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BEPRINILTHE LBRENTE S, T L UHBEREREDOME L IKE
THI LSV, FHOHRTHRKTH L, ZOOHEBOM T - %
BeHiuL, wih, — L, Bh-HoEREEYBoOHERORIZE YA
ATLE ) BRUEDERDOHPTHZ )W) EFVH 72D TH 5,

19574E O Syntactic Structuress @ IR TF E 2 — L 722 BT H 13 19654F @
Aspects of the Theory of Syntax? THEHEFRE & IFITN B (Aspectssmodel & b
MEhD) —InDF L F o2l E % o728, 2 OZBEHRRITT A EIE -
XA E R & LT George Lakoff, James D. McCawley, Paul M. Postal,
John Robert Ross 5 12 & o THERZEWE (Generative Semantics) 73215
ENtz, TOHEEER & Chomsky b DFRERROXIL - Hidid, AR
LEDBEE DR CORKOHERME TH 525, REMIZIE Chomsky b DIF
RERRIROBF &2 0, ERERFRIEIBGR L2, £ L TZDH, Chom-
sky D¥5id, Principles-and-Parameters Approach (Government-Binding
Theory (B& L C GB @) & b iEnz) &2 0, S5IITHER,
Minimalist Program &IFiEN 5HHRICEDL Y DO 5,5

COERILEDEEZD L DT L TiE, Newmeyer @ Lingustic Theory
in America® WY Poo TWBA, Bile, HBICHEOBER 2 - 7Bk D 5
KA E 720 Randy Allen Harris @ The Linguistics Wars &\ 9 KT
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Hb, Thid, Chomsky & EEFREFBERCERERBIRE O OWEF %
NEREZENIIH> TV ERTH S, FRTO Chomsky & FafikR& DR &
DR MIT DF 5 AIZH TS Chomsky & Lakoff & DY L 1) 2 Lashrh
TWwa,

AfEix, Harris A2 OAROH D, “The Legacy of Generative Semantics
2: The Right of Salvage”® &V fv—+t 2 ¥ a ¥ CHY RiFCTw b5
—Chomsky 2%, HOWWKEL, BRS¢ 7-ERERG T B OHEROFI

P20 EWDRATYE (BRERREICEbEIE, BATWVD)
EWVH ZE—%EHRL, REYVOEALERIHIETHLDOTH A,

II
%9, #EIT Chomsky | lofﬁ*ﬂéﬂf‘/‘&?ﬁff‘o BHED Principles-

and-Parameters Approach {ZHL) A6 T Z;%X_ji@‘/’ {oPEFAL
£,

1. Greenberg®universals & head-parameter
Greenberg @ “Some Universals of Grammar with Particular Reference
to the Order of Meaningful Elements”” 3 EEN LB % Hin T 5 B2
FTHIEEWIIH EINL/IXTH 5D, Greenberg X, FOHFTEFEE S
(Subject), O (Object), V (Verb) ®i~KFIZk Y,

Type 1:VSO#H
Type 1I:SVO#!
Type III:SOVHE

DEDIZHEL, TNENOMII—HOBE LM E Ko Twa e LTn
%o PlZiE, Type 1 ® VSO BIDOFFETIX, BIEFAIEH SN, BEHEZ
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ZEDBIAE L, BT Adjective-Marker-Standard T3 ¥, Type
[l SOVEOFFETIE, REFAFFEH SN, EEAIZFOFICMEL,
WEHE 2 Standard-Marker-Adjective ¥ V1572 HWVTH 5 °
THAREFEH OF+HEE THRFEOFEIES THHEMLTBY
7245, Typel& Type I VORTELLT—2KFEHONL ETHIT
(Type iz OV B C& %), GCreenberg P universals ix, OV MO EE
VOBRIDEHEDHFHE LT, k0L T toohs,

