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An Indroductory Trangformational Grammar. By Bruce L. Liles. Pp. 187. Englewood
Cliffs, N, Y., Prentice-Hall, Ine., 1971.
Reviewed by Jadwiga Nawrocka-Fisiak, Adam Mickiewicz Univeraity, Poznath.

This book, as has been pointed out in the preface, is intended for those who want to
begin to atudy linguistics but are overwhelmed by the amount and the technicality of
material available. The author’'s atternpt has been entirely successful and despite a few
controversial issues the book proves to be a good introduetion to the prineiples of trans-
formational syntax and phonology.

The book is restricted to the English language and all the examples are drawn from
English. It is relatively up-to-date with much of the post-1885 scholarship included and
it has the rare advantage of explaining complicated matters in the simplest possible way.

The material is organized inte four parts: I. Phrase Structure, I1. Transformationa I,
IIT. Tranaformations 1I, IV. Phonology, each of which is in turn subdivided into chapters.
Each chapter ends with a series of exercises based on the material and technigues dis-
cussed in it. The volume ends with a bibliography and an index.

Part One begins with a brief but good chapter on traditional, structural and transfor-
mational approaches to the English language. The next two chapters develop the phrase
structure rules for a simple English sentencs, providing at the same time a short expla-
nation of all the notions and terms which have been introduced there. Chapter four is
devated to the disoussion of the lexieal features and it covers such topica as transitive
versus intransitive verbs, restrictions holding between nouns and determiners, and be-
tween nouns functioning as subjects and objeots and verbs. It ends with a short discussion
of the kind of information the lexicon should include and & sample of a lexical entry for
the word mouse.

It geems to me that a few more examples drawn from different lexical categories
would give the reader a better idea of the function of the lexicon. The only example, the
word mouse, is hardly sufficient to illustrate a typieal lexical entry.

As to the phrase structure rules one might object to the quite artificial distinction
between the terms Main Verb and Verh, and to the treatment of Pl a8 & separate consatit-
uent on a par with N or Det. Besides, an introduction of the termn Aspect in P4 on the
same level with tense and modality and an additional rule rewriting it as (have-+en)
(beting) might have helped to explain what phenomenon was coneealed behind these
two magic formulas.

Part Two contains chapters on negative, question and passive fransformations as
well as & chapter on transformational processes of addition, delstion, rearrangement and
substitution, in which such transformations as Adverbial Movement, Imperatives and
Indirect Objects are referred to in addition.

The analysis of negatives, questions and imperatives comes entirely from Katz and
Postal (1964), and the analyaia of passives derives them from their corresponding active
forms. It is a great pity that Liles Ioses an excellent opportunity to menbion a posaibility
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of a presuppositional analyria of negatives and imperatives, though he refers to it while
discussing questions. ‘ .

The remainder of the section, that is the presentation of Indirect Objects and the
Adverbial Movement transformation, is highly controversial and. difficult to agree. with.
We can hardly understand Liles’s motives for treating Indiregt Objects as Advcrlflala of
Place (pp. 32; 68). especially since no explicit justification hae: heen offered fur this ana-
lysis. Already on page 32 he ssye that “here are also transitive verbs that must have
adverbiels of place following the noun phrase” and gives the following examples:

1) She handed the paper to me.

2) Bhe set the book there,

3) The doctor laid it there. .
Then, {p. 62) he gives the following deep structure tree-diagram for the sentence T'hey

sent a nole lo me.

T / vIP
Aux MV place
tense v N
Det; N
tl;ey past send & note to me

It is impossible to agree with this presentation. Even a very superficial analysis shows the
difference between his oxample (1} on the one hand and examples (2} and (3) on the other:
I. Sentence (1) can be a subjesct of the indirect objoct inversion transformation, whereas
sentences (2) and {3) cannot.
1) She handed & paper to me,
(b) She handed mc a paper.
2) (&) 8he set tho book there.
{b)*She sot there the book.
3} (a) The doctor laid it there.
(b)*The dooctor laid there it.
I¥. The -{i%alfe] transformation which can be applied to sentences {2) and (3} yields
an ungrammatieal construetion for sentence (1).
1} {c}*Where did she hand the paper?
2} {¢) Where did she set the book?
3} {c} Where did the doctor lay it?
iII, The adverbial Movement transformation ¢an be opticnally applied to scnten.ccs {2)
and (3) to shift the adverbials of place to the front, but it cannot be applied with the
same effect to sentence (1).
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1) (d} To me sho handed a paper {acceptable only when expressing crpasis),
2) {d} The she set the book,
3} () The the doctor laid it.

SBome further examples;

In the closet he found some liggage. {p. 61}
Because of the rain we didn’t stay long, {p- 61)
*Fo her friend Mary has mailed a letter, (p. 62)
*For me she cooked a meal. {p. 62}

Besides. the comparison of the deep strueture tree diagram and the surface structurs
tree diagrem for the sentenco They sent a note to me shows that this presontation is in-
consistent (ef, p. 16). Without a word of explanation, though he gives a lengthy expia-
nation for the deletion of ¢, the author drops out the node place and replaces it by another
NP node dominated by MV.

The presentation of the Adverhial Movement transformation is rather confusing. At
first Liles introduces all adverbials after the MV and says rightly that they all, exeept
adverbials of manner, can undergo an optional rearrangement of clements, but will still
de derived from the same deep structure. The disgrams he uses for the illustration of this
problem contradict his statements (of. P- 61). The tree for the sentence I saw her as the
bank yesterday contains the time-node for yesterday dominated by the VP node, but in the
tree for the sentence Yesterday I saw her at the bank the time-node is dominated by SM
node. The whole presentation gives an impression that these two sentences gre derived
from two distinet deep structures.

The bandling of these two prablems, that is, of Indirect Objects and Adverbial Move-
ment is hardly sstisfactory in an introductory boeok on transformational grammar,

Part Three begins with a chapter on the principles of transformational grammar which
partly sums up what has boen said before and partly expands some of the notions, i.e.
competence, performance, grammaticality, aceoptability, ete. Next three chapters ure
devoted to comnplex sentonce formation in English and render a discussion of the Pprocesses
of compounding, relativization, NP and VP embedding. These chapters, form, in our
opinion, the best part of tho book and arc highly recommended as an introduection to
these complicated problema.

In the chapter on NP and VP embedding Liles discusses two copulative verbs, pro-
posing for tho gentences She seems happy. We consider her lucky the derivation going back
to She scems she is happy and We consider her she is fucky reapectively. This derivation does
not seem plausible for other verbs of the same class like taste, become, grow, remain, ote.,
ag in the following sentences: It tastes bad, He became angry, She grew tall, She remained
silent.

Part Four dealing with phonology comprises & short chapter on phonetie transcrip-
tion, two chapters on phonological features, two chapters on stresg and a chapter on
phonological rules, This part of the book is based on The sound patiern of English by
Noam Chomsky and Morris Halle (1968).

It is vory diffleult to present s relatively concise model of grammar at the time when
transformational theory is being pulled in many directions. It seems that Liles hasg
suceoeded in accomplighing this goal and if some of the discrepancies in the presentation
wero corrected the book could be considered a valuable introduction to the matters of
transformational grammar and & useful preliminary to the further study of transforma-
tional theory.
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Introductory Transformational Grammar of English. By Mark Lester, Pp. 335. New
York: Holt, Rinchart and Winaton, Inc.1971.
Reviewed by Jadwiga Nawrooksa-Fisiak, Adam Mickiewicz University, Poznan.

The book under review is another recent attempt to make problems of transforma-
tional theory more digestable to the beginner in linguistios.

It is written with remarkable clarity and considerabls internal consistenoy. The
text is organized into four basic parts: I. Simple Phrass §tructure Rulss, I1, S8imple Trans-
formational Rulee, IT1. 8entences Combined by Embedding Rules, IV. Sentences Combined
by Conjoining Rules, preceded by a preface and an introduetion, and followed by two
appendixes: one containing & summary of rules, the other containing & sample analysis
of a paragraph, and by an index. Each part is, in turn, subdivided into chapters, and all
parts a9 woll as chapters are ascompanied by short overviews of the material presented.
Numerous exercises and answers to them are provided throughout the book.

Another feature which makes this text stand out from many others iz its wide
coverage of English syntax and an abundance of examples drawn from everyday lan-
guege.

Unfortunately, the model selected by Lester is very conservative, concentrating
basically on surface structure phenomena. The result is that very little of the post-
-Aspects dovolopment of the theory is reflected here, and since no reference to alternative
presentations is made, it leaves the student with a rather outdated, superficial modal
of transformational analysis.

A further limitation is an overriding concern with the mechanics of application of
different rules rather than with general theoretical problems. Too often a chapter will
simply introduce a type of a construction, give its very shallow underyling structure,
and concentrate on a detailed description of the way the rules have applied to produce
the eonstruction. Examples of this deficiency include the transformational rules operating
on simple sentences. Even the exercises serve basically the purpose of mastering the
technique and do not inapire students to do any work on their awn.

Certain topios of a general character receive very little or no attention in the text,
e.g. the competence-performance distinetion, the deep and surface structure distinction,
language specific facts veraus language universals, grammaticality versus acceptability,
ete. ¥ am not implying that these topios should be eovered by every introductory trans-
formational text, but suggesting that by including them the book could have broadened
ity scope by trying to relate the details of English syntax to more general linguistic
problema.

Another disadvantage of the book is the lack of proper bibliography. The only
bibliographical references to linguistio works are Jesporsen's Hssentials of English grammar,
Frica's The structure of English and Chomsky's Syniactic structures.

B0 much for the general remarks. As regards details, I would like to point out the
following problems:
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1. By concenirating on an exhaustive summery of Fries's The structure of English
the part of the introduction which concerns tho structural revolution fails entirely to
point out the most imaportant changes brought about in linguistics by structuralism,

Bince any previous knowledge of linguistics is not presupposed, this summary is of
little value, and a diecussion of the principles of structural theory, instead, would
have been more fruitful.

To be fair I have to say that the discuassion of generative theory is much better
and gucceeds in conveying to the reader it basic ideas.

2. Phrase structure rules for & simple English sentence are too elaborated, and many
generalizations are lost in them. For example, possesgive nouns and possessive pro-
nouns are treated as subclasses of Speeified Article; MV Complement rules specify
NP, Adjective and NP Adjective nodes separately to cover such possibilitiez as

John has eaten the chicken, It tastes great, John has eaten the chicken cold, instead
of combining them into one rule: (NP) (Adj).

Besides, function names Like Adverb of Place, Adverb of Motion ere mixed up
with category names like NP. This is obviouely wrong since noun phrases when accom-
penied by prepostions may function as Adverbs of Place or Motion. Loster’s own examples:

We cocked the steak in the oven.

I drove my car info the garage.

The train pulled inlo the station.

I agree with Lester when he says ‘A fuller treatment would probably establish
several quite distinet subtypes of complements. Tt might even he necessary to treat
some a8 complex complements, that is, as complements containing independent sentences”
(p. 98), and T regret he has not chosen the latter possibility.

3. The presentation of pronoune is rather scanty, limited to their functions in subject
and object positions in a simple eentence. The process of pronominalization iz nob
mentioned at all, and the process of reflexivization is diseussed marginally with
reference te sentence embedding to distingnish between I wanted you to finish it and
Alice told herself to stop crying types of sentences.

4. Lester’s decision. to present lexical features of nouns as hierarchieally ordercd ia
hard to undorstand. This procedure was given up by trensformational grammarians
long ago for reasons discussed by Chomeky (1965 : 73).

6. The treatment of Interrogative, Negative and Imperative constructions does not
take into coneideration any recent transformational work on these problems. Several
rather different ways of accounting for these constructions have been proposed since
1966; what is common to all proposals is that these constructions must have distinetive
origins in deep structure, Unfortunately, Lester has not adopted thig principle and
derives them all from underlying statements by different transformational rules.

6. Proposals eoncerning sentences ernbedded in the Verb Phrase Complement show
clearly how superficial Lester’s model ig. Taking into consideration surface structure
phenomena, he distinguishes threo main sentence types embedded in the VP complement:
1} noun clause sentences, 2) question-word sentences, 3} tenseless sontences. This distine-
tion will not make it possible to derive the following pairs of sentences from the same
underlying structure:

1) {a} I believe that he reads a lot.
(b} I belive lum to read a lot.

