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It is a great pleasure for ms o be back in Connseticut
again., In l‘%i T was fortunate enough to take some linguistice
courses from Professors (Heason and Samarin of the Hartford
Seminary Foundatlon, an& in 1963% % @mmmﬁtaé cnce & week from
Cambridge to teach a gouple of scourses there. 4Lt was at this
time that I beeame agquainted with Professor Bleagon’s work
with the English pragram‘in the Westport schools, and like
everyone else who was sounegted with him at the time, I was
calied upon to read and bo eriticize his ménu%@ript vergion of

Iinguistics snd English Gramuar. As I ar sure you well reallize,

this is an important and significent book, both for linguisis
and for educators, aund ag far as ﬁl@ésnmﬁﬂ griticisims of the
eontenporary sceae in Inglish teashing are c@n@ern@dg I mumt
gay that I agree wholeheartedly with him. I slzo heartily
endorse Glesson’s modest proposals concerniug what would
constitute the propse training of English teaghers. Gf COUTBE,
lingeiste, Llike eveéyune elge, are prone to tell others to
learn everything there iz to kunow in their f£ield, but I do
not believe that Gleasmon's suggestlons cen be eriticized for
doing thims. |

% spink that 4% is Zair to summarize one sspect of
Gleason®s criticisus, énﬁ zlse the eriticisms wmade by Martin
Jdoog in hi@ parvelons eseay “langesge aad the Sehosl Child",

sppearing in Lenguage and Lesrniog, as saying that Bagliash

teachers, when they omtensibly teash graumar, are not teache

ing what thé eitld plresdy knowus. If & child obays a hundred



rules of syataxz, let ua @éyg but wviolates ons of the teacha&“s
pet rules, he L8 eorreeted immediately. The problenm ig not
so mueh that the kid feels that 1t is unfelr to gel sorrected
sharply for a performance In & sub jest whieh, if it werse arith-
netic, say, would ssrn him & sCore af 99, but that the child
dimly perceives the gorreghion ag ming arbitrary and upmotivated.

When I say that Engii&h grammar is a subject whish &
2hild airvendy knows before he is taught it, youwr minds should
i mmedintely conclude, TAbe, this gzuy is & Platonist and he's
going Lo spring that old thecry of ‘learaing iz recollegtion®
or na¥, I7 thatas what just popped inia your ninds, you're
exactly righ%,‘ T wiil remain nop~gommittal as to the ganeral
validity of Flato's theory, bub I dont think it ean be denied
validity 1o the case of lanpuage. Learning to @p@&k and
wderstand e language 35 %o intsrnalize its grammar. ldenlly,
then, what we should be doing when we teach grammar to nativa
speakers is o be briaging Lo conpeious mwarensss the rules
of @ynt@x which they know unconssiously. I doubt that there
ig eny teaching method fop doing thip; i€ it is %o be done
st @1l these days, it will be dome by a version ot S@@rétia
dialestic qmm@%i@ning which iz sppropriate Yo American Fiang=
roon euliure.

I# the Euglish gramese teasher 1is %o play Socvatss bto
wis pupils, however, he mugt have abt hls dispooal and elemrly

fived in bis mind whail the rules of & siguificant fragment of



English syubax ave, just as Socrates had fixed in his mind
the geomsiry rheoren. he was tryipg to get the sliave-boy to
Hpeepli?, He must have & gense not only of what the rules
are, wut of how they hang together, and of what kinds of
linguistic facta ave desoribed by these rules. To me this
can ouly mesn one thing. Teachers of Epglish grammar are
going to have bto control a generative gramuar of & signifi-
cant fragment of the English languags 1¢ they sre going %o
sucesad in the iask of bringing to conscicusness the rules
of Epnglish gram@&r ﬁhi@h American children know sroonucisusly.
You are mayh&tahﬁckﬁd by this psgertion. I will =dmit thét
it is perkéy@ ﬁom@%h@t_uareaii&tiewwaft@r all how mary
Linguists are thers whe c@ntrol z sigeifiesnt fragunt of &
generstive grammar of English?