OVE:E VOE&HE
i+ RER (BhE) A& + &5
AEy7 + BB BhEha + A&
EIE RS R B+ R
BRI + 45 &+ B R E
2 R A+
HeRE + & 8+ R E
A+ %5 &5+ 5
B4 & + L w5 + B &
PUAHS + %5 HE AR

Greenberg @ universals ZS7RIE L CTW5AH Z &%, H A SEDOEKENEA
b, TOFRERTREAERVFERSNLOPREFPER S DL 00,
BAR LD 209 HICL 202, WEHCIE Adjective-Marker-
Standard 7 @ 7 Standard-Marker-Adjective % D7 & DO D4 AT EH )
bbb Ewv) 2L Thh,

— %, Principles-and-Parameters Approach €%, Universal Grammar
DINGA=F—D—D& L Thead DMEZRDBHINT X =5 -5 {E LT
Who HAHFFET, head-initial &£\2 9 5H1T/8F X — 8 —HFRE SN,
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ZDEFE T, head-complement & W) FENEICR Y, ZOE, HEIRIZ
515 (head) —HAIFE (complement), B (head)—HHIEE (complement)
DFEMWER B, b L, headfinalk V39 5HHIT¥TF X —F —HFRE S,
ZDEFETIE, complement- head & V) ZEMEIC 2 1), ZORE, HEHHIC,
7% (complement) —&h3 (head), H95E (complement)—%i&E# (head)

L BEIAE By |

Principles-and-Parameters Approach @ head-initial 2*head-final 7 & \»
8T A =¥ =B, GreenbergDEARFENHEF LEHE 2 LTW5hH 2 LIZBHA
THbo TD/8T A —F —i&, B5HIC Greenberg ® VSO &l & SOV # (&
BVIEVOE Y OVE) OSHEOHEICHIE LS DIT%ko TV b,
Chomsky &, #» 2 TiX, Greenberg ® universals @ Z & % “statistical
tendencies”™ & LAFH L CW 207285, WOoDFIZHBEFOEFOH
TEEZBEL L THEAL TR0 TH S,

2. Fillmore®Case Grammar & € -Theory

Case Grammar & &, ZFANITTE @RS L 2BITEOHZ L v
BEIDZ LT, EHRMNETERENZ S OTIER) 25 THBY), F0OKER
YERBREEICHN) AN TN ) LT EHEXETH L, BIZE, KDadbed
XT,

The door opened.

Y

John opened the door.
The wind opened the door.

Y

d. John opened the door with a chisel.

e. The door was opened by, John with a chisel.”®

John &) &, EfEb & d)Eh-70, RIEFADOHWEE () Ik o7
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DL, door& W) &L, FFat e)bro/l, HFEED & cbd) & %o
7235, LAPL, ChHDHRFADMEI—EFELTELTHD, 20,
John 3BIMEETH Y, door EEWEDISTE TH 5, chisel ZERETH A, £
LT, 8133, lexicon Ti, &® L&) 2fE% & B0 %7RT frame feature &
FoTwbhbI&ilh b, iz, open &\ ) EFIZ

+1[ 0 (M (W]

&V frame feature #F D, ZALid, open &\ B,

[ 0]

[ 0+ Al
[ 0+1]

[ 0+ 1+ Al

L) case frame ICHIA SNB Z L ERL TV H.M

Principles-and-Parameters Approach T, Case Grammar {23} 5 EE D
frame feature (ZATIE9 5 D i, BIFI O argument structure (H 5\ ik 4 -grid)
T&H b, argument structure (JEEE) &1,

H BikFE (predicate) #%, ZOFEFE4FME LTH (argument) %\ <
oPEEL, 7, %ﬂ%ﬂ@ﬁ?}‘& D& nEBEE (6-r0le) %10
Ad %, ERHE (lexicon) TIRELAD D, Hlz1iE, B35 put i,

