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Logic in linguistics. By J. . Allwood, L-G. Andersson and O. Dahl. Pp.x-+185.
Cambridge; Cambridge University Presa, 1877.
Reviewed by Robert D. Borsley, Adam Mickiewiox Unw&mty, Poznan.

There are many introductioria to logic. Hitherto, however, there has bean no intro-
duction written specifically for studehta of linguistics. Twenty years ago, thia would not.
have mattered. Over the last ten years, however, proponents of both generative and
interpretative semantics have recognized that grammars of natural language must include-
a level of logical form in ﬂnmet.hmg like the traditional semse. At the same time, logicians:
like Montegue (Thomason 1974) and Cresswell (1873) have applied logical concepts to -
new areas of language. In this situation, it is iriportant that students of linguistics should
have an understanding of various aspeots of logie, There 18, then, an obvious need here..
On the whole, Allwood, Andersson and Dahl (hereafter A., A. and D.} meet this need.
quite well. They discuss all the main areas of logic, and, althcrugh their dizcussion is &
little sketchy in one or two places, they provide & generally clear and well- urga.mzed ac-
eount of the central notions. The main weakness of the book is its failure to take up
s number of questmna about logic that are of central importance for linguists.

After some introductory remarks in chapter 1, A., A. and I, proceed in ¢hapter Z
to & discussion of set theory. They provide a hieid account of the basic concepts which
they are able to draw on when characterizing various logical notions in subsequent chap-
ters, Then, in chapter 3, they introduee the subject matter of logic with a discussion of
deductive inference and logical form. They also provide a s useful introduction to such
banic concepts as propoaitions, possible worlds, and analytic truth.

In chapter 4, A., A. and 1. discuss propositional caleulus, and, in chapter 5, they

_consider predicate caleulus. The former is quite good. A., A. and D. take the wise step-
in a book simed &t linguistics students of using tree diagrams to display the structure-
of formulae of propositional caleulus. Aleo of note is their consideration of the possibility
that the semantic differences between the connectives of propositional caleulus and their-
analogues in natural language can be aoccounted for in Gricean terms. Chapter 5 ia less
satisfactory, It containe a number of unclear formulations. A., A. and D. suggest, for
exsmple, that predicate logio is concerned not -with “logical relations that hold between
sentences” but with relations ‘“that hold within sentences’’. In fact, howevor, both
propositional and predicate calenlus are concerned with logical relations that hold between
sentences, but predicate caleulus is concerned with relations that depend on aspects of
mea.nmg that are ignored by propositional caleulus. A farther weakness of this ehapter-
iz its failure to consider the differences between the quantifiers of predicate calculus and.
their natural language analogues. Again, Gricean considerations appear relevant. See’
for exanple, Horn (1973). This chapter m:-ncludaa with a useful discussion of the logic
of relations.

In chapter 6, A., A. and D. digcuss the idea of a deductive system, and illustrate
various kinds of deductive inference. They rightly stress the fact that deductive a-rg'i.l—
ments in ordinary conversation involve hidden premisses and unstated steps. They might-
have noted here Labov’a elegant demonstration of the way that eclloquisl apeech can
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involve much greater logical complexity than what is spparently much more sophistiosted

-digeourse (Labov 1969), In chapter 7, A., A. and D. provide a useful outline of the basio
notiong of modal logie, They also consider de dieto/de re ambiguities and the questions
-of apecificity and opacity. They conclude the chapter with some remarks on tense logic,

In chapter 8, A., A. and D. outline the basic notions of categorial grammar and
intensional logie. This is a particularly valuable part of the book, A., A, and D. might
have noted with Lewis (1972) that s categorial grammar does not have to have N and 8
-a# it8 basic categories, and they could have noted that concatenation need not be the only
mode of combination. Nevertheless, this 13 a clear and concigs introduction to iasues which,
in view of the development of Montague Grammar and related ideas, are of considerable
importance. :

In chapter 9, A., A. and D. discuss some extensions of standard logie, such as iota

-and lambda operators. Then, in chapter 10, they conclude their discussion with some -

remarks on the place of logic in linguistics. Among other things, they suggest here that

“we can regard meanings as extension-determining principles. It is worth noting that this _

view is ‘& debatable one. In the work discussed in Fedor (1975), Hilary Putnam has
-argued that the meaning of s predicate determines at most jtg putative extension and
that whether this is its real extension is at the mercy of empirical discoveries. The
-argument is a plausible one. ' :

Obssrvations about the place of logic in linguistics are soattered throughout this book.
“There are, however, & number of important questions which are not taken up. Firstly,
thers is the guestion of how inferences like that from. (1) to (2), which do not depend on
-any ao-called logical words, showld be sccounted for, )

{1) 8am i3 a bachelor.
(2) Sam is unmarried.