2} (a) Jobn decided that he would go after all
(b} John decided to go aftor all.
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but will posit two difforent structures for them:

8 8
NP AUX YP NP A!J'X\Vp
MV Complement MY Complement
g;r:; n(il:uw Tenseless
Sentence
that. 8 ! 8

AN AN

for (Ia} and (2a} for (1b) and {2b).

N It is _al'ways easy to complain of an introductory book that its scope is linnited or that
it c.‘cpomtlon is oversimplified. Tn the case of Lester’s book the former does not hold
true since it givos a fair survey of English syntactic material. As to the exposition it is not
80 1111.101{ sinplified s superticial, failing to develop a more general framework of language
d(.‘SL"l'lptI(_{n, concentrating, instead, on details of particular constructions. This serious
shortcoming, added to the outdated model of analysis and to the lack of adeguate biblio-
graphy makos the value of the hook as an introductory text questionable,
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The acqac.isition of syntaw in children from & to 10. By Carol Chomsky. Pp. 126,
Cambridge, Mass.: The MIT Pross, 1967.
Reviewed by Janusz Arabski, Adam Mickicwicz University, Poznai.,

The book under roview deals with children’s acouisiti i
3 t: : w
e (uisition of the following four gram

1. John is casy to see.

2. John promised Bill to go,

3. John asked Bill what to do.

4. He knew that John was going to win the race,
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The subjects who were tested were 40 ohildren, eight each from kindergarien through
fourth grade. Each group of eight children was selected by their teacher and consisted
of four average, two above average and two below average children between the ages
of 5 and 10. There were 22 boys and 18 girls. The author's hypothesis ig that children
acquire more complex structures later and that by the age of 10 their grammatical
structures are on the lovel of adults. The task which Carol Chomsky undertakes is to show
that the above four structures have not been completely mastered by the group of children
sho tested because they are more complex than others. Their complexity iz judged from
the transformational-generative point of view and according to the author there are
four conditions responsible for this complexity:

(A) The true grammatical relations which hold among the words in a 8 are not
expreased directly in its surface structure.

(B} The syntactic structure associated with a partioular word is at variance with
& goneral pattern in the language.

{C) A conflict exists between two of the potential syniactic structures aasociated
with a particular verb.

(D) Restrictions on & grammatical operation apply under certain limited conditions
only.

The author hypothesized that sentence No. 1 will be diffleult because the agent of fo see
i# not expressed in the surface atructure a8 in o.g.,

John is eager to see.

The difflculty of the next itein is caused by the violation of the Minimal Distance Prineiple,
according to which the agent of the infinitive is the first NP to the left as in

Bill wanted o leave.
John asked me o go.
Bill told John to come.

The third sentence also viclates the Minimal Distance Principle which ia preserved e.g. in

John told Bill what o de.
John asked Bl to leave.

The complexity of the fourth item lies in the relationships between he and Jokn. In some
sentences of this type these items may rofer to the same persomn:

John knew thet he was going to win the race.

or they may refer to different persons:

He knew that John was going to win the race.

The children in the experiment were tested in individual 30.minute interviews over a

period of three months.
The interviews consisted of four parte to which varying amounts of time was allotted:

1. aakftell (16 minutes)

2. promise/tell (5 minutes)

3. easy to see (1 minute)

4. pronominalization (10 minutes}
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The firat test the author describes involves the easy to see construction, A blindfolded
doll was placed on the table and the children were asked the following questions

1. I= this doll easy to see or hard to see?
2. Would you make her easy/hard to see?

The children reacted in two ways. Below are examples of wrong and correct answers
(pp. 28, 31).

Is this doll easy to see or hard to see?
Hard to see.
Will you make her eagy to see?
Ok. (He removes the blindfold)
‘Will you explain what you did?
Took off this. (Pointing to the blindfold)
And why did that make her easier to see?
So she can see.
Thia is Chatty Cathy. Is she easy to see or hard to see?
Hasy.
Would you make her hard to see.
So you can’t see her at all?
Ok,
(Places doll under the table).
Tell what you did.
I put her under the table.

Twenty-gix children interpreted this construection correctly, and fourteen gave incorrect
interpretations, with correct responsea tending te eome from the older children. The
oldest among the children answering incorrectly were two hoys of 8.2 and 8.5 years of age.
The youngest children with the correct answers were boys of 5.2 and 5.10 years of age.
The promise construction was constrasted with the tell construction. On the table in front
of the child being tested the figures of Donald Duck and Bozo, two well-known comic
book figures, were placed. The interviews started with determining if the child knew
the meaning of promise and if he identify the dolls. This was followed by practice sentences
such as; (p. 33)

Bozo wants to do a somersanlt. Make him do it. The test sentonces were as followa:
Bozo tells Donald to hop up and down. Make him hop.

Bozo promises Donald to do a somersault. Make him do it.

Donald promises Bozo to hop up and down. Make him hop.

As we can see, the context does not imply a wrong or right answer. 19 children gave
wrong answers and 21 succeeded in giving the right answers, or perhaps we should say
reacted in a wrong or right way. The most immportant thing to observe hers is the inter-
pretation of wrong reactions, which Carcl Chomsky divides into three groups. A fourth
group includes the responses of those children who reacted in the proper way proving
that they could distinguish between infinitival agenta in the case of tell and promise
constructiona. The division is presented in Table 4.2 (p. 37) and reads as followa:

Stage 1 19 children {age 5.0 - 8.10}
tell — all correct
promise — all wrong
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Stage 2 4 children (age 5.1 - 6.9)
tell — mixed
promisc — mixed

Stage 3 5 children (age 6.5 - 9.7}

tell — all correct
promise — mixed

Stage 4 21 children {age 5.2 - 10.0}
tell — all correct

promise — all gorrect

The major portion of Mrs, Chomsky’s bock (pp. 41 - 102) is devoted to the desc{ription
and interpretation of tests with askftell constructions which were performed.xvnth the
above mentionad dolls; in addition ohildren were provided with companions with whom
they could carry on the conversations necessary for the test. The following constructions

were tested:

a) ask, in the request sense
Bozo asksftells Mickey to go first in line.
b) ask, in the question sense

Case 1. wh-olause subject supplied
Ask/Tell Laura what color this is.

Case 2. noun phrase
Ask/Tell Laura herfyour last name.
Case 3. wh-clause subject omitted
Ask/Tell Laura what to feed the doll.

The results obtained allow the author to identify five stage of development which child-
ren mastering ask, constructions undergo:

Stage A.
Failure: All cases
§ children (age 5.0 - 7.6)

Example:
Ask Eric what timse it 1s.
I don't krnow how to tell time.
Tell Eric what class ig in the library.

Kindergarien. (p.55)
Stage B.
Sucess: Caso 1; Failure: Cases 2, 3.
2 children {age 6.8 and 6.9}
Example:
Ask Joanna the color of Mickey Mouse’s trousers.
Blue.
Tell Joanne who this is.
Bozo.

Ask Joanna who this is.
Who's this? {Pluto)

Toll Jaonnsa what color this book is.
Blue.
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Petor, ask Joanna what to feed the doll,
Feed her a piece of bread.

Tell Joanna what to feed the doll.
Feed her a hamburger.

Agk Joanna what to put back,
The doll. (p. 76)

Stage C.

Suceesa: Cases 1, 2; Failure: Case 3
9 children (age 5.2 . 10.0)

Example:

Will you tell Ellen how many pencils there are here?
Three,

Would you tell Ellen what color this erayon is?
Yellow.

I want yon to ask Ellen some things, too, like ask Ellen her last name.

What's your last name, Ellen? (Frank)
Weuld you ask Ellen what time it is?
What time is i, Ellen? (I don’t know.)
Would you tell Ellen what color that book ia?
Blue, with white and black on t.
Would you ask Ellen what's in the box?
What's in the box, Ellen?
All right, now...
That's fruits.
Some of it. Will you ask Ellen what to {eed the doli?
Feed her hamburgers. Hotdog, I mean.
Al right, now, tell Ellen what to feed her.
Again? {p. 79)

Stage D.

Buccess: Cases 1, 2, (3); Wrong subjoect: Case 3
6 children {age 6.9 - 8.8)

Example:

Now will you tell Barbara what to foed the doll?
Eggs.

And aguin, ask Barbara what to feed the doll?
What do you feed the doll? (Hot dog)

And will you teli Barbara what to feed the doll?
Hamburgers.

Now will you ask Barbara what food to put back in the box?

What food du you put in the box? (Eggs)

And Ann, would you ask Barbara what food you sheuld put back in the box.

What should T put baek in the box?

And tell Barbara what she should put back in the box.

Hot dog.
And ask her what you should put back in the box.

What should I put back in the bow? (A pear) (p. 88}
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Stage E.
Sucecess: All cases; Correct subject; Case 3
14 children {age 5.10 - 9.9}
Examplc:
Now would you tell Caroiine what to feed the doll?
Um, bread.
(k. And again, wouid you agk Caroline what to feed the doll.
What should I feed the doll, Carrie?
Ok. Now we'll put the food away, and would you ask Caroline
what to put back in the box?
Carrie, what should I put in the box? (The tomato)
(To Caroline): And Caroline, would you ask Robin what to put in the box?
{(What should I put in the box?}
The pear.
Rohin, tell Caroline what to put baclk next.
The hamburger.
And agk her what to put back next.
What should I put in the boa? {The bread.)

Will you ask Caroline what color to make the triangle?
Carrie, what color showld I make the triongle?
‘il you tell Caroline what color to make the aquare?

Red. (p. 93)

In the test on pronominalization the author presented three types of structures

{p. 104)
1. Pronoun is in main clause, precedes NP
Nonidentity requirement

He found out that Mickev won the race.

2. Pronoun is in subordinate olause, precedes NP
Unrestricted reference

After he got the candy, Mickey left.

3. Pronoun is in subordinate clause, follows NP Unrestricted reference
Pluto thinks he knows everything.
The interview on pronominalization consigted of the following types of questions (p. 105},

Mickey told his mother he was hungry.

Who was hungry?

And who told his mother?

The author dividoes the children into two groups according to their interpretation
of proneminalization in sentence type 1 {seo above). The nine children who incorrectly
identified the pronoun with NP were put into one group and the 31 whose interpretation
was correct were put into another. The reaction to sentence type No. 1 here was highly
corrclated with the age of the informants, The age cutoff between children who gave
correct and incorrect responses was approximatoly 5.6,

Clonstruction types 2 and 3, however, allow unrestricted reference and it was hard
to establish the informant’s real knowledge of these constructions,

Carol Chomsky’s most important achievement in this book is the interpretation
of her data. The child’s language with its errors is presented as a process and not az a
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static inve ntory of faets, and thig approach allows the reader te understand new aspects
of child lan guage. The author shows the direction in which the child’s lan guage develops,
and more i mportant, she deecribes 1he stages in the development of structures and the
mmtual in terference between them. In the case of tell/promise constructions children know
construetions with fell in stage 1 but cannot handle constructions with promise. In stage 2
both fell and promise are mixed up. Interestingly enough, this ia exactly what was found
during experiments with forei &n languago learners in the Institute of Applied Linguistica
of the Adam Mickiewiez University, Poznari {Poland). The learners who mastered a given
tense eonstruction in (German and freely used it started to make errors in, it only after
the introduction of a new tense construction. These are very well known, facts in the process
of foreign language acquisition, and they very often lead to misinterpretations, frustra.-
tions and dizill usionment with teaching methods among foreign Janguage teachers.
Pointing out that such s retrogressive stage also oceurs in child language eequisition
ig one of the most important achiovement of the author. For example, Mrs, Chomsiy
distinguishes two stages in the sequisition of askjtell constructions, in the first of which
ask ig interpreted as fell und in the second of which these two verbs are confused. She
presents the answers of 5-year-old Beotty G. (pp. 87 - 68) who during the first interview
reacted to ea ch ask as tell and during the second interview, after finding out his crror,
reacted to each tell ag ask. It would be worth mentioning here that the more CONY eing
argurnent for the steges of development suggested by the author is the fact that in tho
case of ask ftell constructions there was not single child who failed at stage A but suceeed-
ed at steges B, ¢, D or B.