FHEBEETE (agent) % 3H ) HE % HLIE (external argument) (FEFFE&
AHIE) ELCEINL, /28 (theme), ¥PT (location) %$HH
DDE %W (internal argument) (###B (complement) & %2 53H) & L
TRIRT B, L7odo T, put kD L) 2 EHEE 2RO, (THIIH
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HERT o)

put: [Agent, Theme, Location]*®

Z® & 912, Fillmore ® Case Grammar %% Principles-and-Parameters

Approach {2 6 -Theory & LTHDIAFH TV EDHE, FEHTH 5,

3. Node Admissibility Condition & X-bar Theory

node admissibility condition & V39 DL, HAMPBEEEHEEL LTV
EREIDPEF v 7T HEMT, Thid, McCawley DIRIE L /2% 25
Td 5o McCawley i, node admissibility condition %Xk & 3 IZFHH L
T,

the notion of ‘derivation’ is dispensed with entirely: the base compo-
nent is a set of node admissibility conditions, for example, the condition
that a node is admissible if it is labeled A and directly dominates two
nodes, the {irst labeled B and the second labeled CY7

DF ), EAEMICIL, base componentDHENZ, HlziE, A~BC &
Wy EEHRZ BT,

A

N

B C

EVIHIEG PN EERT ST ETHHD, McCawley D 2 Tld, £
BT, 2OBG»IIRNTE ) W) HETER S NS PIRETIE R L,
base component DX &L, OGP NEIFHFENLHESPREOFE L
TVBEPEIPEF 2 v 2 TBRETTHLEN)ZETHAD,
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—7%, Principles-and-Parameters Approach @ X-bar scheme b, & %74)
HEDSEIE D &) R T 2 v 7T Bl (well-formedness condition)
T& b, X-bar scheme i,

Xll — X//* X/
X — X X7

EVHBAITREND D, BT BIZ, HHAHED,

X ”
X~ /X’\
X X

EVIRKE o TWERE ), F 2y 7 T5REEHFTHAILTER
Vi,

Peter Sells DFHE% D 5,

These X’-structures (partly) characterize well-formedness at
d-structure. GB, in another departure from classical TG, has few or
no phrase-structure rules, just the X’ template. The idea is that any
structure can be built out of any categories, but only those conform-
ing to (7) [X-bar scheme] will be well-formed; so if for instance, an
A heads an NP, that will simply be ruled out at d-structure (or ruled
out ‘in the base’). Phrase structures, like entire constructions, are
viewed as arising out of complex interactions of different principles,
and are not assumed to be generated in any traditional way (1. e., by a
set of rewriting rules as illustrated in Chap. 1). (In fact, it is not even
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clear if GB is:a ‘generative grammar’ any more, but T will not dwell

on this issue.)'®
Margaret J. Speas bKD& H T/~ TW5E,

McCawley proposed a theory of phrase structure in which dominance
and precedence relations were expressed separately, and a set of ‘node
admissibility conditions’ which constrain the well-formedness of
phrase markers. This is essentially the position adopted by Stowell
(1981) and Travis (1984), and generally accepted within the GB
framework, in which there is no single rule or principle which both

defines hierarchical structure and determines linear order.*®

Principles-and-Parameters Approach ® X-bar Theory &\»9 DL, &
IR EWRER D node admissibility. condition D& X F Y ANi-d DT
HhHEEOLEDLERZRV,

4. Global Derivational Constraint & Trace Theory

global derivational constraint (GRITREHIK) 125 LT, AEmRER
WA DN DVHFEL TN DDT, EHPPEN SN T D HiEAR
DHEHALHENHZ LT 5,

Lakoff (1970c) X &FMRERMNEVLELTLHNE LT, HAF
VY7 BBLUOEBCHTAEODOSHEHEELBTTVLEA, 20H
D—2iE H. V. King (1970b) DI, EFHOEHICHET 5
bDTHL, T4bL, ROFNTRT X HIZ, EKFEOBEFIZH 2 A
W&o TEBBIL b &, TRAPSLICERINSE W), —Kig
LR D 5,

(2) a. There’s this much wine in the bottle.
(CADPIEZNZFDT A Vi3d 5)
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b. Harry’s on the job in the afternoon.