One way to account for them is to assume a system of meaning postulates, Another
i3 to assume that lexical items are decomposed in logical form,. The merita of thess two
approaches have received considerable dizscussion. Bee, for example, Lakoff {1972a),
Katz and Nagel {1974) and Fodor, Fodor and Carrett (1975). Becondly, there iz the
question of how vagueness should be handled. Lakoff (1872b) argues that it necessitates
& many-valued logic. Katz and Bever (1876) disagree. Finally, there is the quegtion of ;
naturaness. Unlike logiciana, linguista are interested in & system of logic which is natural
in the sense that ite formulae are ag much like syntactic struetures aa possible. It follows,
.88 Keenan (1972) observes, that unrestrictod quantification is unacceptable. It also
follows that a unified account of proper names and quantifiers like that of Montague is
desirable (see Cooper 1977). All these issues merit some attention.

I think, then, that this book has its weaknesses and limitations. Tt aleo has con-
siderablo merits, however, as I have indicated. There may well he better books written
-on this subject, but this is not at all a bad book. If used intelligently, it should ensure

that students are not frightened off by work that employs logical concepts, and equally
important, that they are not unduly impressed.
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A study in gmarm historical linguistics. By Mirostaw N owakowali. Pp. 122, Poznah

Wydawnictwo Naukowe TUAM, 1973, o . + .
R:ﬁewed by Chrigtopher Greene, Adam Mickiewicz University, Poznatt.

i itten as the author’s Ph. D. dissertation and submitted in
1973%$hf;?$f?;u;ﬁ ::11 in the Proface, written in 197.6, this means that evtarjf'thingf
produced in this field since then s axaluded_‘ He regrets in R&rﬁlﬂlﬂ&:‘ the omiasion o
‘'3 second stage of what has been diseussed he_:re as the variation theory c_:uf language
n;a * by which he means the work of “notably E. Closs-Traugott, D B}ekertc-n, J..
Do::ga . V. Clark and N, Baron... trying to combine the tw.o m?atf fafcumt-:.ng a.r;aa u;);'
Iangliage study nowadays, namely aoniolinguiﬂ:‘.-ica a_nd p?jfcht?llng}llgtlca (p.5). Dpia B 13 2
algo note ﬂlat-pggt..lg'?g criticisma of g;nen?tive htziii:a;iilﬁﬁumtma {e.g. AntFL a {

i en into ao .
o %ﬁxfb?tef:?lan?::;ﬁ:ﬁegﬂgal:sﬁn Section One the author outlines what he fe:els
a8 theor:r of F::ha.nge must be like and from this'a.nglfa pmvi.daa a' critique of genera.tw:
and variation theories of change; Bection Two copt-a.ma a dlﬂcmfmnn_nf the p::gfeam t:d
non{inuliza.tinn ‘sob against the theoretical background of Section One and diusbr;i .
by a discussion of Old English nominal mmpomfda; there follows an appendix w [',:;d
lists, withont much digoussion but rather exhaustively, typ.res _:_:uf word-formation l;nh&
English including prefixational, guffixational and zam-danﬂlatm'na.l types. I shia . Ve
ro more to say about the appendix as the meat of the work lies in the first two ilac 10;15!.
but it etands alone as & fascinating eolla:ﬂdzim% uf' examples of these pruc«esaelas and make

1 8 ;

g verls; ;Eiﬁi:ﬁ%ﬁﬁ&ﬁ:fmmg ;E view that we must develop an adecllunt‘a
theory ﬁf language ‘;)efare wo can have a proper tl}aory of language change, whose ]iﬂb is
limited to ‘explaining’ questiona arising from Rational Problems Ewhy Iangua.geslfa T;ﬁ:
of necessity), (teneral Problers {whether and how the set of poesible changes 18 lims
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and Historical Problems (data). The latter, it seems, are subordinate to the other two
(p- 10}. In these terms he examines the success {or lack of it) of generative theories of
change. It iz his feeling that these theories contradiot the theory of language they are
based on: “what King and Closs eall a generative theory of change is either not ‘genera-
tive’ (unless the term is to have some specific meaning, thus the theory is not inter-