In criticism of Mrs, Chomsky's book, one might argue that the choice of test subjects
wag based on teachers’ intuition and that it was therefore the tcachers who decided
if a given child represented tho average, below average or above average level. A read.-
er might also object that 40 informants is not & suficient number to justify the generali-
zations the suthor makes in her work. There are also t00 many repetitions in the hook and
too many explanations of basic and obvious linguistic problems concerning the tesied
conatructions.

There is, however, no doubt that the tests werc arranged in a simple manner and
tho results achieved can, therefore, he considered reliable. The testing of syntactic proh-
lems i usnally difficult because the context or situation may either help or interfore in
understanding s given structure. In Mzs, Chomsky’s tests neither the situation nor context
were ever helpful and thus the results obtained represcent real knowledge of the construc-
tions tested on the part of the informants.

The new approach to child language and the interesting methodology employed
in the investigation thus make The acquigition of syntax in children from 5-10 g very
valuable book not only for the students of child language, but also for those who work
on the acquisition of foreign languages. After all, the Processes of native languege and
foreign language acquisition are in many respects similar,

A History of English, By Barbara M. . Strang. Pp. XX1V, 453. London: Methuen
and Co Ltd, 1970.

Reviewed by Jerzy Welna, University of Warsaw.

The book by B. Strang has a special place among econtributions to the history of
English. It combines purely linguistie data with the higtorical, cultural and literary
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facts, and in this way it can be used by all interested in the developm;r}t :}::d s:;razis:
6l i im of the book is explicitly presented in the p -
of English culture in general. The aim o Biehe : g
is i i m li history, but it does assume analy
‘“This iz & book for beginners in linguistic » but it d. . ie o
i d some familiarity with the tools of linguis
» of the strusture of present-day English an .
1;?:? g;t'?ldy Without such assumptions it would have had to be e1ther‘mu(11}1ﬁ;o;f§li
a-ull moare ropetitive or uselessly vague™. And further: ‘;Aa :;,l Wh(ﬂ:ﬁ:i:::i? edan
i i rtg it draws heavily on
has something new to say. In many of its pa . i
i isguise 1 i d I am humbled by the splendou
holars. Thave not tried to disgnise 1ts demvatlve?loas, an
z(; ;)hu scholarly tradition on which, in pathetically small measure, I have been able
XV - XVI). _ o
" dr’;:e ‘t()ook consists of two parts of unequal length. The first part is a dasc;lpuot:
and characterization of the present state of English with numerous ‘referancea t; 1 elpas
{e g ‘to Gireat Vowel Shift, etc.) Numerous linguistic aspects of Engilil}: suchsfza P 01(1];?32(;
it i iti i iobies are discusse ere. Strang
: r, semantics, British and American varie . . ;
%‘;:T?i‘:;lﬂ speakers into three groups: A-speakers (those in United Kingdom, the 1USAI,
Ca,fada Australia, New Zealand and South Africa); B-speakers.frorr];: thlt? fl':;rme:'hc;?r ogrlz.t
- e 18, liy (-speakers those using English as
territories in Africa and Asia; and finally ‘ LR
i i i first part sesm to be Gimsen, re. ;
language. The main contributors to the .
§£Z;%2ombie Barber, Quirk, and Mencken, to mention only a few on whose books
r 1 E i k
Strang has based big portions of her work, )
PMfl’;.E“lElZfl theregfollows the second and essential part of the book ealled Th:h(?'hrtonaiatg:olf:
ich i i f the history of English. However, thia 18 n :
Sequence whioh is the presentation o ‘ e
1 imi he ones publiched on this aliegedly exp b .
s oo Lo e - 1 * description of the historical periods
> “new” of this history is in Strang’s “reverse” descrip ! erio
gi‘,lslm:tirfg gom our times and continuing down to the Indo-Eumpeanbcion?rzumt)l; 'EI::: (;1!111;
i i t adopting some reasonable interva . :
would not have been achieved withou e R e
i hor has chosen two hundred years as the basic pe i
P e e i ghe starts her division from 1970, choosing
he li istic change i8 moat evident. Therefore ghe & ;  divi ]
1;76;0111?;70 1370, %170, 970, 770, 570, 370 as the turning pomts.i in the languagehdta}:.rellopt
menfj Can;equently the second part of the book consists of nine chapters with the las
- - . d'
a going down to the Indo-European perio ‘ ‘
- g’l‘hegreviewer has read the hook in two directions and that it ean also be Dfdl:lse
when we stert jita reading from the final chapters. Of course, the ba.ck-to-.frontdre; 1tng
i tary knowledge of Proto.Germanic and Proto-
of the book would require some slementary o of Proto-Ge e
i for a layman in linguisties it wo
Indo-European, but as the bock is not‘ : ;
itns I?urposep Morsover this is further facilitated by the anthor’s :rri.ngfemen:hc;f ;1;.; ir;m:it;g
i i i ipti ally starts from
ial i ticular chapters in which the description usw : ‘
Zlfhéh::an“fia;e-cut” o that the reverse reading would show us the normal (i.e. chronological)
development of the language. . . -
) Paprticula.r chapters are further subdivided into para.graﬁ)hs (?3t2 in :o(;:a..l}. ;‘;z; iizi':r
i ithin chapters and those intereated in
aphs are arranged systematically within chap 1
g;il;mw%' problerfs of the language history{e.g. vocabulary, phonﬁlogy, speeclf}tlcc;::i:;:i’ogg,
% i i ial attention to the paragraphs
: read appropriate chapters paying spocia ‘ : ; 2
;}:;Z )rz:zirzd da.ft)a.p ]if’ach epoch covering two hundred years is then cheracterized histori
inguistieally on all language levels. '
cal]yFar‘E(rinhEE; hlaa :jlrready been said one may draw the conclusion that Strang tx;anted
i i his type of pres-
i i f English and therefore sho chose &
to simplify the study of the history o ‘ Mol il
i i dern phase leaving the explora .
tation starting from the well known mo oI . S
fl?sta,rﬁ poriod];]%ill subsequent chapters, This involves, however, some sorlt{us ql_‘l‘L,ﬂ‘t'IOIlS”
1) Is it methodologically correct to eut the history of a language into “pieces
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of equal length of time? Such an arbitrary division can result in disproportionate pros-
entation, and it actually happens in the case of Old English whon the deseription of its
phonological and gremmatieal gystem is presented only in the 870 - 770, i.e. the West
Saxon period, and only a little is said about the earlier time-cuts.

2) Ts it really easier for the reader to go down through historical epochs? Miss
Strang is also aware of this question when she says. *“Those who find the aecount of post-
medieval English too difficult may prefer to go from the opening chapters to the medicval
ones and fill in the gaps later™ (XV), thus confirming us in the eonviction that it is hardhy
possiblo to read the book without some foreknowledge of the material which follows.

%) The description of linguistic changes at chronologically later periods must be
solidly founded on the evidence from the past. In this way it is an abseolute necossity
for the author to give the linguistic facts from the earlier historical epochs. Since theso facta
or data have to appear once more in their proper time sections, this would result {snd
it dees) in needless redundancy and repetitiveness.

4) If the linguist decides to follow his aim constantly, the supplementary data
.must be coherently placed within respective periods. To satisfy this requirement he
is compelled to use an extensive system of footnotes and cross references. As Strang
does not use any footnotes at all, she gives an enormeus number of cross references es-
pecially those referring to the past, although very frequently she comes back to the
future as well. Because they are “crammed” into the text (Strang uses Roman fipures
to denote them) it gives the impression of a certain chaos in the paragraphs which are
lengthy and diffieult to read.

It may be also noted that the editorial arrengement of the book is net eonveniont
for the student. The chapters would have been much more readable had they been
dividod inte shorter paragraphs. It also lacks at least a fow tables with the illustrative
material showing, say, the development of phonemic and graphemic systems. Much
place in the book is devoted to tho English dialects, but there is only one map showing
the shofshe distribution in Middle English. Although the spread of Eunglish in the world
is one of the most important points I the History, the reader looks in vain. for any map
il]ustra:ting this expansion. Finally a serious neglect is the absence of the word-index
at the end of the book in spite of a remerkable number of words diseussed by Strang.

Tt was a good idea of the author to give a number of transeribed samples of Englisil
prose illustrating Old, Middle, and Early New English periods. Thus we ¢an find in the
bock o fow lines from Sterne {18¢.), Spenser (160.), Barbour, Richard Rolle, Robert
Mannying, Sir Gawayn, Langland (14c.), Orm and Peterborough Chroniele {12¢.), and
Beowulf (10¢). It iz to be noted that such “standard” writers ag Chaucer and Shakespenre
have been left out.

However, these transcriptions suffer from the author’s lack of consistency. They
are included between slashes | / suggesting to us that they denote phonemes (as in reality
they do). On checking the transeription of Beowulf 327 - 328 we find that it is not so,
because (#68e) i /s0:8s/ with the eonditioned [8] value, We find further inconsistencics.
{or mistakes) in the transcription of Beowulf: {grendel) is wrongly given a long root
¢E> transcribed as short; Chgindo) is transcribed /hy:nlo/ although this is not a compound;
‘< Ftnum) is spelt with a short (£), transcribed as a long one; (4l is [atelf, but {sdard.}
is Jsearof; if Cea) in the latter form denotes fes/ (cf. {ealdre) tramscribed m:ldre/ what
would then be the value of (eo)? So many gaps in only five transcribed lines!

On page 287 Prof. Strang suggests the diphthongal interpretation of (o) (a dash
over {¢) should be added in the text) and {£a), and consequently she considers {ea) and
(;o) 1f01 be short diphthongs, This ohsolete interpretation is now rejected by the majority
of scholars.
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There aro also doubts in reference to the Middle English transeriptions, Thus in
Peterborough Chronicle (243) fhf is used for (hire, -purh, rihte}, although jx/ ean he found
in the transcriptions of other texts; ¢-dd-> in {spedde} is rendered as /df though the pho-
nemic simplification of geminates oceurred much later in this dialect; we bave [kinges/
but jengleland/, i.e. two mutually exclusive forms; if Jlaidafis postulated for (leeide) in
Peterborough Chvonicle, why is (pegzre) transeribed [@eirsfin Orrmulum written as we know
half a century later; why is {goddspell) in Orrmulum rendered by [gospel/ and then
Jgodspsl] only one line lower? In Langland (224) ¢heom) and (heore) are fom/{ and [orf
respectively, though both are ased in similar contexts. In Barbour {foward) is Jfrovward/;
there is also /ba : ving/, but flviit, persavit/ (221} In Sterne (102) (o Little) with [af
instead of o/ and the transeribed form of Cheart) aTe simply printing mistalcs,

Strang uses phonemic and phenetic transcriptions in a chaotic way throughout the
book. Apart from the quasi-phonetic interpretations discussed sbove ghe is very in-
consistent when explaining phonetic processes. Abounding in the proofs of her inconsis-
tency is paragraph 161 where she explains the values of the Old English graphemes. She
says that (3 is /y{ in & back environment and does not use brackets for the conditioned
value, whereas a few lines lower the square brackets appear enclosing the [x] allophone of
the /h/ phoneme.

Although Strang lays claims to the modern interpretation of the language devel-
opment, these superfluous misuses of slashes hoth for phonemes end allophones make her
description of the phonemio systems vague. In the game paragraph there are some aston-
ishing points. When she discusses the phonetic values of (8> and {f) she suggests that
they are to be read “fs/, fff initially and finally, but fz{, fv/ medially” (288). Only those
knowing the rules of pronunciation in 01d English would not be led into error, as she did
not add “in voiced surroundings” after “medially”’. On the same page we can find that
“/m} only oecurs before palatal gtope’'(?). Also the assumption thab fhf written (k) is a
single phoneme with two values [h] and [x] eannot be accepted. The additional remark
that [x] (note the square brackets!) is front or back in quality should be supplemented by
the well-known symbol [¢] denoting thia front guality, otherwise the brackets would
suggest some further sub-sllophonic differentiation of {x] which aceording to her is an
allophone of the /h/ phoneine (ef. aleo the phonemic interpretation of the (k) grapheme
in Stoockwell 1958). We may note as well that the question of the phonemic length of
long consonants in Old and Middle English is not supported by any data from the splendid
article by Kurath 1856.