N —BFRICHEEID )

& A, BEREOERIZD HBEARPEERIOBERIZLVEIRS R
720, B, TONEDSFEXFOFOMEIZBE Sz Lty
B, ROBUZR LN D &9 12, BiEFoE@RSLfTbh (F, ito
T, EfEbiThh) vy,

(3) a. Iwonder how much wine there is/*’s in the bottle.
(CADHIZEDL 5T L VY BHBEDEL )
b. Sam’s on the job in the mornings and Harry is/*’s in the

afternoons.

(2 FRHICEREISH Y, N - EFRIEFEND D)

Tbb, Ba) BLY (3Bb) BWT, FNFN there is B L U Har-
1y is DEBOMBIZS &b & HoBREIERHAOBHICL Y,
BEd LV RS-0 T, FEANOEBELHER (B L OEHE
) BSEDBICEATERS D LEEZDLIENTED, E-T, ID
&9 ERBLOBBZIE L (BT 4720121, BRiIZZho@Ash
LHEMOMEZ T TR, FRUFD, MBI > TWARBERD S
WIHIBRERSEH S NABRROBEIZDERT A EALEIIR
%o

Principles-and-Parameters Approach®Trace Theory %%, Z @ global de-
rivational constraint # LY AAZ S D TH B Z & i, KD Chomsky DIE
B (trace) DFBAZFHOEHL P TH S,

Principles-and-Parameters Approach T, Move a &\ BEHHAIIC
Lo THhLERIBE SENIRITREIATRINL LRET 5,

What; do you want to buy t;?



106 I

EOFITIR, whatDSICHICBE) LA-BIORERAHR STV 5,

Chomsky iZ&k 5 &, ZOEBtAYEH (contraction) DA % HIET 218
R /k@@]j( a ¥ who S visit DHWFETH B4 (b) &, want
D HWEE “Céf)éiﬁ/\ (c) » V)@ﬁ@*ﬂi}‘_f BETh b,

a. who do you want to visit?
b. for which person x do you want to visit x?

c. for which person x do you want x to visit?
ETAHH, ROFINL AT b OFRLUIPFS 2,
d. who do you wanna to visit? -

who ZSCHRIZRE) L /=B IZREF 2 5% 3 L KET 5 &, who 2% visit © HIYEE
THH%HE ((b) D) @ S-structure X e DL S TH Y, who A% want
DEWEETHH%BE ((c) D) O S-structure iF I DX D124 5,

e. who do you want to visit t?

1. who do you want t to visit?

want + to (3HE SN T wanna LW RIS R BEDTHBHH, [ TiE, want
& to DEICH B IEHF t A% want + to — wanna & ‘/")ﬂ?ﬂﬁ’i’ﬁﬁl};?‘é@f?)
%o HoT, didb DRLAFELNDTH S,

B HHAASE S RBIH, MHOREDBRBASRLT, Z0ME, 2
DHBI DB ATHIE S B &Vva?) global derivational constraint &, LARTIC
S S P HLI O 7200 12 2 DIRBFAE > TC, 2 hhids BN & B
k3 5EnIDiE, FLEZETHbD, Principles-and-Parameters Approach
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@ Trace Theory i&, Lakoff & Df2& L 7z global derivational constraint %
WOANIZDDTHAESOLELEERV,

Z @ Trace Theory 2SR EBRIR ? global derivational constraint (242
DI &, Harris ik o THHBEI LT 5B,

Trace theory can quite safely be called Chomsky’s; it bears his indeli-
ble stamp. But it has immediate roots in work by Postal (1970), by
Baker and Brame (1972), and by Selkirk (1972). The want-to/wanna
data was first noticed by Lakoff, in the paper that launched global

rules, and used as one of the justifications for such rules (1970b).2?