7 will cows back te the point of ﬁ@gﬁidefi&g the unfeasi~
bility of this suggestios in & momand 1#% me Tirst deflne
some verms and FIll spn pome background. A granmer of a lang-
nage ig simply & eollection of rules which tell us how the |
mentences of that language are @una%#ustedo & generative
grammar iz one in whish the rules are hernessed together in
a particular way s that the grammar actuslly dafines the
et of senienses whieh make wp the language and agsign to
those sentenses the grammatia&l gitructuze which they in fact
pave. in e gensrabive Zrammar, averythieg i ayxpliclit;

nething is left to fmplieit understanding batause it is



native speakers® implieit wndevstanding which & generstive
grammar seeks o describe. Leaving a gensrative gfagmar
inexplicit ig 1like saying that L‘per&on.knﬁﬁa that a parti-
cular sentence iz ungrammatical, or that it has such-and-
such & sirusture, because he kuows it. ' L

Paople are oftan @anfuaed b the adg@etmwa “genera&xve"?
they get the impression that a@cardﬁng to generstive ling-
aists when 2 person utters a senlsncs, his mind must glick
through the rules of the gramma: whigh generate it. But
this im not sc. The rules of a zenerative grammar cof a lang-
' ua@e are analogous to the axiome and rules of inferenect @f 8,
mathenmaticel system, suech as opiinary arithmetic. Hotody
agsumes that when a child succerzfully perforus a problem of
addition in his head that he dces it atepwby»st@p vaing thé
axions of ariﬁhm@tic»"?he\axi&ié.im.thiﬁ‘@aa@ mersly define
the set of correst answers to jroblems, &nd 80 it is with
the rules of grammar.

As Chousky, Glsason and vany others have pointed out, &
generative grammar i not necessarily a transformetional one,
aor is a transformational grammar pecessarily generative.
There are four possibilitien, and they all at leas?t theora-
tieally exist. A generative grammsr of a language is Bimply
ene which aasert@ that a particular candidate is or is not
& sentense of that language and that 1% ham = @émtain struc-
ture {or structures Jjust in casEe it is genulnely ambiguous).

A transformatiocnalegenerativé grammer is one whish smays bhat



the structure of a sentence im not nesessarily simply that
which you get by parsing it and by &&siguing ite moyrphenmes to
their respective grammatigal or ilexical categories. A TGGE
pays that besides this structure {the one you get by parsing
ané morpheme-class identification), there is am@ther‘onaq
whieh is more abstract than the other in the seanse that 1%
ig never directly realized in speesh or writing. Using the
terminology made familisr by Chomgky, TGG says that corres~
ponding to sach sentence there iz a deep structure and a
surfac® gtructure, and that these two structuéeg ars related
by & met of rules galled tranéformatianao becording to the
theory of TGG, the gramsar of a 1angﬁage ig organized secord-

ing to the chart givenm in Figure 1.

gase . Transformational
omponent .
{Phrase Struciure > Component
and Lexicon) i
i x

! | v

Semantic Phonclogical
Interpretation Interpretation
{¥eaning) {Sound)

Figure 1. Organigation of & granmar

The most radical feature of transformational-generaltive gram-

matical theory is its c¢laim about the natura of the structure



of sentences, in particular about the existence of both deep
and surface structures for every senbence of every language
of the world. In the early days of 766 {from three to ten
TeRrs ago) this feature was not uwsually stressed as heavily
as another related feature of the theory: that‘it anﬁbled
one to speak eoherently about relatiounships among sentence
typess: passive to active, jinterrogative to declarative,
indicative to imperatiﬁég negative to affirmative, ete.
However, competing linguistie theories are paying more about
this matier nowadays, so thatl foeuzing on thim feature of
TGG theory no longer has the revolutionary ring it once had.
Iim sure it won't be long now befors the competition im aleo
talking about deep and ﬁurface structure, but I want you %o
xnow where this talk all got started?

This concludesz ny &igreagianq Perhaps some of you have
forgotten where 1% hegan; it came in just after I had finished
ackpowledging the unfeagibility of my suggeation that %eachers
of English grampar acquire pmagtery over a’significant frag-
ment of & gener@tive_grammaf of English. One reagon for its
unfeamibility, at least atb present, is that suck & grammar hsas
not yet been written. At lessi, there iz no grammar of &
gignificant portion of tha Engii@h language written, over
which congensus among professlional linpulsts, even restricting
cursslves to geanerative linguists, could be obtainsd. In
other words, English grammar and indeed linguisitiecs in general,

as viewed by generative linguists, suifers fron a lack of a



commnonly agreed upon body of knowledge. Not that there is
any shortage of data; linguistic studies generally aiffer from
an excess of data. It ie insightful formulations shout which
a community of merious scholars ¢an reach &greement‘that are
iacking.