The author alse postulates allophonic distinetion for (a> and (=) and considers them
to be variants of the [/ phonems explaining the Late O1d English appearance of f&/ in
fa} positions ag being due to analogy (286). S8ince she considers {a> and {o) hefore nasal
consonants ta be also sub-phonemic variante this would lead us to assume & very risky
hypothesis that [2] before the nasals is an allophone of the /@/ phonemo,

As regards the Old English vocabulary Strang is also in error when she says that
(-ing, -ling, -(o)l, -ela) suffixes were all masculine (338). There is evidence that {.els) and
{~{0)1> could be neuter (OE récels — Btrong Neuter; déofol — Masculine and Neutor}.
Among the Old English loanwords from Scandinavian {339) nearly all are much later
horrowings from the Early Middle English period and ghould have been discussed in the
earlier chapters.

Also the incompleteness of facts weighs heavily upen the chapters diseussing the
prehistorie periods of the history of English. Tt is not true that “specifically Anglo-Fri-
gian” is the change where “before fricatives a nasal consonant was lost and the preceding
vowel lengthened ... OF #s, fIf, as against German uns, fiimf.”. Apart from the fact that
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the last form is incorrect {it should be aither OHG fimf, or German fiinf} this phenomenon
can alzo be found in Old Saxon (e.g. fIf, adar, dBar, Gis; and of. Kraho 1966 : 11%).

When treating of West Gormanic phonological features she mentions only “a free
development of diphthongs and some consonant changea’”;
/8] > fd/ shifts without even saying a word about the development of the corresp
velar and labial spirants, and gemination. Maybe the latter is hidden under “a tendency
to lengthen eonsonants in certain environments” (399).

Strang’s reconstruetion of Indo-European and Germanic archetypes (415 - 416)
also noeds some comments:

1) Indo-European Genitive possessed *-g-gjo ending not *-eso as suggested by Strang
whieh is confirmed by the appearance of {-s)> forms in pronominal Genitive singulars,
Without this *j the *s between vowels would reault in *r forms {of. Must 1953).

2) In spite of the staterent {406) that Indo-European /of becomes fa/ in Germanie,

Strang shows *dhoghomos = *Bagomoz development for Dative plural. Tt is gen.
erally acoepted that fo/ was abgent from the Proto-Germanic vocalie system.

3) In the same Indo-European Dative plural, *omis should have further *
development before the nasal (Krahe : 11).

Tt is worth noting that Prof. 8trang breaks the long-lasting tradition and proposea
the Slavonic-into-Germanic shift of Gothic hlaifs (OF hlaf}, although all the etymological
dictionaries give the traditional interpretation, or leave the problem unexplained.

At the end a few words about the author’s treatment of the sources used by her while

-Untiz

ferring to any sources are her own, This is not the case because when the presents Reszkie-
wicz’s 1966 syntactic theory starting it with impersonal “we'; “we may formulate the norm
as follows™ (313) and the author of the theory is mentioned only in the bibliography,
some readers may erroncously regard it as the result of Strang’s own consideration.

Tt i8 to be regretted that this pioneer wark popularizing one of the most diffouls
branches of the English linguistics has so many methodological drawbacks and factual
mistakes, to say nothing of numerous misprints, beeause Professor Btrang’s ambitious
effort to present to us the history of English in digestible form for the general reader is

derings like “no one supposes that a language has a mother and g father, ... family rela-
tionships are undirectional and divergent, ... a son cannot reverse relationships with
parent or eousin, and onee more he ia for ever himself and no one else™, ete. Such thoughts

occupy too much space which could have been used with more economy. A corrected
version of the book would be weleame,
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Topic and comment: & study in Russign and geneml. tmnsfommtwmfl g;;&ggze;;l 5?;
Osten Dahl { Aota Universitatis Gothoburgensis, Slaviea Gothoburgensia, LTI,
kholm: Almqvist and Wikeell, 1869, . ) ‘
i,t;?iev:e(? by M;lria Sysak, Adam Mickiewicz University, Poznad.

Topic — comment structure is & concept which resulted from & new way 0:: 100];1}11%
at the sI::ntence. The sentence is approached as a unit in an act of coﬁﬁn;g; :;n[;ome_
analysis of it seeks to identify the division of the sentence into part wl 2 e
thi ¥ that we want to make a statement about,i.e. datum, and the par 'W e‘ i
t,h;:llgstatement, i.e. novum, The realization of topic — comment st;uctureo}st;:l;gr:xpleﬁve
such linguistic faots as certain constructions, e.g., cleft sentrerll:;is, t tn:) us:ion o

E i i der, emphasis, thythm, intona 5 riain
“there”, passive constructions, word order, : s
191;3 del\]rices. The investigation of these phenome.na., onece cons;‘dlaired .atﬁa:;e: a:ohz r_-,;
listics only, seems to be occcupying an ever-incmﬁamg nu;nl:;n c:a fg:fﬂudliﬁon S

i der such names ag: theme and r iy .
They have been dealt with un ( o s e o
i t, psychological subjec

dat and novum, topic and commen al au -
E;}ec:'. 1’;311?9 interest in topic -- comment approach arose primarily e;mong ki:l; ;sp;:s::‘a:n 2-
tives of the Prague School and 8oviet linguistss W}:tl: dev;lfjpecz.?:e; t.( ;grg} gl

i Perspective (F8P) or Actual Sentence Bipartiti ‘ ; !
Eor:;;tfc?:l::}?en::aﬂve gramrnar, topic — comment structure rec;ewed a veryhm;degu:nt;
ar?d marginal treatment. This is why the Sppearance of 0. Dahl’s monograph Top

ke a real event in thoe field of lingnisties. o .
com??i‘egtPII[%a;nd COMMENT is an atternpt to unite two ]_mgumt.u.s theories, the F;SPntlhzgg
and the theory of T@. Dahl seeks to formalize many of t-he.notmns worked ;; ?m —
by the Prague school tradition in a system of logic operations. So fal;,. a:_lt Eq ki
e;(plicit description of topic-comment structure hag been beyond the limits of gr »
d has not been attempted. e
o The Short Introduction puts forward the purpose of the bool; glle;e:ln;;;(z3 urea :1 =
formulates the assnmptions on which Dahl’s theory 13T li)ased j;t;:; :;)u ’;ic&tion 04
: i 4, The aim .

he key concepts of the work: topic and coxnmen S ax . ‘

i tt}?jr'sezwn adrrz:ission, 18 that of “integrating the descn]?tmn of to;?m- com;ntaln‘f]ftr:}::e
:11111'3 into & tranaformational grammar” (1.1.). The two basie assumptions underlying
theory presented are: . S .

nent of TG is identical in all la.ngu:a.ges, o "
E;; %ﬂ: Ei:leel"}l;r;zosyntactio and sernantic representations are the same luig.ulsh:fe;l;;tg
i it tain eurrent conceptions -
ond chapter, offering critical notes on cer ;
comxri'::ts::mcture grovides & kind of background to the subsequent.exl;(fgl‘v; ;;kg;};le:
ol i the major inadequacies

sal. In this chapter the author points to : y e

g:.ﬁfrnent in the handling of this problem by SBoviet and (?zeuhoslavak.lflfhlam‘gms?unsat_

analysis, though subtle and perceptive in many respec.ts, i cl?&rged “;1 o Zjli‘ag R

isfying theoretical baais, namely general theory of lingwistic structure

14 Studia Anglica
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isfying methods of description™. {2.1.) It seems that at this point Dabl fails to do justice
to the achievements of the Prague school being unaware of the recont re-evaluation in
F8P, ie., the application of degrecs of Comununicative Dynamism ((12) as the criterion
in the investigations. This objection was raisnd by Firbas and Pala in their roview of
Dahl’s work (1971 : 93). The remarks on Chomsky’s luck of recognilion of comnploxity of
the problem appear to be well-groundod and Dahl, though himself on the position of TG,
admits that ASB theory in spitc of its weaknesses is superior in many respeets to the
current conception of topic and comment in TG, Having rejected the “givenness™ as the
criterion of Sentenco Bipartition, Daht places the principle of division inio topic and
¢oninent somewhere close to the concept of presupposition much discussed recently
in TG,

The third chapter provides the basic outline of the system proposed. Tho ultimate
constituents and the relations holding hetween them are in principle those of predicate
logic. The starting point for analysis of meaning of the sentence is for Dahl McCawley's
suggestion that every sentence may be presented as a number of NP- descrlptmms and a
proposition. Eventually cvery sentence appears to be a number of “stowmic sentences”
in certain relation o cach other. Thus the sentence: “The man kissed the woman' will
bo analysable to a proposition: “X, kissed X, and two NP-descriptions: “X, is & man’;
“Xjisawoman’ (3.1.). Dahl argues that topic— comument relations in the susface strucbure
are the reflection of logical interrelations between the atomic formulas (AF) in deep struc.
ture. The terms and coneepts from logic are applied as tools for sentence analysis. The
atomie formulae are connocted with each other on one hand by the logieal constants, ..,
existential operator, conjunction, disjunction, negation acl implication; ou. the othee hand,
by a system of indices that determine which formulec have the same referents, Horo Dalil
makes use of and developes the hypothesis put forward by Bach, L., tluad nouns are de-
rived from the conbedded sentonees with variables ws the subject in the underlying steue-
lure. It is the existential operator which serves to bind the variuble with its index. The
funetion signs are “lexieal” elements of the base structure and by means of lexical rules
they ean be realized as nouns, adjectives or verbs in the surface strueture. The coro of
every sentence is an implication whieh Dahl considers o express the nature of predica-
tion. E.g., the sentenee: “The lens growl” (3.3.), is preseuted in accordance with the
theory as follows:

Implication
A¥
ors Xg{lion} =3 X, {growl!
lion X arowl 3

where the aceent over the nnphca.tlon sign denotes the definite article. The distribution
of functionals on both sides of the implication sign will detcrmine the topic-comment
structure. The topic always appoars to the left of the implication sign.

Further on, Dahl illustrates that such grammatieal facts as definitenoss, pronominal.
izations, refloxives and reciprocals will find a plausible and simple deseription in his
theory. The different order of various transformations is made reponsible for various
realizations of the base structure in, the surface of exemplified languages, primarily
English and Russian, but also Nor&wglml, Latin, French {and Tagalog, Swedish and
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Chinese in other sections of the work). Bupporting arguments for Dahl’s theory of topie-
comment structure are provided also by examples taken from studies on the language
of children.

The fourth chepter focuses on the application of the model to date. Existential
scntences and the occurrence of definite and indefinite article are discussed here. Dahl
claims that there are two kinds of indefinite article — Generic and Existential Indefinite -—
and that they have different representations in the underlying structure; the Generic
Indefinite bears a stronger affinity to the Definite article than to the Existential Indef-
inite. The Definite article is analysed as having the meaning of “‘districted universe of
discourse’™ and genericness. The exploration into the articles in English, though perhaps
incompleto, makes really fascinating reading and shows elearly the relationship between
the usage of articles and topic-comment structure.

Tn the next chapter Dahl displays a mechanism of dopendencies hetween the topic-
eominens structure and passive constrizetions. The choice of the appropriato case is shown
to be determined slso by topic-comment structure. The interpretation of the verb “‘give”
as the deveclopmont of hypothesis concerning “have” — interpretation (proposed by
Bach: 1957 and Bendix: 1966) deserves apecial attention on the roader’s part. The ad-
verbials of time and place have received very original treatment and the reviewer con.
giders this one of the most interesting solutions proposed by Dahl.

The penultimatc chapter is given over to a brief discussion of emphasis. The dis-
cussion, though not devoid of inconelusiveness and of considerable interest because it
points to several problems that remain open at the current stage of research. The challeng-
ing agpect of this monograph should also be considered as one of its merits.

The paper coneludes with a brief chapter which plays the role of a summary of tho
main points of the theory presented.

The topie-comment strueture as iroplemented hy Dahl is open $o cortain weaknesses.
The reviewer agrecs with Firbas and Pala (2971 - 95) that Dahl’s treatment of the topic-
ecomment structure does not allow for the apprecistion of the factor which causes a con-
sidorably bigger difference in emphaticnicss of the initial topical elements in the following
two pairs of sentences (6.1.):

“Tomorrow 1’} go fishing -~ I'll go fishing tomorrow™,

and

“This hook [ have not read — T have not read this book".