Z ® X 951, Principles-and-Parameters Approach @ EE 723 2 545,
Chomsky 7%#t}] - KB L TW/-HEP,rOo WY ATNSDTHH T LITH
ETH B2

I

Chomsky (2R L TEREKRFZIE L-DIL, WmFICEBEITALL, &
LIZWDODEIIHPBEGLOEHEE D - TITHbN-DTIR, ERERR
LIEET 5 THA 9, Harris &, OB L 72ERERRR BRI L %,
WICRITHEN/FEAS (DF ), ARERROHEGBR T - %2 E) DEL
%% Chomsky @ GB Eimil#hbi (salvaged ), FIHE NS o Tw b,
Harris (2 SN, AERERRE X, BOTLOREFEINLEEZ T
LEDTETHb,

With the wreck of HMS Generative Semantics, huge amounts of ideas,
data, mechanisms, and persepctives were cast to the seas. Some of it
was lost, probably for good, probably, in fact, for the best. But much
else made its way into the holds of other theories; most notoriously,
into the closely guarded hold of Chomsky’s commissioned frigate, the
Government and Binding. This fate is one of the two tragedies that ex-
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generative semanticists recurrently cite as having befallen their mod-

el, that their work has been stolen. CATIIEZ DL D)*

Harris B3[H L TV 525, HETEDELR 2E W/ Newmeyer b, £ 5k
EIEFHAS Chomsky OBOBEGICH D AT N TWE LR Tn 5,

While generative semantics no longer is regarded as a viable model
of grammar, there are innumerable ways in which it left its mark on
its successors. Most importantly, its view that sentences must at one
level have a representation in a formalism isomorphic to that of sym-
bolic logic is now widely accepted by interpretivists, and in particular
by Chomsky. It was generative semanticists who first undertook an in-
tensive investigation of syntactic phenomena that defied formalization
by means of transformational rules as they were then understood. This
led to the plethora of mechanisms, such as indexing devices, traces,
and filters that are now part of the interpretivists’ theoretical store.
Even the idea of lexical decomposition, for which generative semanti-
cists were much scorned,, has turned up in the semantic theories of
several interpretativists. Furthermore, many proposals originally
mooted by generative semanticists, such as the nonexistence of extrin-
sic rule ordering, postcyclic lexical insertion, and treating anaphoric
pronouns as bound variables, have since appeared in the interpertivist
[sic] literature, virtually always without acknowledgment. (FRFR L EH D
Lo) B

“virtually always without ackﬁowledgment” LT o T 5D, New-
meyer t&, 8D Linguistic Theory in America &\ RKDFLBRERIE 5 TH
BT, HEMERNICFESTEBSTVE, Lo L, Hars i3, #
T BBREW Y % LIZASOBBORIZY AATLE S, Chomsky 0
ZDX S RREEY “cavalier” EIFL, DX 9 2FEE L Chomsky D3BF
B ZITHEINTHD LT o TV 5,
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Chomsky’s attitude to intellectual property is cavalier at best—his
own as well as others—and it is an attitude that rubs off very quickly
on his students; sometimes, even on the students of his students.
Their own work, and each other’s work, is all that matters. No one
else gets too much attention, let alone discussion and acknowledg-
ment. The most notorious example of this slighting is Chomsky’s
adoption of logical form, which occupies a critical place in his cur-
rent model (that is, LF). As far as Chomsky appears to be concerned,
logical form comes from Robert May, who, not coincidentally, com-
pleted a thesis under Chomsky exploring these ideas (later revising it
substantially for publication — May, 1977; 1985). May cites Lakoff
only once, very briefly, to deny that there is any connection between
their respective suggestions (1985: 158n4), and he doesn’t even men-
tion McCawley at all, despite the central role played in his work by
his rule of Quantifier-lowering—with minor wrinkles, essentially the
same rule that McCawley proposed much earlier (1976b [1972]: 294).
Next on the list of notorious borrowings is lexical decomposition,
which also started to show up in interpretivist work in the mid-to-late-
seventies; then comes a host of small developments, like the global
properties of the trace convention and the main-verb analysis of

auxiliaries.?®

S HITkEIT T, Harris b, 22D CTEHIEHL CWAER TS IHET S
Chosmky DFWLREELIEH L TWah, T4bbH, Chomsky I2& T, [
CHERTY, FNERRENIEL TR, EHONETHELY, Fh
PESLLOHEBICHIAT R TLEZE, 4R, 0GR, #HEd
ETCNHRICR > TLESTVREEVG I ETH B,

