAGRERFEOEKRNIFFE (semantic properties) & OBFICHN TE
FEINTWV 3, UL, RRG EFOXHMRICKZE, TORFNIFSTIRIEN, FIZI,
oL mon-3C “Colorless green ideas sleep furiously.” ZZEEICHEFHIIHEN
(grammatical) ¢ A7 L7, UL, TCTY 7>V w72 vE7 12— L—I2—D20FHL
VTS, T HBLXPRE MM (contextual appropriateness) *EH A LT, T O33R
ZUMENENET Z, FRAREEFEOCBEREEOCOESIL, RRG REOFRICLS
L, XESTICBWTROEELODOLDOTH 5,

#2 Equational Rules & Rule Functions in Syntax
Gerald Sanders (University of Minnesota)

ZOEROBENERR EREO/LEFFICTOAWEE BN TS, SEOREHIN
Bz, —BAOKREZLESEFICEET I CH 2, TEREFRIRRNICE L
BHREBE ST 2 ULHIRFRTH D, I T OHLEOHERA BMBRFINCREET D
1-HDEDTHS,] (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.)

REEBEOG. y V& -2, EBEREOSITE, Cho OliELEDLT EBREROST
EMEBREBROEARTHELEFERT %, [EFED (5iEn) FERELTORIEE, ToRIiE
KT 2EBERRBLOXERAL NS, ERICE-TRDEELIEMNOEZEICA
NIENVERIZ, EOSBERLIEZIAN, COAZR-ZDIRIDICROFIEHT
TEMTEX D, RITBOBBIIIIHEDS, RITBICEIA 2 OLEIC OV TUMERL
RORTERTHINE, THRRTBOBECENERLITLVEFELD, EVH0iL, K
TRBRTHRTH VB0, AEMNICZOBIELLTOUREICEZ D11 ETH S
(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.)

SERFECBOTHE—ARAIEFERR, EBRFNFRCBEONTVLEHOTRINIEES
BNEVIDNG. 4V F—2DOWETH B, 25, yvy—2i3, BRLEEEFNE
KEOMiC, FTLRIRHESEFMFRL OMICRELBESLVESIKE, £IVIX
EBERICE > TERT IHICOVTRT S CERTERNERRTNE, bLEITRY
i, BROZYUUERTICLIRIERLELY, BRNBERLUCL-T, THILERST
PR DRFIIEDTIMEDTHE—E2LTCIVICENREDEBRFERTHINTE
1DTH b, BREFTZIBRNTVS, [BEMNTIIEENLHAELLOUERI, &
EDEBPAMOER —ZIC OV TOBERICEN - FRICEBNIICEESIF o TG
NIE?E 5730, | (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.) & L TEB/FITENT
—OFDENRIEBBFELMBCONTERZTETH S, —Hi—FELERIISESE
HFEEICENTWIREIINIIRE SO THS,] (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)

BREXEOBEARFAUE Z0FA] L0 OBEMTRT LI, T oBENXHE (FG) i
meﬁ EMRQICEEE BTV, EERTTEIC 2 AMBLOARE TN
{£i%#7 % (communicate) FBE R XN 3,] (A language is regarded in the first place
as an instrument by means of which people can enter into communicative relations
with each other.) [-:---- L7ehs->T, ERBRFICEAMZESHLOTH 2, LW HDIL,
ERREEENEF - RENFELOLRERLEDOTH S, WAICESHEOESEIL, o
EAMNBMEZZBICANIE O EFRPCTITEIR X NIGIE W0, (The structure of language
cannot be adequately understood when these pragmatic purposes are left out of
consideration.)

HEIBEURTIRINEREBKRRICHEBLTWVWIDTHE0 5, TOBENBREAICENTIE
BRR» O L XHEREZI SNV EN I CLX2BHAT 5, FFE, SENEMED A
=3, XEMEREANZCEICE-T, Br2OMILALEIDDN - ZIEETHE
HUERERBRTI0THD, EVhAdE, LEEBERREVOIBDI, FLFEMNEN
ZPNEBOBRICHY LBEANEDITT, EBRMRHLOMD 4 vx—ITiriET 2 7oHIC
HFETI2HOUEBDOTH S, WAICKELEW.RIIFEMR (pragmatics) KHBLTHZ D
TH2, C.F4 v 7, TXEREWRIHKEL, EWARIEARCKRET 2,] (Syntax
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(6) ZERXHORICES D

is subservient to semantics, and semantics is subservient to pragmatics.) [#fEXH:IZ
{Z#HES) (communicative competence) IC 3513 2 X HERMIZER (grammatical factors) @
BRLEBZCE0TE%,] (Functional Grammar can be thus viewed as a theory
of the grammatical component of communicative competence.)