The shortcoming arises from differcnt presumptions underlying Dahl’s proposal comnpared
with FSP thoory.

The representatives of the Prague School distinguish thres levels in syntax: semantic
level; grammatical level; and functional lovel {ef. Daned : 1966). The semantie lovel of a
sentence consists of generalizations of conercte lexieal meanings. Grammatical level
is an autonomous and determining component, specific for overy language. The autonomy
of grammatical form roveals itself in the diversity of languages. Functional level is
responsible for the organization of the utterance. It makes it possible to understand how
the somantic and the grammatieal structures funetion in the very act of eommunieation.
The sentence, in the act of eommunication turns out to be a product of tension betweon
FSP and the grammatical word order principle, e.g., the leading word order principle
in English arranges constituents in a grammatical sequence: subject-verb-object (8.V.0.}.
In thig light the sentence sequence of:

“This hook I have not read”
is a deviation and constitues & marked order with tho emphasized topic. According to
Dshl this aspoct of the interplay of means cooperating or eounteracting to rosult in the
given sentence, is lost since this theory is based on the assumption that “the underlying

b1 o
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syntactic and semantic representations of an expression are the same linguistic entity”
(1.1.}.

Firbas and Pala in their review maintain thei “in the light of FSP, the notion. of
“rostricted umiverse of discourse” as applied by Dahl “is too wide to dotermine with
sufficient delicacy whal funetion a neun accompanied by w non-generie definite article
performs in the act of communication™ (1971 : 96). The reviewer admits that Firbas's
analysis in “Non-Thematic Subjeets in English” (1966 ; 236—57) is more subtle and
exanines the problem in greater depth. However, tuking into sccount the scope of Dahl’s
moenograph and the author’s intention which, by his own admission, is to introduce to the
reader a schewatic outline of the theory, it is not surprising that the collected data is of
rathor exoraplary nature and its aim is to invite and stimulate readers to a dooper study
of the indicated problemns.

‘Within the formalization worked out in the framework of Dahl's theory, thero are
somu particudarly original and brilliant notions. Tmplication is one of these, Tinplication
is n devieo which enables the reader to sec the surface strueture of the sentence as a
reflection of the topic-corament structure and the index-variable system underlying the
strface grammatical relations. Firbas and Pala question the value of this solution by
posing a quostion, “What is gained by putting all types of predication under one hoading"’
(19751 : 99), What strikes tho reviewer is the gain which could be won by slightly modifying
or broadening the notion. In Conelusion, Dahl makes the foliowing statemnent: ,,The
notmal form of a sentenee is an-implication™ (7). Implication might be interpreted in the
Lrowlest sense of the meaning of predication, i.o. as the exponent of the relationship
between topic and comment on the whole. This interpretation seems to be in agrecment
with Dahl’s anslysis of sentonces containing adverbials of time and placo. The structure
of the sentence:

*I'll go home tomorrow™ (100. 1),
with mdlr'ut( <1 stress pattern, is reprosented in & following way:

X, {835X%, {tomorrow}
whert: 8 denotes “T will go home” and funetions as the topic of the sentence, Consider the
sentonee:

“What John did was yun away?”,
the following presentation of which i 38 possible:

eX, (X, {Fohn} & X,X, {did} Eox, {run away]

Heore implication again reflects the dircet relation that holds between topic and eornment.

Dahl interjects another interesting notion desorving consideration on the part of the
linguist involved in this kind of problem, In Dahl's prescntation, the notion of oxistential
aperator (Kx) acquires the character of a linguistic universal. The fact thet allinvestigated
languages havo & class of so-called existential sentenees manifested by Existential In-
definite, “there” — construction, indefinite pronouns’in English and by some other
distinguishable traits in other languages, calls for coneclusion, that the existential oporator
is an cloment of an underlying structure,

The monograph as a whole reveals a certain “sensitivity’” to the universsl aspect
of the linguistio phenomona under investigation. It iz rendered in a clear and expository
style of writing and has “lecture-like” immediacy and suggestiveness. The oXposition 18
organized in ehapters which in turn are composed of smaller portions of the argument
arcanged iu compact paragraphs. The illustrative material is taken principally from
English and Russian, but there are also examples derived from other languages: Swedish,
Korwegian, French, Latin, Tagalog and Chinese,

TOLIC and COMMENT will oceupy a valnable position on the zeading list both for
tha student and for the scholar. On one hand, it will help the student to develop an eye
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for doteeting the ecomplexity of sentence elements functioning in the act of communica-
tion. On the other hand, in spite of its tentative and schematic c¢haracter and in regard
to the wealth of original solutions, this book is an interesting example of how the topic-
comment structure might receive formalized degoription and contribute to the revaluation
of the base component of TG.
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From deep to surface atructure. An introduction to transformational syntax. By Marina
K. Burt. Pp. xi, 266. New York : Harper and Row, 1971. Reviewed by Jan Rusieccki,
University of Warsaw.

1. The content and scope of Marina K. Burt’s book is characterized in the firat
sentence of the Preface: “The main text of this book is concerned with establishing the
relative ordering of about thirty transformational rules of gremmar which havo been
regularly ineluded in the introductory course of transformational grammar presented at
MIT Department of Linguistics (by Professors Morris Halle and John R, Ross) for the
last three years (1967 - 1970), ““The working of the rules is illustrated step by step on
selected sentences, by moans of sequences of phrase markers (trees). The ordering of the
rules is discussed in dotail, with special attention to the prineiple of the eycle. The Appen-
diees contain: a ligt of phrase structure rules, a list of transformations, a summary of the
ordering of the rules, “Sentences illustrating the necessity for ordering the rules”, and a
ghort alphabetical index, There are no bibliographical references,

Wo are thus offerod a workbook in Fingligh transformational syntax, the first publi-
cation of this kind. The author herself writes in the Preface: “this book is intended to
he a workbook which should be used as & supplement to, not a substitute for, a course in
mtroductory transformational grammar”. Qua workbook, From deep to surface structure
cen, no doubt, be useful, particularly to students of lingnistics (its usefulness to English
majors will be discussed below, in section 6). As the authors of the Foreword put it,
the students can be helped ‘““to gain some facility in following a synbactic argument’’.
They ean be taught how to construet a phrage marker, how to perform transformations,
in what order to perform them, why a certain order has to be followed and what happens
if the constraints on the order of transformations are violated. Yet one feels that a work-
book should also contain problems for the learner to puzzle over by himself, and perhapsa
also a key to their solution. There are, however, no exercises of this kind, and this is a
shortcoming of the book.

Is this & workbook, then? The suthor does not provide practical exercises for the
learner-reader; on the other hand she does enter into theoretical discussions of points
of linguistic theory. 8he covers such problems as: deep stricture strings and the rationale
for having transformations (in the chapter entitled *“Prcliminaries”, pp. 1 - 10); the re-
lation between active and passive sentences {pp. 32 - 37); relative clauses, viewed in the
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context of other types of complex sentences in English (pp. 67 - 71); the principle of the
transformational eycle {pp. 100 - 111 and pasgsim). All this belongs more in a course of
English grammar than in a worlkbook. The reviewer fesls therefore that it is legitimate
to ask what linguistic theory the course is based on, and how it is presented.

Here we come to the principal drawback of the book. It presents a version of the
“Standard Theory”, and does so in such a way as to create an impression that it is the
theory of trensformational-generative grammar. This impression is created by casting
the discussion in the eatechetie form of questions and answers, the questions being those
of the students, and the answers coming—all pat—from the teacher, Tho impression is
confirmed by the authors of the “Foreword”. They write about the tasks that face a
beginning student in syntax, and say: “The next task is to gain insight into what makes
a good argument in syntax so thet one may then construct such arguments himsclf,
A good menns for achieving this is to examine carefully good arguments which have
worked in the past. A selection of such arguments is given in the book...”. Having gone
through the text, the reader is apt to ask himself, first, whether the arguments presented
are all good; and, second, whether all of them really work.

The answer is, no; and it is to be regretted that the author chose to present transforma-
tional-generative syntactic theory as a monolithic body of unquestionable truths,
instead of using the workbook format to the best advantage and teaching the prineiples
and technigues of construeting a syntaetic argument while at the same time presenting
transformational grammar as a set of problems and a method for attacking them.
There is hardly a major syntactic problem among those tackled in the book that is not a
potential candidate for a discussion of different approaches and different proposals
for solution. It would not be fair to the author fo criticize her work from u different
theoretioal standpoint—that of case grammar, or of logieal syntax, for example. We shall
therefore stay within tho theoretical framewaork of From deep to surface structure and see
how it works.

2. The author begins by showing that language is rule governed, and then prooseds
to discusa phrase structure. She says: “Traditional graynmar is concerned with the parts
of spoech of the words in a sgtring and with how sequences of parts of apsech constitute
larger phrases.” What follows, however, lvoks more like classical structuralisin than
what we are used to calling “traditional grammar”: 8woet, Jespersen, Poutsma, Kruisinga,
and other scholarly masters. Terminological confusion apart, it ia easy to understand
why the sauthor chose formulas such as Det-N-Aux-V-Det-N as a starting point for her
cxplanation of English phrase structure. Transformational-generative theory arose as a
renction against structuralist taxonomy, and its earlier stages still show their ancestry.
The version of English phrase structure which the author presents is not far removed
from its strueturalist origina.

The phrase strueture rules are summarized on p. 243, but the summary is dissppoint-
ing. On the one hand, we find rules which are never used in the derivations discussed
in the text; for example, the rule for compounding sentences, or the rule for {optional)
embedding § in an AdjP. On the other hand, the only rewrite rule for the noun phrasc
is NP -+Det+N. There are no parentheses around Det in this formula and nothing is
said about sentences embedded in NPs, even though both nouns without determiners,
and several kinds of NP structures with embedded Ss are amply documented in the text.
The rules for rewriting VP with be as the verbal element will not, as they stand, generate
the sentence John €2 here, but they will generate *John ¢s in the afternoon, as well as
*John is.

3. It is, however, when we proceed to transformations that real problems begin.
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On p. 4 the author presents a sct of twenty-two senbences and phrages beginn'ing with
I will give a girl @ book and ending with there being a girl given a book by me. It is easy to
sgreo with her when she says, “These twenty-two sentences and phrases ave all per-
coived to be somewhat similar to each other.” It is less easy to agree with the statement,
“Qur intuitions about English tell us that these sentences and phrases all mean approx-
imately the same thing.” The two utterances quoted at the beginning of this I.)a.ragraph
do not mean the same thing. Apart from everything else, “'sentence perspective” —the
location of topic and comment—is quite different in each of them. What the author
tells us here, indirectly, is that transformations preserve meaning; which is a well-known
part of traneformational-generativist folklore and an interesting hypothesis, but no more
than that. Since, however, the author does not discuss the semantic component of English
grammar, we shall refrain from arguing about this point (Partes 1971). ‘

We read further that ‘‘certain sentences are basic (they are called deep struciure strings)
..% and “Derived senfences are called surface structure strings.’”” We are left to wonder
why we should use & new term string if atrings and sentences are the same things (or so it
sooms from the text). However, two pages earlier the suthor wrote, “We will view &
sentence as a string of words with an associated structure.” The struciturs, of course,
is the phrase marker. Hero we come to one of the most disturbing features of the synta,(ﬂfm
theory presonted in the book: the problem of the analyzebility of relations betwsreen aq.mst.m-
nents in derived phrase markers and, consequently, the treatment of discontinuous
constituents. i .

One of the strong points of transformational-generative theory is explicitness.
Transformasional rules make explicit the relations bet ween sentences, and phrase mrkma
muke explicit the structure of sentences at each stage of their transformfsttional. history
(o1 should do 8o, at any rate}. This structure can be expreseed syntagmatically, in terms
of strings, sa well as paradigmatically, in torms of the “is a' relation of substrmgt} of
gymbols to the symbol immediately dominating them. On pages 15 - 17 we ﬁr?d. the c}l.emva-
tion of the sentence Don't go!. In the firat phrase marker, the node Neg is dominated
by FreS, but after s transformation it seems te be a constituent of Auwz. If the reader
wore to try and generate the sontence The girls have not gone,the node. Ne;g would have
to be hung off Perf, separating have and en. This, however, is a miner point in gomparison
with what one finds on p. 58, in the generation of the sentence Tonight, there will be a man
leaving. At one stage in the derivation, the node Prog dominates the string be-NFP-ing,
with the NP thus deriving indirectly from Aux! These are very real snags of the modi.al
of transforroational grammar presented in the book—and, incidentally, not only of this
one. A workbook could be s good place for a frank discussion of these {and similar) prob-
Jems, even if no finel solutions were offered where none are available.