The interesting issue is that he [Chomsky] denounced generative
semantics so warmly for many of the tendencies and mechanisms he
now embraces equally warmly, a denunciation—curiouser and curious-

er — he still maintains. Consider a recent development in his
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framework, Mark Baker's Universal Theta Assignment Hypothesis,
which ensures that semantic roles are assigned in a uniform way at
D(eep) -structure (Baker, 1988: 46ff). As Chomsky notes, Baker’s
proposal is similar to one “explored within generative semantics”;
namely, “that deep structures represent semantic structure quite broad-
ly, perhaps cross-linguistically.” The earlier proposal, however, the
Universal Base Hypothesis, “pfoved unfeasible, in fact, more or less
vacuous” because of various problems with generative semantics hav-
" ing to do with its vast descriptive latitude. Now, with the tremendous
restrictiveness 'built into government-and-binding theory, the same
proposal “becomes meaningful, in fact extremely strong” (1988b:
66-67). Presumably he has similar notions about lexical decomposi-
tion and Predicate-raising—the former of which had “little empirical
content,” the latter of which was “quite unnecessary,” at the Texas
Goals conference (Chomsky, 1972b [1969]: 142-43)—now that his mod-
el has mutated in ways that accommodate them.?
Z® & 7% Chomsky D% V) 2T HEBRBERREOE) OBIE LT,
Harris % Postal ® B2 AL T 5, |

... suppose some proponent, like McCawley, of the unquestionably
wrong and stupid Basic Semantics (BS) movement has, accidentally,
hit on one or two ideas you need to use, say, hypothetically, the no-
tion -that surface quantifiers are connected to logic-like representa-
tions by transformational movement operations sensitive to syntactic
constraints, or something like that.

When adopting this idea, assuming that you wish to do so, it would
be an obvious rhetorical error to cite any proponents of BS. Not only
would this waste a lot of serious linguists’ time if they were per-
suaded to actually read such misguided stuff, it might mislead less
sophisticated thinkers than yoﬁ into thinking something about BS was
right. ‘

So the correct procedure is to proclaim and get others to proclaim,
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over a long period, many times, that BS is totally wrong, misguided,
unscientific, etc. Then, quietly, simply use whatever BS ideas you
want without warning and without any tiring citational or attribution-
al material. A well-known principle of scholarly law known as Right
of Salvage guarantees that you cannot be held accountable for this.
This principle determines that one need not make attributions to
theoretical traditions already “generally established as stupid and not

part of rational inquiry . . .”®

Harnis 13, Chomsky 1%, FEAMT 2 RIZFR L2 E V- -IE T EES
LTWRWEHIETI L CTnh, 25w 2 EDEICE DL, SHEEF T
FTHIIFEZEL T RWAS 2L, Chomksy REZTWAEESHIDTH A,

Predictably, Chomsky has a low opinion of squabbles about prior-
ity, which he believes are a feature of linguistics only because it is

not yet a fully developed science, like physics:

There’s a kind of paranoia [in “underdeveloped fields” like lin-
guistics]. For example, [the concern for priority] is the kind of in-
fantilism that you get in semi-existent fields. The fact of the mat-
ter is that in any real field, people are going to be thinking about
the same kinds of things at about the same time, because those
are the problems that are on the agenda. If you want to worry
about looking and seeing if this guy said it three months before 1

said it, that’s just childishness.?
Harris %, Chomsky DD L) REZ F %, B, BE-TVWBEEED,