For this reason, iﬁ for no other, it ia.premature;
indeed it is folly, to spesk of any "new Engli&h“ gurricuium
revigion far the sehools parallel to the “new math®™. Any
suthor or publisher who claims that his geries of textbooks
can be uesed as a besis for‘eﬁfering a2 "new English" curriculum
i= aeriouﬁiy ip erpor. Intellsciual fads have no place in
our schools, and any wholesenle fpddish treaiment of gensra-
tive linguistice should be igstaﬁﬁly rejected by educators.

It is time enough %o teaeh children this stulfl gystenatically
when scholars Gan ARTYed, ané-not entil them. Meanwhile, let
& thousand pilet prejeste ficurish.

Now that this has beesn said, we are in & better position
to svaluate properly the genuine contributions that twentieth
gentury traﬁaform&tional«generative gramaptical theory has
made to linguistics and the potential sontributiong it can
mske to edueation. If, am I have said above, a generally
acceptable generative gramnar of Engligh has yet to be written,
it is only a matter of time before it will be written. This
is & remarksble &i&uatiano We are on the brink of something
never before comiemplated by linguistics in the entire histery

of the science: the existense of an explieit, dessriptively



adeguate grammar of a significant fragment of a hunan langoeage.
Why am I so0 optimiatic'about the pospibility of this happesning?
Pasically it is beeause of the foet that as time has gone oORy
discernible progress toward the eeuth? is being made by
generative linguiste. It is & very pr@fitébla exercime to
compare studies in Baglish svntax by generative gramm&rianﬁ

4in the Yearly" period {£rom roughly 1955-1963) with more regent
studies, especially when you sexmpare studies having to do with
pimilar grammatical facis. As a case study of this sort, let
me briefly sketeh theé history of generative grameatieal siudies
of the English imperative.

In the sarly period, Chomeky, Klims, Lees and other gram-
marians conciuded that English imperatives were derived by
deletion ¢f the subject noun phrase you and of the modal suxll~
iary will, and that therefore the gtructure underlying such

imperative sentences amg
(1) Go directly to jaill
31z the same as that underlying sentences such ass
(2) Y§u will go éirectly to Jjeil.
The reason for postulating an underiying subjest you in impera-

tive sentences was o ascount Zor the appearance of the reflexives

zaurself and yourselves and the intensifier own in geriain



impsrative sentences, such as:

{(3) Protect yourself now!
{L) Protect yourselves nowl

{s) Use your own pencil!

and the reason for assuming the preseunece af the nedal with
was to assount for the character of the tag omn imperative

sentences as in:?
{¢) Be a good boy for = shange, won't you?

Tt waz also argued that these deletions were performed by a
rule which applied before the rule to insert the empty morpheme
ggg to account for the fagt that only im the negative and
emphatic affirmatlve imperative does the morpheme do co—oscuUr

directly with be:

{(7) Don't be teo gemerous wiitlh your money.

{8) Do be sareful, won't you?

For a summary of some of these argunents, see the article by
Lees and Klima, "Rules for English Pronominalisstion® in

Language 39, no. 1., 1963.

The English imperative congtruction was taken up in soms

detsil a year later by Kats and Fostal in An Intsprated Theory
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of Linguistic Desecriptions, pp. 74-79. After summarizing

the position outlined above, the authora remark, WThe pre=
viouasly presentsd snalyais of imperatives is thus, as far as
it goes, both bighly motivated and for the mest part syntac-
tically natural.” 'Howaverv a@ the asuthors ge on to point
out, there is sirong evidemce to believe that the =nalysis
just given is wrong, mainly for its claim thal the struc-
tures underlying impér&tiva-ﬂentenees are the same as thoame
underlying sentences starting off with you will.' Among
other things they point out that certain adverbials such as
maybe cannct cecur in joperative sentences but can fresly

ogcur in you will mentences, thuaé

{(9) HMaybe you will go directly to jail.