Some of the transformational rules disoussed meke the reader wonder whether
transformational-generative grammar is really always capable of doing the job better
than its traditiona} or structuralist predecessors. In milder cases the 8. D. s of the rulea
are to blame: they are not adequate. In more drastio cases the rules themselves are
cither not explicit enough, or simply invalid. Thus, for example, th? 8.D. for The.rs-
Tnaertion (p. 22) perpetuates the myth that the first N P has to be indefinite, thus excluding
senbences such as Thers were the people that we met last Sunday in the room {Pankhurat
1971). On the other hand, no constraints are stated on the slement which followa I{e {or
the Aux complex), so that the rule will generate such non-sentences as “‘There‘u‘- an
elephant an animal and *There are mosquilo bifes potentially dangerous. The poss%blhty
of applying There-Insertion to sentences with verbs other than be is not mentioned,
thus excluding such sentences as There came o terribly long train with forty-three covered
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wagons, five liguid carriers, and a nusnber of cddly-shaped trucks {Pankhunrst 1971), What
18 more, sentences liko this one make ono wonder whether There-Insertion is really
always optional.

The chapter on relative clauses gives rise to other queries, The rule for relstive
clause formation conteins the condition that the NP marked 2 in the 8.D. must equal
the NP marked 5. What does the equal sign mean here: identity of lexical items, identity
of reference, or something elge? Many linguists consider identity of reference to be essential
in such cases, and use referential indices to mark it. It seems that the author’s formula,
“2=5" does mean identity of reference. In the deep structure of the sentence The nut
whom I was kissing laughed (discussed on pp. 71 - 72} the NP labeled 2" is the nut and
the one labelled “*5” is @ nut. If these two NPs are supposed to have the same reference,
can wo disregard the fact that ono of them contains a definite determiner and the other
an indefinite one? The problem of reference arises again in connection with Bqui NP
Deletion, and has been much discussed in literature lately (ef., for example, Karttunen
1968 and Lakoff 1868). So far, the solutions proposed have only been tentative,

The trouble with determiners and the referential indices of NPs is symptomatic
of & more fundamental deficiency of the model of grammar expounded in the book.
Determiners are treated by the author simply as terminal symbols, on a par with other
lexieal items. This implies two things: that determiners belong to the phrase structure,
and therefore, that they are selected before the transformations. And yet it i3 obvious
that determiners are connected in intricate and not alwaye fully understood ways with
eertain transformations. Solution of thig problem may finally be found in the theory of
quantifiers, borrowed from formal logic. In the meantime one might try and avoid the
diffieulty by leaving the term Det unspeeified until after all the transformations have
been performed. That would, of course, mean a departure from the adopted theory
and would also necessitate the introduction of certain ad hoc rules for the final selection
of the determiners. Wo might make a virtue out of necessity: toll the learnmer-reader
frankly that this is just 8 makeshift arrangement allowing us to proceed with the business
in hand, and outline briefly the problem, urging him to do some more thinking on
his own.,

A somewhat similar difficulty is presented by the term Awux, or rather by its rewrite
Tns. Again the theory requires that all the lexical iteras be inserted in the phrase structure.
T'ns, therefore, always has to be specified, although in many cases no cogent reason
can be given for selecting Pres rather than Pst, or vice versa. The gtring underlying
the embedded sentence in the deep structure of To learn this was hell for me (p- 125)
18 I-Preg-learn-this; why not I-Pst-learn-thig? In the deep structure of the sentence
Tom resented being forced to dress by his mother (p. 144) there are two embedded sentences.
The tense in the string underlying &, is Pst: His mother-Pat-be-en-force-Tom-8,. In Sy,
however, the tense is Pres: Tom-Pres-dress; why not Pst? Not that it matters much,
since in both these sentences the node Tne gets deleted, anyway.

To get back to relative clauses. On page 79 we find a doseription of Modifier Shift.
This is a major transformation, accounting as it doos for the structure of adjective.
modified roun phrases. Unfortunately, its proper place now would be in & course of the
history of TG theory: since Bolinger's (1967) paper on adjectives in English, Modifier
Skift can no longer be seriously considored as the sole source of attributive adjectives.

Inadequate, or rather inexplicit, formulation of rules can be exemplified by the dis.
cussion of the Prineiple of Minimal Distance {pp. 129 f1.). This principle requires that we
count branches upwards from the NP to be deleted until we find the closest N P; if the
two NPe are identical, Equi NP Deletion applies. The phrase marker on p. 13¢ has
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the relevant branches numbered, The NP to be deleted is the Hollanders, in sentence §;.
The node 8, is part of the string -5, which is dominated by an NP; this NP, although
the closest ono to the Hollanders, is bypassed by the author in her count of branches.
The reader may wonder why. The same procedure iz applied in other derivations, for
example on page 208. The Prineiple of Minimal Distance could probably be refonnulate'd
to exclude from the count the NPs which dominate the embedded Ss. Whether this
suggestion ig correct or not, the text, as it stands, is obscure.

Incidentally, the string [#-8] is interesting for ancther reason, as well. Where does
the it come from? If it is & pronoun, it must be the result of pronominalization of an NP,
This, however, is not the case. The it in. question must therefore be a special kind of ele-
ment, different from the pronoun 4; and yet it is an NP, sinco in phrase markers wh‘ich
have undergone Extraposition it is uniquely dominated by an NP. Again the queation
ariges, how this can be explained.

4. Qur eriticism 8o far has been directed both at some inadeguacies of the syntactie
theory presented in the workbook and at the uncritical or misleading presefntation by the
author of certain topices in this theory. The blame, however, lay more with the theory
ttgelf than with the author. The critical remarks that follow will be leveled more at
the author than at the subject matter of her book.

In one or two places the arguments adduced in support of ordering the transforma-
tions in & certain way miss the peint. On page 42 we learn that There.Insertion must
follow Pussive, which is apparently shown by the grammaticality of the sentence There
was a stone thrown by Jupiter. As the argument is presented, it seems to hinge on the fact
that in the deep structure the subject is & proper name —Jupiter —and therefore the 8.1,
of There-Insertoin is not met. This, however, is irrelevant: in the deep structure of a
sentencs such as There was a stone thrown by a boy, the 8.D. for There-Insertion would be met,
and yot Pagsive would have to be ordered first alt the same, for reasons quite independent
of the eategory of the NP funetioning as subject in the deep structure.

A slightly different instance of pointless argumentation is afforded by the long
drawn-out explenation of the principls of the eycle (pp. 157 - 165). On a nu.mber of exarm-
ples the author tries to establish the ordering of the rules O‘omxplemenmzf.r FPlacement,
Equi NP Deletion, and Passive. The corollary is stated as follows: “We see in every oage
where all three rules apply within a simplex 8... that their order is always: Complementizer
Placement, END, Passive. Therefore, this is the order of these rules within the cycle...”,
Thie looks like inductive reesoning; but in actual fact the whole argument rests on the
following statement formulated on p. 140, which the reader has to take on faith: “Now
we have shown an instance where within one 8 (8;) we obtained an aceeptable sentence
when Passive preceded Egui NP Deletion. However, becanse of other kinds of sentenuesf
(tco complicated to congider here) which cannot be genersted if Paseive procedes E.qm«
NP Deletion in & simplex sentence, we must order the rules as follows: Equi NP Deletion,
Passive’.

In several instances the author fails to produce the sentences she sets out to generate.
Thus, on p. 25 we are promised to be shown the generation of the sentence Whom 3!101{141
we speak to about thisl; instead, we end up with T'o whom should we spe.afc about this?
{p. 26). The reason for this failure is that in order to separate the Prapl?altlon froml the
wh- noun phrase, the author needs another rule, or at least a modification of the given
rulo of question formation. .

It is, however, in hor descriptions of passive sentencea with the sgentive by-phrase
that the author ig definitely short of & rule. On p. 193 she claims to have generated the
sentence There was believed by Henry to have been o beon én hiz bed, while in actual fact
the final tree represents the structure underyling the sentence There wae believed to have
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been a bean in his bed by Henry. Now first of all, the grammaticality of this sentence
is doubtful; secondly, there does not seem to be a rule in the book which makes it possible
to ehange the fixed final position of the by-NP agent phrase. A similar problem arises
on pp. 186 and 205; the sentences are, respectively, Jome ants were believed by Mary
to have been ealen by John and Some ants were known o be believed by Mary fo have been
eaten by John. In hoth these cases the PPs by John and by Mary figure last in the tree.
Again the sentences which the trees represent are ungrammatical, and again we do not
know how to obtain the grammatical sentences given by the author,

The problem is, however, even more comaplex: the rule for agent deletion, as formu-
lated on p. 64, allows to delete the PP immediately following the substring Passive- 7.
On the strength of this rule we could obtain the sentence Some ants were believed to have
been eaten by Mary; its meaning is very differont from the combined rneaning of the sen-
tencos which underlie the sentence given by the author, and the deep structure which it
suggests to the hearer is different, too-—has someone as subject of the topmost sentence,
It is interesting to note that she author herself has used Agent Deletion in almost exactly
the same kind of structure. On p. 148 there is a phrase marker which underlies the sen-
tenco John was compelled to be bribed by someone by Harry. If we had a rule for Agent
movement, we could transform this awkward sentence into the more acceptable Jokn
was compelled by Harry to be bribed by someone. Deleting the final PP we would obtain
John was compelled by Harry to be bribed. The author, however, deletes the phrase by
someane without moving the other agent-phrase, by Harry, closer to its verb. The result
iy the sentence John was compelled to be bribed by Harry, which ia obviously ambiguous,
with the most probable reading being “Someone compelled John to be bribed by Harry™.
However, the ambiguity is not commented upon; nor is the obvious need diseussed for
both an Agent movement rule and constraints on Agent Deletion.

5. In one respect is From Deep to Surface Structure unique: never before has there
been a volume published with 80 many syntaetic diagrams in it. Producing » book like
this requires painstaking attention to detail, both at the stage of writing and of proof-
reading, and mistakes are difficult to avoid. It has to be said that the tree diagrams are
very clear and readable, and almost free from error. The same cannot be said about
the toxt. Apart from typical proof-reading errors, there are some diseoncerting omissions
{e.g. page references missing on pp. 57 and 101) snd misdirected footnotes (pp. 6, 34, 35
and 169). Diagrams of the ordering of the rules are not always complete. Thus, for example,
the hook begins with a discussion of the ordering of Reflexrive and Imperative, but in the
disgrain on p. 11 the two rules are not connected by a line indicating their ordering,

The learner-reader’s taak would be rendered easier if the text was divided into chap-
ters, with the chapter titles made prominent by means of appropriate typographical
deviees. This refers, in particular, to discussions of points of lingmistic theory, such
as those mentioned above, in gection 1 of this review.

6. One might perhaps say that if the workbook provokes the reader to ask questions
and raise problems such as those discussed on the preceding pages, then it has served
its purpose: it has taught the learner-reader not to treat transformational-generative
grammar ad & rigid body of doctrine, but as a set of staternents which are always subject
to revision and eventual rejection or modification to comply with new evidence. Tt is,
after all, possible to reconcile the belief that the generative approach to language descrip-
tion is more powerful than any other linguistic theory so far propounded with the resliz-
ation that we have only juat begun to scratch the surface of the problems presented
by the structure of natural languages, and that nothing that has been done is final,
or sacred.