Chomsky is wrong, of course, that priority squabbles are unscientific.
They are such an endemic feature of established sciences like physics
that scientists often go to court about who said what when—for exam-
ple, in the current patent fights surrounding gene splicing or super-
conductivity—and Watson’s famous The Double Helix (1968) is almost
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entirely about the race for the trappings that go with being first. Even
the desperately sincere Darwin, who flagellated himself constantly
about his concerns over the paternity of natural selection, wrote Lyell
and Hooker to, press for their aid in establishing his priority (Darwin,
1958 [1892]: 196-98). But ideas don’t require the potential to reap huge
industrial profits or Nobel prizes or places in history to inspire pro-
tectiveness, even paranoia. Ideas are the stock-in-trade of science,
and very few scientists appreciate it when the credit for them goes
elsewhere. ‘

Chomsky—who, it should be clear, is not the common-thief variety
of idea-absorber; he genuinely is cavalier about intellectual property,
as happy to give ideas away as he is to appropriate them—has to ex-
pect some flack for his virtually total disregard of some people’s con-
tributions, particularly when he can be quite careful to acknowledge
the contributions of other people, those a little closer to his theoretic-

al heart.®

I\

Harris %, Chomsky 25Hr ) %2 LICERERFOERE BOOERDHIC
WY RAATHWSZ LI UTHATH 525, ST 58E% B5OHERD

iz

Y2t & BREEES D 2L TiER <, BFEOERTIIEEIAT

bRTWAZLTHLLEE>T\A,

On a more general note, salvaging is a widely established practice
in science. When two programs clash the victorious one frequently,
and often covertly, incorporates solutions, data, and methods from the

..defeated one. Even in relatively uncontentious circumstances, propos-

als are up for grabs in science. See Pullum (1991 {1983]: 14), for in-

stance, on the rapid coopting of material from relational grammar in the

seventies.*!
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ZZTHaris 8-> TWA I LIHIELV, HAHEBIEREL TV AR
TREFTBEBERRKHIM TS, TN 2ERADITTLE ) ZERMH
LREELERIIZ V. HAHEBIT N TVERLEI RN, ) LBEE
R HHHmE ENIZTHDAATWHITEDTH b BIEERAIAATH
FEL TV DOPEFLHRRZDTH b,

foER* ECOEBOFIIMY AL Z Lid, FOEBREZOEIMHMY T
STEDTIFAHETH I L TRV, WY AAZHE., HCOHERERD
FICALEDV, £ DOBMRAROMOES S FENICERDT, BREETT
T, OERmT HCOBBOTIIARLIIMYAALZI LR BDTH D,
NP FOREOBRTITONEIREIL LD TH S,

Chomsky &, HA7%tH - B L /-HH L 20T FHE) TWEDOTIEL
<, Principles-and-Parameters Approach & \»9 B OHEREROHF TR Y
AN EMDED 2 — NV EDEFEIIT T, BOOHEBRERREKEE
PIZLTWAEDTH b,

Bl& LT, 6-Theory xATH L9, Case Grammar LR U X 52, B
D case frame, $ 72 b, argument strucuture ZZIFE > T LD % 5,
Chomsky {3Case Grammar Z %A L TWAHZ LIZ% b, ROBIL

ohn killed the tiger.
t I t
Agent Patient

T, kill ixEFEICIE Agent £\ 9 f-role 52, HEIFEIZIE Patient &\
9 G-role 52 5% &9 72177 &, Principles-and-Parameters Approach
@ @ -Theory i3 Fillmore @ Case Grammar & 72\ L TE W% {, Case
Grammar #* 2D E F > Twad, 2% ), EHLTWALEbNLTLR
B \WTdHA I, LD L, Principles-and-Parameters Approach O
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6 -Theory %, 6 ~role ®° argument structure %\, F-2BHE LT\ 5,
8 -Criterion &\ ) JFHENBZD L WHEITH S, 8 -Criterion & i3,

l Each argument bears one and only one 6 -role, and each # -role is

assigned to one and only one argument.*

03 b DTH B, |

Z @ @ -Criterion %, Principles-and-Parameters Approach Tik &b
TEELRE LR LTVLEDTHS, BliE, 0-Criterion 75, 7T
EE RN ETES ) FIPEF (Subject-to-Object Raising) 1344 L 2\ 2
LAEHENBDTh B, Thbb,

John believes Bill to have killed Mary.