subjectively testable) or not & theory at all (as internally incongistent with GG theory

in general)"’. He rejects the theory that theories of change can bear on a theory of language
and is thus opposed to the position of Paul that “history must be acknowledged even
in & gynchronic grammar’ (quote from Anttila 1975) and that of Kiparsky that language
change is & window on linguistic competence (Kiparsky 1968:174). For Nowakowski a
theory of change can only eome from the comparison of two or more synchronic gramnmars

canstructed on the basis of an adequate theory of language (differentiation in time of®

two definite states L. — L,). “The process of differentistion of two indefinite states I —
non-L in social apd geographical space and posgibly in time’’ is dismissed ae leading to
theories of varistion, not of change (p. 36). '

The homogeneity hypothesie is accepted as “a working hypu‘bhaais- for a theory

of change” (p. 13) in spite of the fact that he aska oxplicitly and incisively why ideal
speaker-listenors should accept innovations and mutations in a homogeneous community
(p. 14). He quotes with great approval a metatheoretical condition postulated by Kru-
szewsaki (1883:57—8) to the effect that “a sound system is roughly identical for all the

individuals within a given dialect and period of time’’; unless Kruszewski had a defini-

tion of ‘dialeot’ that exeluded ‘sound mystem’, it i difficult to see the relevance of this
perfectly cironlar staternent. Because of his pesition on these points, however, when it
comes to discussing Competence, Nowakowski haa to rule out of discussion our awareness
of different dialects (pp. 18— 17},

On page 18 the question is raised of what a generative grammar of a dead language
is. By writing such grammars, says Nowakowski, we equate dead nnd living languages.
and decide that GG will treat, say, Old English as any other language “in the sense that
the intuitions of the native speakor of this language are restricted by identical innate
predispositions as the intuitions of a speaker of any other language”. Bo far so good;
thig is just another way of stating the Uniformitarian Principle without which no science of
reconstruction can progress very far. But Nowakowski goes on to say, “Thus {sig), never
will & theory of change be explanatory in the sense of Chomsky (1965 : 24--7)". One
might quibble as to whether there was any a prioré reason to expect the two types of
explanation to be the same animal, but the resl reason for quoting this passage is a3 an
illustration of the rather frequent short outs in argumentation in the monograph,

* Having establicshed his position, Nowakowski then goes on to examine various
schools and individuals that have proposed theories of change within n generative frame-
work and conoludes that none satisfy his requirements. He notes in particular that TG
is too powerful, both for aynchronic (p. 27) and for diachronic studies (p. 32), Rather
surprisingly for such a wide-ranging review,\certain notable eritics and criticisms are
misging. For example, Anttila’s name does not appear at all in the bibliography of réughty
140 items and some importsat, critical reviews of major works, such as Campbell (1971,
do not seem to have been drawn on. ' :

The author turns next to the variation theories of o.g. Weinresich ot al, (1968} and
Bailey {1973), which was available to the author in a preliminary version. Unfortunately,
Nowakowski’s position leads him into difficulties in treating variation theories on their
own terms. Since, for him, a theory of change comes from comparing statie, homogeneous
grammars of aynchronie stages, variation theories are attacked for being unable to supply
the raw material for such a study. Clearly, such an attack iz futile, as thess theories
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. make no pretence of doing so. It is as if, having eriticised blurry pici';urezﬂ of a point on &
hillside, he goes on to castigate a cine-film for not giving a clear, atatic picture of the spot

as it. pans across. o o _ -
fo, clearly, the discussion of nominalization in Seotion Two is to be synchronie

and here again the lack of revision ig to be regretted: in the Preface, Nowakowski ex--

plicitly mentions Jackendoff’s work and though this mcount‘ia ot f?rmly in the deri-
vational {generative) semantics framework, it would have been interesting to see whether
such a broad mass of data as Nowakowski brings to bear would support or. weaken the -

'proposals made in Jackendoff's work on the lexicon, for example (1975}

Nowakowski’s position is that nominalization i a tmnsfonmti.on which takes place
in the lexicon before lexicsl insertion: furthermore, there is no difference betwaefn. 8e-
mantic and syntactic relationships or processes. In particular, all nouns have a binary
structure at some level which he wants to say is predicat-ei and srgument. Oui factor
he quotes in support of this position is Rozwadowski's claim, (1904 : 24) that “almost

-every word in the IE family of langusges may be reduced to a binary structure of the

form: root « affix’’. This intereating claim is rather spoiled in this work by the Ppresence
in the appendix, and henoe presumably in Nowakowski’s analysis, of .zem-dgnvatmnal |
proceases which make the claim trivial — another gap in argumentation.