The present reviewer thinks that there is a meral in ali this. Transformational-
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generative theory ie fashionable, and this has had undesirablo side-effects on courses
in F]nglish grammsar for undergraduate students, particularly for those whose native
- ome professors and lecturers adopt an sasy golution to the prob-

S i tiy available textbook

e content and methodology: they take a curren ‘ thool

1?; rgnEESZOI::ZnSformat1011al gramamar and build theiv course around: it. At one t.m:xe n:;
eould huve been Paul Roberts’s English Syntax, or Owen Thorm?s 8 Tmmfo;:wtw
grammar and the teacher of English; later it was Paul‘ Roberta’s Mo!riem wmmar,
and even later, R. Jacobs and P. Rosenbaum’s Eng?,:j,sh 'nmmf?rmaw)ml gramm:w.
As one lecturcr in a Polish university once pub it, “Tt 18 s.umple: in the first ierzes er
I cover the gencral prineiples and the phrase structure, and in the second I do the trans-
formations.” ‘

This is wrong. A student of English, who is not anq. \.Vl.l_l never | e :
is logs interested in learning the techniques of “lmgm:atlc engineering ‘than u(:;
eratanding how the language works ag a medium for transmlt-tmg.an
receiving mossages. The semantic comnponent, if indeed sepaFable fmm the .sytntaxl; ;T it
least as important to him as the syntactic compoqenb, and 8o is the mtrjlcate i erre:} det; :
ship of phonology with beth syntax and semantics. A}l this is essentm..l to a,nﬁr 8 1; tlm;
whether a native speaker of English or not. The non-native iapeaker, wht? is usra; 1{1 B ut‘ ;
teacher of the language, is inberested besides in & companssn of Epgl.lah with his native
both treated as’ communication systems. A genera.l-prmmplea-plua-PS-ru]ef.;-
ourse of English grammar may make the lecturer feel that he 18
“with it”’, too. A course

er he a professional

lingust,
acguiring an und

tongue;
il e ke some students feel that they arc
“with it"’; it may even make 8¢ ] ; .
o:v:.;ﬂslkind ig, }?owever, a disservice to the majority of the‘ students, as it '.forc(-;s thc;m
to study facts and rules which are lurgely irrelevant to theu'} future professional needs,
and which in many instances have already heen shown to be incorrect. .

There is a danger that now From deep to aurfacg structure may beco.me tlr;e ‘tsoii'a.ll'he;ebnc:’l
for undergraduate English majors. The present reviewer hopes that this W‘ll no - p];:; d
"The volume is well worth recommending to members of the faculty, as interesting 2
stimulating material for digcussion at staff semif;ars; it rr.la.y.be a good bo;:k t; us:er\::ia;
linguistically oriented M. A. students; and that 18 all. Belief in the strength and es e
correctness of the transformetional-generative approach to lan:gug.ge, howe:lrer :; -
grounded, does not exonerato us fromn the task of doing our own thinking. A goo mo t:l(‘ln
course in English grammar for future teachers of the language has to be T{}f»-orl.en :
bui there is far more $o it than just “doing” the P8 rules and the transformations,

REFERENCES

Bolinger, D. 1867, “Adjeetives In English: attribution and predication”. Lingus 18.

1- 34, . ,
Karttunen, L. 1868. “What do referential indices refer to?”. Bloomington: Indiana
University Linguistica Club. ‘ .
Lakoff, G. 1968. “Counterparts, or the problem of reference n transformational

? i 2 - . . . - . . Club.
rammar’’. Bloomington: Indiana University ngtflstlcs . _
Pa.nkghurst, J. 1971. “The unstressed there in English”. Unpublished paper, Uni-

versity of Warsaw. ‘ Sl
Partee, B 1871. “On the requirement that transformations preserve Ineanmg .

In Ch. Fillmore and D. Langendoen {eds.) 1971. Studies in linguistic semantics. Now
Yorik: Holt, Rinehart and Winston.



220 REVIEWS

Ixaing-wiat/yc‘zﬂe podstawy programowania jeryka (Linguistic Joundations of language
;m'agmmmmg)_ By Aleksander Szule. Pp. 130, Warszawa: Padstwowe Zaklady
W}Tdaw?lct\v Szkolnych, 1971. Reviewed by Jerzy Strzetelski, The Jagellonian
University of Cracow.

The subject-matter of the now hook by Aleksander Szule iz both mueh wider and
much more concentrated than the title suggests. It is wider, because the book deals with
many tqplcs: with the history of language teaching in general, with the subject mentioned
in th(? title and, finally, with the praetical methods of language teaching programrning
In this way the author realizes his aim, the presentation of his ideas against a wide baek:
ground of contemporary linguistics.

The copious material covered by the book might, if analytically treated, have
filled 8 flozan volumes, and actually the arguments of the anthor are based on ,a.bout
170 bibliographical items. It should, however, be said that the bibliography lacks some
modern books dealing with the problems. Professor Szule’s serious yet popular exposition
can movo ab a f.'a.irly quick pace because cach step rests firmly on brief documented
runnmg summaries or on sueeinct and pertinent quotations. In this way & wide range
of topics ig covered in a hrief popular treatise without losing too mueh scholarly value,

At.the same time, however, the theme of the book is highly coneentrated. While
presenting and discussing many issues, Szule views them under & single aspect and
F.rranges‘them on and around one lucid and firmly delineated line of ergument. This thems,
ttg premise, conclusion and practical result, is the necessity of rejecting everything secf
ondary or alien to the fundamental and only duty of the teacher of a foreign language
that of making the learner’s use of the language eode automatie. o

The a.uilshor medestly lets lingnistic specialists discover which parts of his arguments
are “‘the fruit of his own thinking” (8). The most impor tant of these seem to be in chaptor
1T, Larf,guage as @ means of communication. The author passes the problem of ““the transg-
formation ef reality perceived into the system of sound signs™ on to the psychologists
(he should rather have said “to the philosophors®), keoping for the linguist the prol;lem
of bthe actuial sound system, i.e., tho linguistic code proper, and ‘clearly maerking out
this ﬁfeld o.f linguistic regearch from all additional material. Code-teaching is seen against
the hlSt(.)l'lca] background of teaching practice in the past and present, and against

gener&l l{ngujstic theory. Szule unwraps layer after layer of superstitious and misleading
ideas .Whlch huve grown over and around language teaching. This historical part of the
bogk is gxtremely usefil, as it warns against unwarranted theories. Kiven, today methodol-
ogical ‘discoverios® are made, which may, thanks to the bool, be rceognized as cul-de-saes
eprort.ad a-pd abandoned long ago. Similatly the book points out some grains of truths
found mﬁmtive]y in the pre-seientifio period, which may still afford guidance for a tescher
today. However, errars have prevailed, and it is highly instructive to survey the formi-
dfxble array of aims a foreign teacher was supposed to fulfil in one or another period of
.h.lEltOI‘y: 8zulo rojects most of these aims, and he is certainly right when he points out
that tl_us overloading of aims consequently makes them difficult to achieve or downright.
unachievable. ’

'Further, Szule proves and presses the point that the task of language teaching ia no
feasible under average classroom conditions without s language programme. This part
of the argument throws light on the failure of so meny genuine efforts of conseientiouna
and well-qualified toachers: the lack of adequate concentration is usually the cause
of such failures.

The essential task of the teacher, although severely limited and circumseribed
by the author, is found to be extremely difficult, The only golution, Szule insists, is the
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consistent nse of a language programme and of the new electronic devices which consider-
ably incrcase the teacher’s efficiency.

The two chapters in the book which contain most of the author’s original ideas
{IT Language as a means of communication and V Language as an object of programming)
formn & continuous, detailed exposition of the mechanism of the language code. The code
is subdivided into eight systems, four of which exist on the level of signals and four
on the level of semantics. The four systems of signals are the phonological, stress, thythm,
and intonational signals, The first is rigidly closed, the next is more open, the third more
open still and the system of intonation is the most open of all. The gystems of semantics,
similarly arranged in the order of their inereasing openness, are the morphologieal,
word-formation, syntactical, and lexical systems. The division into the eight systems
and its ingenious diagrammatic presentation is original and instructivoe. The diagram
enableg the author to present the regularities of the interference of the native and foreign
languages in the process of learning and of reproduction. It appears that the mere open
s gystem is,i.e., the more freedom the spealker has to gubstitute e.g. one tune for another,
the greater the possibility of interference.

The diagram i also the basis for further discussion on which systems of the code
are suitable for programmed teaching, for a language laboratory, for drills, in shovt,
for an intensive teaching of the coda,

In chapter I11, Conelusions on methods, Szule, who is the author of a successful
modern German text-book, stresses some practical problems, especially the necessity
of teaching both a} the grammatical structures which can generate a great number of
useful and correst clauses by substituting sentence elements, and b) the important
conversational phrases which cannot be guessed at or generated by the learner, because
they helong to a large family of idioma, Contrastive studies of the native and second
langsago are of fundamental importance in this respect. While grammatical structures
arc rather extensively treated in the book, the vocabulary is not. How new worde and
phrases should be taught is really the beginning of another discussion, which is not under-
talken by the anthor and which. would roquire a separate volume, It is & pity Bzule has
not written more on, this topic. This eriticism should, of eourse, be treated as a compliment:
the reader would weleome ancther book, equally important and informative.

The lack of a second volume is not the only point which leaves the reader unsatisfied.
One really important element theb is tnissing consiste in the fact that muoch too little
stress has been put on the individual abilities of the learners. The anthor does not suggest
short-cuts or by-passes in the programmes for those people who can master some parts
of the material quicker than the other gtudents, nor does he propose ways of supplying
more programmes and more varied programmes for slow-developing learners. Up till
now the only practical way out has been to divide the programme into small units of
material. Egch unit is & complete and separate entity to be done ence by a very quick
learncr and more often by thoss who need the repstition. More sophisticated solutions
would bo weleome, but even this solution is mentioned in the book merely once (8Y)
when the author discusses Skinner’s ideas of programming and suggests that the programme
should be used individually by different learners. In my opinion & book dealing largely
with theories of language teaching is bound to face the fact, which is after all scientifically
documentod, that each person is a unigue being, who consequently will be learning the

lenguage in o different way from all other people. Though in view of the enormous costs
of programine making it is gtill hardly possible to devisc a series of individualized prog-
rammes, & theoretical hook should have stressed the necessity of individualization.
This being, besides the incomplete bibliography, the only serious fault I have heen
able to find in the otherwise outstanding book, I should like to praise it highly both
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as an individual achievement and also as one more achisvernent of the Publishing House
of Schoal Text-books, which has added another valuable item to its steadily growing
“Triangle” series on the methods of language teaching. This series consista partly of trans-
lations and partly of original Polish books, and is already of greatl help to the languago
teacher.

Manual of lexicography. By Ladistav Zgusta. Pp. 360. The Hague: Mouton, 1971,
Reviewed by Barbara Z. Kielar, University of Warsaw,

Lexicography ig an activity of groat practical sighificance. Attempts have been mude
to use in this field the generalizations attained by linguistics, hoth general and applied.
On the other hand efforts are noticeable to present specific problems involved in the die-
tionary making on & more general basis,

The author of the book undesr review-in co-operation with other scholars whose
long list can be found on the title page-has set about an ambitious task of integrating
information on the making of dictionaries, scattered over & number of hooks and peri-
odicals, and of collecting the experience of lexicographers, particularly those who work
with languages of Asia and Africa. The book has been published with support granted
by UNESCO, on the recommendation of the International Council for Philosophy.

The book has the widest coverage of the subject fromn among publications available
at the present moment, which involves both great advantages and certain shorteoimings
to be discussed after & briof doscription of the content.

Chapter I is devoled to the fundamental issue of loxical meaning, its compongenta:
designation, connotation, and the range of applieation; the actual signifieation of thoe
context; polysemy, homonymy, and synonymy. It has been emphasized that the lexico-
grapher deals chiefly with designative words, but in his dictionary he should prosent all
lexical units, including those with emotional, pragmatic, opcrative and granunatical
funetions.

The dictionary contains certain morphological data. Chapter TI diseusses formal
variation of words. With regular paradigms, the eanonical {or entry) form ropresents the
whole paradigin. The regular paradigms are either supposed to be known from the geam-
mar of the language, or they ey be printed in the appendix to the dictionary. Irregular
forms should be indicated in the respective entry. Word derivation and composition are
also to be reflectod in a dictionary.