HEEBFEOTNTMNEIT 2L, C.74 v 7 b REFEOFRATRNE L ABRA
fEtE (unacceptability) ICE89 2 BRMIIHIIEEBHD TN Z, LaL, HLFVIEBAIK
BOTRZOEIWHMICL > TRET S LR TENR, —fENICE ST, 1 V74—
TV MCESTIVYFHFR IO U RENTRAEN R RENL AT 2 C 12k
FBICRELNZ, DAV 7+ —<V VBEBESNTI2EBFERF KDL, SRR
ZOHWMBESDEEERICEBINI LV IBEMBEIDTH 2, LIH-T, Frv
713, EENREEOHm TELNI, TLRREINLOORIELISHET -2 %1E
AT~&TH2, LEEL TV, ChIZAMBERICEEOHT, WHICEEXERT
ZMEVITEERMIBRDT—2TH 5, 31, XERBRE X EXLEFNLERD
REBOUBRNEER»PODT -2 2ED I EMTE S, A\MDEE li@ﬁ‘c“ﬂt b
DOTREVEVIEIANERRFZIERLTRVIEN, 74 v 713, BN RE-
iR - w@%@bfztb%d%b@f@%&mv§$mmﬁimg%$w;qfﬁ%é
NREFUSTNENVDIDTH 2,

#4 Functional Syntax
Susumu Kuno (Harvard University)

AFEIZZREOIHEDOFEELARBD TN D, —DIMEENBEREMT T 28H3UETH
2, I DIRIBEEXHELE > T—HEEBFNIXELMERC LB TE L HM
DT ORICHELHED A T, SBOCERELEDI2DDTH S, Aﬁm,§;$%
RBINSTHOXEEZEICANE NE LV D, XEFERICBWNT, mEREICERNT
HoTIE, T, EERELZERALTRMIBI2 08E0NS, NEEROFEEILT
NT, BEXHEEROFETOHIETHS, Lh->T, BFEOXESMFICE T HHE
BE—7 b b, RECLBELFELTRSICERICANLGVEE—IL, XEERE R
BHEDITLTLE -7, 2D EIEONT, AFRKROL I ITERRTNS,

Fi% 10 FiC 613 2 XHEEROEMEFLIIRO X S ICFHE LTV S, #lCEER O
ENEVHFIMAEMROBRFIITTIIHCAD, TOERTEITF—213FTFT/h&
7D, PhoDXERROITITRHREOEBREALOEELEZI DO -TLES

7251 (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.)
EAREBIIOWT S, XERAEREST 20ICERNRFEERI-TIEREED
3 3O (communicative facts) DFEIET 5, B Z1F1AEH (old information) ICxtd™ 2 Fik
#} (new information) DFXLEH, FDOXHBAITDONTRRTN S HEWN S FEH (theme)
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TRESINZ2DDTH 2,

ICHUT, XPTHHERERUT 2BEOERT & 2844 (focus) OREENTH 2, C
LT 55 2 B8ICRFHR

:

ORI, EFOXEMEDLSIIMIL LD TH-T, HEOTHLIIBEICL -
%5 Realistic Grammar

(7)
ZLT, Tho0FEERBIEMEERE LTHHAIhREFLSI
W, FIZE, BARFBOBRD [T & T BENTH2, M) & M) oxirid, =

AMDHZBEICIRIABRERET 2/D0 DOTH S
Michael K. Brame (University of Washington)

%, £9° RG Tlid, KEHEELFERBHEE ORFEZEZH TN

RG [3#EMICEE IR IENh 2, b EBFESE, wKuJ7uzf/¢c4wr4u
AOH—HIICE ST, COM K. 71— A LEULERNOZEZ TH3, M. Brame ® RG
lii}]

% Direct Interpretive Approach &TFATW3,
B—U»ian

=5
RBERICEBLE->TWVS, ZUTXESMTREBOL AT EING, ELMINE, &
M IEARMERI R B ICHEMA S 2 BRICMORZ SN T3, M. 7 v—aidch

46 Corepresentational Grammar

13, FarxF—HEROBZFOITIETH % trace theory hHo bREB-oHE
e
q
stract

Td
L7eds-T, ZHRME
Michael B. Kac (University of Minnesota)

BREBHEEEVHOFMEEELTLT
level of “deep” or
grammar.)