The treatment of case, which Nowakowski wants to introduce ss, it sesms, inherent

. in the predicate and argument of the underlying forms, is very skimpy. In & European
' monograph it is strange that only Fillmore's work is considered and that without any

real discussion. Nowakowsli feels he is cloge to the “traditional notions of nomina loci,

' popmina instrumenti, nomina agentis, nomins acti and actionis” (p. 75) but names no

“¢raditional’”’ authors for the reader to refer to. Since case is fairly ceint-ra.l to his cate-
gorization of non-linking nominalizations, it is & pity that he did not dmcusf; the work of
other linguists interested in case such as Hjelmslev, or more recont localist work, e.g.
1971). :

Andﬂ}?iﬂnf:i;&l cc-]mpounds are divided into linking and non-linkintg proocesses. The latter
are divided into 26 subtypes according to.the cases of the underlying predicate-and argu-
ment. It is not easy to see with vuch & plethora of types how a grammar ean aseign
particular compounds. Let us take one example. s® peof (sea thief) ia listed as +Loo +Ag
and gold peof as 4+ 0bj +Ag; now one presumnes that both mounted robbers and hoTsa
thieves, or both boat-borne thieves and boat stealers were concepts that Old Engl{ah
speakﬁm might have needed but in Nowakoweki’s acr::c'mn.t. it i# not clear on what prin-
ciples the compounds would be chesen nor whether ambiguity can be tnlm"ated or w-hetl'ler
different compounds would be ecoined. This, however, iz not II'IEIGEISBRI'II}? an objection
in prineiple, although one can't help feeling that such a 115.15 i3 more & taxonomy
{with the prineiples not fully discussed to boot} than the descriptively adequate account
the author claims to provide. : a | *

In summary then, this monograph containg a wide-mngh}g dmcuasmn. on _proﬁb'lansxs_
in historical linguisties, a detailed account of the author’s views on n?mmahzat-mnb in
general and the processes involved in Old English in particular, a.long mth an absorbing
collection of data. As such, the time gap between writing and )sublishing is only to be
regretted. A graver weakness is the occasional short cut in axgumant?.tmn which llea.ds
to a lack of clarity, thus lessening the value of the theoretical sections to outsiders.
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A reference grammar for students of English. By R. A, Uloge. Pp. 842, London: Long-
maqn, 1975. '

Reviewed by Elzbieta Maficzak, The Jagellonian University of Crasow.

A reference grammnar for students of English, beginning with R. A. Close’s Preface,
is basically organized into two parts. The first part (pp. 1 —106) presents how an Englialx
sentence is constructed and how it may be expanded or condensed. The second part
(pp. 107-—-297) deals with the detail, i.e. with the description of eight traditionally
recognized parts of speech. The difference in the proportion of space allotted to the two
parts results from their contents. Thia is followed by two appendices, bibliography, and &
very detailed index.

The primary purpose of the book is to serve as a texthook for advanced foreign
learners of English grammar, The author aims at providing all necessary information
concerning grammatical usage, which he explains as follows in the Preface:

With the rapid advance of linguistic science, there has been a revolution in
English grammar. “Traditional’ grammar is now considered to be obsolete, to have
been foreed intoc a mould originally intended for Latin, and to be dominated by
dogma about what should and should not be said. New theories, or "models’, of
grammar are constantly being developed. Yet the facts of English usage remain;
aiid people need to know what the facts ars.

Therefore the author objectively asseszes and summarizes the main points of the usage of '.

contemporary English. This is mostly presented in the light of traditional grammar;
however, some innovations from structural or generative-transformational approaches
are introduced, e.g. the tenn of ‘a slot’ in & paradigm {p. 6} or the concept of creativity,
which 18 indirectly mentioned on vp. 67—8, But 4 reference grammar for studente of

REVIEWS 200

English 1a more than a textbook, since, as its title suggests, it may also be used as & book of
reference. Particularly, Part I is organized in such a way that a reader may turn to it
pince it is much easier to detect a desired piece of information in the book under discussion
than in some other grammar books, like e.g. in K. W. Zandvoeort’s A handbook of English
grammar, where the author constantly refers the reader to the preceding or following
paragraphs, :