The lexicographer will give special consideration to meaningful combinations of
words, Chapter TTT begins with rection sand proceods to study various forms of word
combinations, free and set. Another aspect not to be disrogarded is the variation in lan-
guage {Chapter IV) on a synehronic plane {the standard national language, regional
dialects, social dialects), and with a temporal dimension applied {in the casc of historical
dictionaries),

Chapter V presents most important types of linguistic distionaries, such as diachronie
dictionaries subdivided into historical and etymological, and synchronic dictionaries;
general dictionaries and restricted (speeial) ones, subject to any a priori assumptions mado
by the compiler, ¢.g., to cover regional dialects or the terminology in a given feld of
science; monolingual, bilingual or multilingual dictionaries, The real status of reverse
dictionaries and word frequency lists is open to question. Naturally no dictionary can be
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fully comprehensive, and as regards its size we can distinguish a thesaurus, ie. a big
dictionary that tries to be exhaustive, medium size, small, and sub-mninimal dictionaries.

In Chapter VI the author focuses attention on the compilation of a monclingual
general dietionary, the material for which is collected, first of all, by the exeerption of as
broad and diverse texts as possible, quoting a lexicographic context with highly illustra-
tive power, and from other impertant sources like informants and available dictionaries.
1t is worth noting that a dietionary should strike a balance hetween a word conceived as
part of the language systern-which implies a high level of abstraction-and a concrote
application of this very word in a context as a source during eompilation and as a final
goal for the dictionary user.

The dictionary entry consists of twe parts: the lerama, i.e. the entry word, ite can-
onical form, pronumeistion, eventual etymological data, and the part which indicates
the meaning of the lexieal unit by lexicological definition, location in the systems of
gynonyms etc., exemplification, gloss. The arrangement of entries can be by alphabetical
soguence—which proves to be most frequent and practical-or by semantic eonnections,
derivation of words ote, The alphabetic order is also applicable within a nest, i.e. a group
of entries conflated into one as a repertory of pertinent words. The lexicographer will have
to decide whother to put set expressions snd multi-word lexical units in sub-entrics, or
to form separate entries.

Though & dictionary is primarily a descriptive instrwnent, the temporal, stylistic
and regional labels play a kind of normative role.

The bilingual dictionary {subject matter of Chapter VII) co-ordinates lexical units
of a source language with those of a target language, sdpposedly equivalent in their
lexical meaning. The main difficulty of such eo-ordination lies in the snisomorphism of
language. Absolite equivalents being rare, the usual situation is that of partial equiva-
lence, and in certain instances oxplanatory devices such as glosses or explanations are
resorted to. The author gives practical adviee how to cellect and arrange material, ones
the purpese of a given project and prospectivo nsers have boen established. A chapter on
planning and organization of lexicographic work closes the book.

The hook is primarily addressed and can be strongly recommended to any person
involved in the dictionacry making as a practical guide. It sums up, in & useful way,
traditional experience of lexicography. Naturally theoretical approaches preferred and
presented by Zgusta are not the only possible ones, or may he conservative. Hetorogenous
material discussed in the book resiste any highly systematic treatment. The two main
topics: the monolingual and the bilingual dictionary raise different kinds of problems-both
practical and theoretical and consequently might be more suceessfully presented in sep-
arate volumes of & series on lexicography, which would provide space for more ample
discussion, of such subjeets as specialized dictionaries dispensed with but a cursory note
in the book under roview.

Apart from its practical task as a set of fully cxemplified instruetion for persons
involved in dictionary making, tho book certainly is a pioneer work with more ambitious
assumptions of advaneing general theses on lexicography. The picture which emerges
from the laboriously collscted materials is that of lexicography being still to a large
degree an art, but an art deeply rooted in linguistics, general and applied, and slowly
turning into an autonomous branch of applied linguistics, tending to self-determination
and to defining ity scope and methods along meore rigorous lines. The uncertain status
of this new discipline and the traditional gravitation toward serving practical purposes
have resulted in certain unnecessary yet easily amendable shorteomings. For instance,
quotations of particular works in the text are supported by relevant data in footnotes,
but only “publications of broader theoretical interest’ (10) have been incorporated in a
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very short Jist in the preface and the addenda. The value of the book would be greatly
enhanced by the addition of a selected bibliography cormaprising works on lexicography
proper and related subjects. The reader would find it much sasier to consult the book if
a subject index were supplied.

The author has-with good reason—expressed his hope that the views and suggestions
presented may inspire further more detailed sbudy and research which will produoce gener-
alizations on lexicography of an ever growing degree of sophistication and applicability.
In this respect the most valuable parts of the book seem to be these which contribute to a
fairly somprehensive report on the Present state of lexicography, and those which point
to future developments.

Shakespeare and the ambiguity of love’s triumph. By Charles R. R. Lyons, Pp. 213.
The Hague: Mouton, 1971.
Reviewed by Krystyna Napidrkowska, Adam Mickiewioz University, Poznani

The gtudy under review presents an analyeis of the development of Shakespeare’s
attitude towards love through comparative studies of seven love Plays pointing out
parallels and differences between the handling of the same subject at different dates.

The aims of the essay set out to discover the archetypal pattern in each of the plays
and to “examine olosely the typical actions of & group of related playa in torms of the
moving body of imagery®” (15). The selection of Plays coneurs with the gubhor’s notion
of the strueture of illusion and reality which is employed in the dramas under discussion.
Finally, Lyons’ study is concerned with Shakespears’s ambiguous response to human,

Iove.

The first play in which Lyons discusses man and woman relationship is A midsummer
night’s dream. The author holds that the comio structure which is imposed upon the play
determines its resolution which is the triwmph of love over death manifested in multiple
marriage. Yet even Shakespeare’s comic vision is not free from e concern with death and
raortality. In his discussion of Bhakespeare’s early comedy the author gives avidence of
the presence of the death motif throughout the whole play. Hermia's rejoction of her
father’s will faces her momentarily with & choice between death or cetibate life which,
in turn, are identified by Theseus,

The therme of love which is subject to death ig exploited in the Pyramus and Thysby
episode. Shakespeare’s employment of the play-within-a play device provides him with
the possibility of introducing a tragic perspective into the rigid convontion of the roman-
tic comedy thus adding to the complexity of the play.

Tu the chapter devoted to the analysis of Twelfth night the author considors the action
of the play as an archetypal pattern which illustrates disintegrated reality, and then, an
emorgence from chaos, restoration of order and & recognition of the identity of the pro-
tagonists. The resolution of the eomplication brings about, of ecourse, the colehration
of marriage. However, the tragic implications ars inherent in the play. It has been pointed
out that the character of Feste has far moro reaching significance and that Shakespeare
uses him “as an agent for the wider vision which sees the whole cycle of life’ (87). Iron-
ically, the fool is the only one in the play to realize the mutability of human experience.
Again, in spite of the limitations of the eonventional form the playwright succeeds in
embedding tragic signifieance into the pattern of romantic comedy in this way contribu-
ting to the ambiguity of the concept of love.
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Unlike the above-mentioned cornedies in which lovers seem to sveeoed in imposing
constaney upon their love, T'rotlus and Cressida explores the theme of l?ve which is
gubject to thoe action of time. The author departs from the traditional analysiz of the play
in terms of the opposition between the Greeks and Trojans and considers the search for
identity to be the crueial problem for both camps. Cressida and Achilles, the latter being
her eounterpart on the planc of the war theme, have an identity which is dependent upon
immediate cxperience or deed. Both, the war deeds of Achilles and the sexual relz.a.tlon
between Troilus and Cressida are transitory and cannot extend beyond the experience
itself. The conflict of the play consiste in the tension between Troilug’ attempt to sustain
vaiues which, by nature, are fleeting and momentary, and Cressida’s awareness of t'hs
fact that *joy’s soul lies in the doing”’. The auther emphasizes that T'roilus and Cressida
is Bhakcspeare’s “‘strongest presentation of sexual love as a destructive enf:rgy” (7:?) and
argues that, of all the plays diseussed, it is the only one in which ““thers is no fietion of
love’s infinity” {161}.

The sense of finiteness which dominates Provius and Cressida is not entirely absent
from A¥s well that ends well. The illuzsion of love which is not subjeot to the disintegration
of time is achieved by regeneration. Lyons’ analysis of both poetry and dramatio strue-
ture in All’s well that ends well reveals the affirmation of human love which iz sanctified
in marriage. The author points out that, contrary to T'rotlus and Cressida in which sexu.al
force is self-devouring, the creative and regenerative function of love is maintained in
this comedy. The continuity and cyclical character of nature are emphasized by the
atructure of they play which employa the myth of healing the king. By means of regen-
eration immortality seems to be sustained. Yet, the ambiguity of love’s triumph in
Alls well that ends well consiata in the equivoeal character of the act of consumation which
has hecn achisved by deception.

The thems of sexuality as a eroative energy of All’s well that ends well and the concept
of love as a disintegrating foreo of Trotlus and Cressida are combined in Measure for
measure. The play ia a projection of the idea that “the ereative function of sexual love
is threatened by the self-eonsuming energy of appetite” {130). The young lovers are no
longer the chaate lovers of romantie comedies but they combine sensuality with the crea-
tive aspect of love.

Another opposition, which has beon already hinted at 4 midsummer night's dream,
i that of sexual desire and restraint. This contrast is to be found in Angelo who, being
an epitome of human nature, imposes restraint upon himself and at the same time is
subject to sexual energy.

Lyons’ thorough examination of the poetry of the play points to the pattern of images
presenting love in terms of appetite, feeding and surfeit. It is interesting to note that the
same group of imagos prevails in the poetry of Trodlus and Cressida.

The suthor draws our attention to the artificiality of the conclusion of the play which,
according to him, is the consequence of the inconsistency of the conventionsal corie form
with the nature of the problem.

Unlike his problem comedy where S8hakespeare is limited by the comic pattern,
Antony and Cleopatra offera a profound synthesis of human experience in which both
aspeets of love are present. Love for the protagonists means destruction and the.only
way to attein identity, and although in his earthly union with Cleopatra A_ntf.my's iden-
tity ia disintegrated it is regained in their “celestial marriage”, Human experience, very
much like in Troilus and Cregsida, is subject to the overflow of time but at the same time
death may arrest it, thus malking it eternal. }

The analysia of imagery revealed the significance of the pattern of images reforring
to the annual flooding of the Nile which ig both the process of fertilization and deecay.
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“Th e action of the sun upon the slime is regenerative, but the action of the sun brooding
the serpents is negative, demonic™ (165).

Lyons pursuit of the archetypal pattern in the play in question discovered “tho
archetypal action of the male submitting to & powerfu! female™ {172).

The framework of the last play under discussion comprises the seasonal strusturs as
well as the sin-redemption-restoration pattern. Within thig formula the play deals with
the “‘disgolution and restoration of the marriage relationship’. (193) Leontes’ initial gin,
his confusion about values, creates the illusion of death but he ia restored to Hermione
through his redemption. In marriage he finds his identity and is reconciled with the
outer world. It is within the marriage relationship that the destructive forcea of sexuality
can be overcome and progeny seems o be the only triumph over time. The Winter's tale,
as the author rewmarks, offers “a synthesis of Shakespeare’s ambigons concept of sexu-
ality” (18). Love's triumph which has been eithe rillusory or unattainable in the previous
playe in this romance becomes reality.

Lyons’ study of Shakespeare’s plays selected from the point of view of the poet’s
response to the concept of love is a valuable confribution to Shakespearian, echolarship.
His book offers another diachronieal approach to Shakespeare’s Plays tracing the devel-
opment of the dramatiat’s vision of the world. Tt should be noted that the study achieves
precigely what it seta out to do.

play alone. Thus, for mstance, as has been pointed out, the imagery of appetite, feeding
and surfeit can be traced in Troilus and Cressida and Measuve for measure; the image of
the sun breeding decay ia presented both in Antony and Cleopatra and in Measure for
meagure.

It scems arguable that the archetypal approach to Shakespeare’s plays is very
productive. However, the author himself makes a reservation as regarda the exclusive
applicability of this method. Actually, as has been presented in the study, one can hardly
g0 beyond the mere discovery of the archetypal pattern.

1t should be noted that the author brings to his interpretations enormous erudition
which is informative but not obscuring,

It is ouly a pity that the constant reiterations, probably aimed at lueidity, ultimately
resulted in tedicusness,

Finally, it would be better if the book were provided with an index of Shakespeare’s
worke because the scops of the study and frequent gquotations from various plays and
eonneta seem to necessitate such s suzpplement.
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