(10)*Maybe zo direstly te jail.

and that certain verbs aad adjeetives eannct ceccur in the

imperative, although they can ogour with you wills

{11) You will want to be famous.

{(12) ®Want to be famous.

and

(13) TYou will be beautiful at the ball.

{1%) °©Be beautiful zt the ball,
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Ty haundle this new evidence Katz and Postsl conclude that
the uﬁderlying sﬁrugtura of imperative mentences differs
from that of etructures underlying ordinary you will sen-
tencmag'in that the fermer but mot the latter contain what
they cell an Tmperative morphens. Thia'marpheﬁe is viewed
as a Ytrigger™ for the application of the trangformation
which delete you will in the derivation of imperative
santences.

This year, now, Jimmy Thoine of the University of
Bdinburgh has uncovered new evidenge con¢erning the Engligh
imperative which suggestis thal even Katz pndéd Postal's analy-
8is can ba further refined. Ia his article "@ngli&h Impera-
tive Sentences™ which has just appesred in Vol. 2 of the
Journal of Linguistics, Thorne argmeﬁ that the subject of
Fnglish imperative sentences is nﬁt negessarily the segond

person pron@umfgau&'bnt‘mﬂy éléa,be thipd @argamg as int

{15) Johuny take it from here!l

{(16) EBeerybedy go home?!

The conclusions reéehe& by Thorne gongerniag the rnglish
jmperative make Eagligh‘leék very much like Latin in this
respect; at least as far as underlying sitructures go. I
hagten to add that Thorne is not foreing English into Latin
mold: rather he is diasanging that in fagt the zyntax of

Latin and Eaglish are more similar in fundamental respects
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than examination of \ue surface siructure of sentences in
the two languages woull lead cne to axpect.

The history of the treatsent of the Engliish imperative
construction illustrates quité nicely the way in whigh pro-
gress is made by generative grammeviang in their work on
particular problems of giabactic analysis. While later
-fqrmulation@ do supsrsede earller ones, they nevertheless
use these formulations as a basis from which %o start. I
think that twenty or £ifty yeara from now, howsver long it
takes for lingmiata and sducators to agres on a partienlar
generative grammer of BEnglish for use in the schools, it
will be foumd that the erdir of discovery and refin@ment of
grammatical deacriptmon wiil gorrespond quite risely thh
pedagogical order. This mvy be fanciful speculation, but
maybe eventually in the six\h grade the Engiiah im@efative
will be considered from the 1963 perspective of Kiime and
Lees, in the eighth grade Katz and Poetal’s 196% treatment
will be used, while Thorne®s 1966 refinement will be mentioned
in the tenth grade. Call it spiral eurrieulum 1f you like.

Let me now enumerate very quickly and briefly some ot
the other major econtributions of eontemporary generative
linguistics. First it has re-eglablished in linguistics the
clesslical coneern for explapation which goes beyond mere
deseription that has been ecmmplioucusly sbsent from the
field during the past hundred years. You may have heard of
Chomzky®s hierarchy of "adequacies®: obaervational, deserip~

tive, and explanatory. In a reeeni paper on the linguistie
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'@haary of the Iatin grammarian Varro, I have attempted %o
emtabliish a connection between this hierarchy and the class-
i@al_Greek one, whose termg ave usually translated practieal
wisdom, secience and knowledge. The attempt to aghieve
explanatory adequacy is simply the attemﬁt to get behind not
only the facts of language but the degeription of the facts
that linguists come up with; it raises the question of why
the structure of language is what it is and not some other
3tructureor Concern for explanation need.nct lead to the
- ignoring of comncern for demseription, as some linguists appar-
ently fear, but rather 1t should have a beneficial and
atimulatiﬁg effect on purely descriptive studies of language.
4 second contridbution that medern generative gramumar has
made ig the rahabilitatien‘of the work of traditional grammsr-
ians, toward whom otheﬁ go-galled structural linguists have
tended to be hostile or at least indifferent. In his mosi

recent book, Cartesian Linguistiss, Chomsky has shown moazb

convineingly that seventeenth-gentury rationalist grammatical
theory bears striking similarity to TGG, mo much so that at
times Chomsky writes as if contemporary generative grammariang
are actually working in direct historieal eontinuity with