CORG Itx133 M. B. v 7 0FikiZ, EROXELRALL —20EY Vv —FK

1% RDXHICE D, [EICERIHE
CBFBEINEBEEENIHRAILLXVIILNVEDET S,] (There is no “ab
underlying” structure as in transformational generative
M. 71y 7 OMBREVXERRICE > TROIBAMNBRNE B ERMOMBICH S
SV AN, RBBESEUMTICE D THEARRDONEZREKEEVSDTH B, (The
most important claim made by CORG is that surface structure deserves to be taken
seriously in syntactic analysis.)
CORG Itk 2 EELR E XML, —HRMICEEESEFEOTNICHLIL TV S,
%47 Epiphenomenal Syntax
James D. McCawley (University of Chicago)
J.D.= v a—VL-DBCOEERAIZDIZ, bhbhd (X EFATHSE DI
BXHEOHEBRICA SHNEREEATVEI ST H2, J.=va—
HOXBEHE LTWVWD, £ UTEBAEEOBESDHH
ther it is grammatical)
J.=ya—-v

BXHEEER

RA]fiE KOS LD bl
HOBNEREIRET 2L 0WHIDT H 5, (If you know that an item is unacceptable,

yoN
you’ve got much more interesting information than merely information as to whe

i, EROLE, RONC, HURHS ES 2ARERRNEHEEALT

74



(8) ZEXU,DXRILEZHOD

WEEE-THINCRRT 220 DITVERN, LTAT, WARBALTNE T LI,
BABEZTVIERFOMIIBES~IFOMIIHLVOEILE LS DT LT
H %, (I won’t be hurt if you call what '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.)

ERFOMEOENLEVIDIR, ROXHSUBCETHE, J. =va-1v-1, EOF
BLRAVTO —RBHE, FEEMNE TRERLALV—B 2 —2%XERROPL
EL, OV RIVOTNTHEZORMTH2ETIEZFERSBVE L, T, 5
MILDESIK (a set of sentences) THEEWNWIEIHBIEEF LIz, 5L, SBEFEEIL
ERFICBVWTHICERENLE T - 22 0AEALETNIER STV ENIZEZIF DR
BIZNERBRNTNS,

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

P. v+742—itk?3& DDG IZERELTRE L2o2H2E D ETHB, DDG
DRI SHICHEHT (polemics) ICRIFT T LM TES, R A FY VD 1976 E DR
?(mi, DDG ICDWTHML BAMnH 24, R. AFY VOBNRT TR, EEX
HEORTRNBEEALHICTE CLiIZH -7, DDG OFDEELARIA T TICRTH:
BxORXERKIC, XEMBER—DULHENEWNITETHS, (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.)

E5IT, ERXEICET S XD RERRIEIZ DDG IWIEELIEN,

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

CG LD\ TORMIEREMN T2 57:G. 53713, FREOHIZEEKICRH SN
Winotc, RORLDIC, MIT (=4 F2—tw Yy IR A%E) ®J. o X (Ross) BESD
EZOHMAERNBELEEDIL, G.7a37D CG O TOMEEFRE LI, vz .72
7 OWMEDHMNL, XHEBRICKEBEEES O LI ELXEK®RT 2, XEERODE
ABEDERICBNTHR UIZ TN SN EWNIDTH 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)
=

#

BIEERFOIMLZI L ERFEMLEREETOHNI, LT, covrzay
Y UBENED 5B ETODTEERLUKLTHHAD, —0R3—bLIhMEXEESH
NTWiEhotc s ThiF—A. v»r4zﬂmotr7xUﬂDm$®%@I§J
(L’impérialisme linguistique américain) {ERF[ENZ I EVD T EIZEDTESINT
L U7-T &, MFOFEFNIVIF m?«f?ﬂx&@ﬁFC#otéwféb zhpl
%@é@ﬁ&&k&?«féﬁmﬁ &Eménf%LE%mzv%émtnac&mf
X1V, EEESNLNEELZROBERIBEIN, FRAELTHEHLALL KL EHKEA
BTt bENDE TEMTEN,

9 —oI3, SEEELEMNCDY 4 2a VY VEKITENT, cm;omggmaq

SEOBE—SEOREOTFERE LTORIED 3 WIS E ORI
BT EEFLLEVWDI T EEM-TEAKT &, T LtER—BNETRENS, &0
IREDDANLTOSB—ZNBEFORPHIRTON T I ORBEARICEST ST
HAITEEEHRETEHDTH 3,

Bl B X #&
1) Paul M. Postal, “Review of Martinet’s Elements of General Linguistics, Foun-

dations of Language 2, 1966.

2) B. Saint-Jacques, “Review of a Review”, Foundations of Language, 3, 1967.

3) Richard Hudson, Arguments for a Non-Transformational Grammar, Univer-
sity of Chicago Press, 1976.

4) C. Hagége, La grammaire générative, réflexions critiques, PUF, Paris, 1976.

5) M. Gross, “On the Failure of Generative Grammar”, Language, Vol. 55, Num-
ber 4, Dec. 1979.

6) A. Martinet, A Functional View of Language, Oxford, 1962, p. 63.

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 a4 l’extension de la
linguistique fonctionnelle est l’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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(10) ZEXEORILKSHOD

profonde’.” “Pour une linguistique des langues”, Foundations of Language, Vol.
10, 1973.
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