- The book is comprehensive, detatled but brief. The wealth of detail becomes evident.
if we compare the discussion e.g. of the passive voice in R. A. Close (pp. 227—31) with -
that in A. J. Thomson and A. V. Martinet’s 4 praclical Englieh grammar for foreign
studenis (pp. 201 — 2). The latter i8 confined only to the presentation of the form and the
use of the passive voice, whereas the former besides giving the same kind of informa-
tion supplements it with all the verb patterns that may oceur in the passive voies, which
i8 quite usefyl for practical application. Besides, the reviewed book should also be praised
for the fact that no grammatical problem is illustrated by more than one example, which
again results in economy of space. The number of details in such a condensed manner 1a
laudable and it constitutes one of the principal values of the book. i

As has already been mentioned, first R. A, Close describes an Enghsh sentenoce.
Such an approach is probably a right choice, since it seems to be more logical to discuss
s sentence in & general way and only later to deseribe its constituenta. However, it would
have inoreased the value of the book enormously if the first chapter, entitled *‘Construoct-
ing the sentence’’, were reduced to & few remarks connected with the construction of an
English sentence and to a well-presented discussion of different types of English sen-
tences, which it does in fact. Anyhow, the author decided to present some pieces of .
information about each constituent of a sentence, whieh, later on, is enlarged in Part I1
while diseussing respective parts of speech at length, o.g. as far as nouns are concerned
the discussion of their plural is first found on pp. 6—7 {Part I) and then the information
on the irregular plural is presented on pp. 11216 (Part II). The suggested reduction of

“the content of Chapter I would result in & more clear organization of the material which

R. A. Close discusses.

Ocecagionally, some minor inconsistencies are found in the book, e, on the one
hand R. A. Closs rightly suggests that modern terminology should be followed and the
present and past participles should be called the -ing participle and the -ed participle,
respectively (p. 12), but on the other hand on the same page and on the following ones
(o.g. p-13), be uses the old terminology, i.e. the present and past participles.

- Moreover, A reference grammar for students of English still deserves a few comments
on specific points: -
{1) R. A. Closs claims that in the case of defining relative clauses with personal antecedent
who or that or nothing can be used (p. 52); however, he does not mention the cases when
that should obligatorily be applied. He writes only about the use of that instead. of who
in the case of defining relative clanges with non-personal antecedent {pp. 53— 4}. Similarly,
it ghould have heen noted that that must occur in defining relative clauses with personal -
antecedent in ’qhé following contexts: '

after superlatives; all, any, only: it i=
(Allen 1957:220).

(2) Although the book ia sufficiently exhauative, R. A. Close occasionally omits some
points when giving certain directions how to use a given category, e.g. in the case of the
occurrence of the indefinite article (pp. 129— 30}, he does not mention all the possibilities,
such as the fact that ajen is used when an abstract noun is qualified by an adjective
(e.g. 6 pitiful state of mind) or when a plural noun has a singular meaning (e.g. o head-

quarters), ete.
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{3) It would have been better to formulate a rule when the is part of the name of a country

‘than to provide an incomplete list of such items (p. 136). Such & rule is, among others
found in Ward (1867 : 104): - i

If the names of countries contain.sither a prepositi ingd. .

State(s), Union, or Republie, the is used, BB, DI WordFa 4 St
| paspite th?s? eritical remarks, I still think that the book is very useful for learners of
Engl?h due to its careful explanation and exemplifiestion of the faots of Engﬁsh ErATNINAT
and it should be particularly recormnmended to students of Englizsh philology.
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The US federal system of government. By Elibieta Ryszka. Pp. 125. Warszawa:

PWN, 1977,
Rgviﬁwed by Zbigniew Lewicki, University of Warsaw,

L{Z‘fourses in American life and institutions are now a part of the curriculum of Englisgh
Inﬂtlt}ltEEl in Poland and while this is not an altogsther new development, the new
orga.trnza..tiana.l framework requires an appropriate handbook, Elibieta Ryszka‘ﬂ recent
publication, The US federal system of governmeni, is meant to fill the gap and provide
atudents with a handy compendium for the eourse. |

The scope of the book is not limited to what the title indicates. First of all, tha
Itegrettabla absence of history courses from the currienlum forees the teachers of American
life and institutions to include some basic historical information in their eourse, which in
turn was one of the reasons for including the chapters on The origin of American nafional
governmend and The birth of the United States in the book. While these chapters are well-
Grg?ﬁnizetd and interesting, they nevertheless stand apart from the rest of the book.
It i3 & pity, since on the whole The US federal system of government is execeptionally well-
balanced and unbinsed: the specific American systern of government ia not dasy to
explain to foreign students and Mrs. Rysezke has undoubtedly done an excellent job.