this group. In generai@ generative grammarians have sought
not to overthrow the work of traditiongl gramuwarians, but

to make more explieit what they were trying to may in the

absence of an adequate theoretical framework.
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A third contriﬁution hga been simply its focusing on
linguistic rules rather than on the ambrphoua mags of daba.
Generative grammarians treast linguistic datz mueh like
phyeicists treat their data--they gq,&doking for material
which will shed light on gome theoretical or degeripiive
problen of rule formulation and igaore the mass of date whieh
has no beariang @ﬁ the guestion at hand. This does not show
indifferenge to dats, oxr aiéreg&rd for it, as some have held,
vut is the only reascnable ssientifie attitude te have toward
i. Witk their concern for rules of grammar some linguisbs
havs accused g@neéativa gramparisns of preseriptivism, or ab
1eaat tendensy toward it. This is perhaps the most absurd
and winformed charge of all. Actunlly by focuaing on
rules of syntax, generative grawmarians have at last pro-
vided ths framework negessary to discuss the very important
preblems of disieet diffepen@eﬁ, higterical development of
langrage and stylistics. ?arﬁ of the reperteire of any
ereative writir’s kit im the ability to break the ruies of
syntaz fer stylistic and dramatic effect. But unless he
knows explieiily what %hb rules are, how can the secholarly
critic poesibly u@her@ntly_diaem@a how the sriist breals
them?

i could eombinue foé some time with this enumeration
of the virtues of contemporary generative grammar, instead
let me conclude my remarks teday raising a very general

gquestion sbout the goals of English grammer iteaching in the
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schools and some recommendations about what they might be
in 1ight of what I have gaid today. The question is:

given some well«aeaigned'pr@gram of instruetion in English
gramar fzrom grades four to twelve based on some generally
approved generative grammar of a significent fragment of
English and given & gqualified staff of teachers in charge
of this program, whet might we expect or desire an iatellli~
genﬁ eollege~bound twelfth-grader to know?

_ A quick answer to this might be: & lot more than what
todéy*a first year gradﬁaﬁe siudents in linguistics typlically
know?! I do believe that it is possibles to teach most LI not
all what we currently putl into introductery graduate level
courses 1n limguiatxcg in the primary and pecondary sshools,
but of eourse the nore &ig@ificant guestion is: is it
worth the time, &ffort and meney @o‘gttempt this on & more~
than-trial beais? . |

How let me try %o give‘a more ¢areful answer to this
question. The first thing we may expect of this pupil im
that he himself have conseious AVATeResSs of mogt of the rules
making up the syntactis frégm@nt‘aompriaing the'bagia of his
Inglish grammar education, and mome sort of KWarensss of the
aspects of the language not handled adeqguately by these
rules. I suspect that such a pupil might do relatively poorly
ou *oday's Scholastic Aptitude Tegt and especinlly on the
English grammar gection of the College Entrance Ezamination

Bosrd tesl, but I would mot hold thakb pgainst him.
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Secondly, we may expeet him %o know at least the rudi-
ments of linguistic theory, whieh te me means the theory of
TGE. He should kﬁcw how syntax, semantics and @hanoiagy are
related, and comprebend the distinetion between deep and
surface strueture. Ideally he will have been given firstw
rate instruetien in one or more foreign languages and will
be in a position to sensibly and sensitively compare their
gtructure.

Third we méy expect that he will have heen shown how
knowing the mechanics of grammar he ¢an come %o a mere sensl-
tive appreciation of genﬁime.iiterary creafiensw and how to
apply his knowledge %o improving and refining his owan literary.
‘ﬁtyleo Naturally he should be aware of such matiers as the
relation of ianguage to c@ﬁmunieatimn in geuneral, of the varie-
ties of style apﬁ?ébfiége'tb different media of communication,
of geogr&phicallyg gocially and seonomiczlly determined
dialect differences, of the historisal development of lang-
Nage partiéularlj Engliahg‘and last but not least how the
%radi#ien&lﬁbady of grammatical dogme relates to what he has
1@&rﬁe§@ for after all he has to live in the real worid, in
which this dogma siill looma'iarga‘(maybe he won't do =c bad
on the SAT and CEEB exams after 2lll)

Put if this iz the prodiet of our high séhools, what do |

the colleges teach?