This said, let me point to & few problems whose treatment could be somewhat im.
proved in future editions of the handbook. First of all the hook, while attempting at
maximuin objectivity, seems to be t0o precoccupied with what certainly was the main
political topic of the time it wad written: the Watergate scandal. It was no doubt a
major political event, yot in a book concerned with the structure of American govern-
ment it should have been treated as no more than an incidental phenomenon: after all,

Mrs. Ryszka does not discusa the Teapot Dome scandal. The space thus saved could have
bee_n devoted to a& longer diseussion of the question of governmentsal interventionisma,
which is now only mentioned but which is undoubtedly more important to the relation-
ship between the US government and the people. Similarly, & discussion of what happened
to the original texts of the Conastitution and the Declaration of Independensce does not

raalllly seem to be of much importance, while the book does not explain the procedure on
which new etates joined the USBA after 1776.

. in the “‘seniority rule”i s one of many such examples.
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In & book this gcope and length it is very difficult to avoid factual errord, yot this is
what Mrs. Ryszka actually manages to achieve. The -only major inexactitude I found
{and it appears in. many similar publieations) concerns the American nationsl anthem.
Though “The BStar-Spengled Banner” wes officially approved as the American
anthem not earlier, however, than in 1931, several other songs, such as “God Bless
America, “Hail Columbis”, or even “Yankee Doodle”, are frequently referrod to
as “national songs' and played on official occssions.
are roliable, some sections of it could be made more clear. For example, Gerald Ford ig
certainly given undue credit for-his influence upon the office of the President; the ex-
planation of the “patronage system” could be amended by saying that Presidents
frequently appoint not their own but Sepators’ protégés in return for future support;
the discussion of the inter-relation between the three branches of government could be
made somewhat more realistic by mentioning the fact that President Eisenhower tried
to “help’’ Chief Justice Warren reach the verdict in Brown vs. Board of Education and
when the Supreme Court decision went the other way, he never spoke to Warren again;
this discussion of the Congressional functions should also include the fact that the Congress,

' rather than courts, makes the final decigion in cages of doubtful results of Congressional

elections (a8 it did in 1974 when some vobting machines were malfunetioning in New
Harapshire); it was also misleading to refer to the President ad the *“chief” of his party
while no mention was made of the office of National Chairman. The elsctoral system
disouigsed in the last asetion of the book is not explained too clearly and the single-member
distriot gystem is unnecessarily made more complicated by including the factor of the
state over-all election results: in fact, there is no relation here and a party can in theory
get all the seats but one with less than 509 of the votes. Similarly, it may be strongly
misleading for the students to come across & sentence like: ““Congress now has ons
Representative for about half-a-million people; and one Senator for over two million
people” because — ag it is in fact explained elsewhere in the book — while Representatives
are sssigned to stetes on the population basis, Senators, cbvicusiy encugh, are not,
Finally, while the Watergate scandal is discussed at length, it is nowhere mentioned that a.

- grand jury named President Nixon an indicted co-conspirator, which is and will remain

the only legal charge against him.
Most of these are relatively minor peoints and should not obscure the fact that The
U8 federal system of government is a very good handbook. Its greatest aseet lies probably in

‘the faot that Mrs. Ryszka provides a historically dynamic picture of the problems she

discusses, and that various elements of the structure are shown both at their creation
in the 18th century and during their changes and development up to our times when
their shape is frequently different from what the Founding Fathers meant them to be.
Such trestment is in fact more important than the historical outline mentioned before
a8 it cannot be readily found in manuals of American history. Mra. Ryszka is also a very
keen observer of the contemporary politicel scene and her discussion of recent changes

Mre. Ryszka makes an extensive use of American and Polish sources, but at the BAIMA
tirae provides her own. vision of the problems she deals with. For instance, her discussion of
the roles the President plays ig very interesting and is certainly a valuable contribution
to the complex problem of the American Presidercy. ;

On the whole, The US federal system of government provides a full and multilateral
picture of the American power gtructure and as such will certainly be useful not only
to students but also to all scholars interested in American studies.
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