EWVIHXT, Bill ZEHAALALWMY L, EXOHMFEICT L L)
BRIBEELLZVWEWVWD 2 ETH D,

John believes Bill | to have killed Mary]
|

ZOEEIE, b L, EFERY ETEESFETE Bill £ v argu-
ment (XZ=D2D f-role &b HH T LR Y, -Criterion IZEKT H I &
KbV HZT ETHAH, £, Bill 1%, HDAARLDOF T, 5 kill »
b Agent £\ f-role 252 b5,

John believes [Bill to have killed Mary]
t |

6 -tole -
RIZ, Bill # EiEHD t‘f’gﬂf?'@ﬁ&bﬁ&iﬁ‘gﬂ DL, EXNBENGE

25 &, Billid, 48X, EXOBE believe 2*5#7:7% 6 -role #5- %
bNb, ‘
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John believes Bill [ to have killed Mary]
|

f -role

fih, BillixZ2® f-role 25256052 &ilh5b, Ihit, —DD
argument {Z—2 D 4 -role L Ao TiTWiFhwE w9 g -Criterion D&
KThHb, fEoT, EFER) LIFEREVI b0k, BEELCRVITErne
Ll b, ZTLTELKZOERE —&ILIT L, NP OBEIE, 6 -role
P52 6N5 §-position 25 8 -role 7552 b N7V 8 -position ~DHE
BIIRB LW T itk B,

DOEY 2 — & DFERIBR L VS TS HIUL, FZE, 6-role ik
government &M AGH INT §-government & WVIHIEZFHEEALAH L THB
D, T® 6-government A% E & |2 proper government HWET S Db
NTndins72<CHnThHsb, &5I1Z, IO proper government I3,
Trace Theory & Bi4%2J1} & #1, Principles-and-Parameters Approach T
¥ % %9 % Empty Category Principle & W) RE OB TH b TN
%, 8 -government, proper government, Empty Category Principle D&
RERTLEZDOIEDR LI LIETHS I,

Empty category principle: ECP
Traces must be properly governed.
A properly governs B iff A theta-governs B or A antecedent-
governs B (cf. Chomsky, 1986b: 17)

A theta-governs B iff A governs B and A theta-marks B.
A antecedent-governs B iff A governs B and A is co-indexed
with B.*

D EHIZ, 6-Theory #¥ Case Grammar 2*HRE LR THH E L
T®, 6-Theory id, Principles-and-Parameters Approach {ZH &R T 1,
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BRESN, HoEY 21— E SEREICEMR L, Principles-and-Parameters
Approach £ W) HEFHERDO—EH LB > TWHDTH 5,

AN EWRE L, Chomsky B/ HDT A TT7 2 &ATZ LT H15,
Chomsky 13 & B % 5% % salvage L, coopt L, B DEEHO P I in-
corporate L7zDTH b, EWEEBOT AT 72 EHAL, BCDHE
REEIELDELTVRSDTH D™

Chomsky ®Z DX 1) Fi3, BEORBROEICH > TWHDTH D, T
Ch7-HHIE, FRUHOBERETNTEEL TV LDPETH A, BER
’Eﬁ’(&%&lb‘o Za— b RNFERTILARY 7T -OHGRL DTN
TWh, TR a— by RAESTILARY 77 -OEHEELEL T2
PoThHb, 2%, Za—FrhHEE, FTILERT T T OEFHFHHA
TEHILITNTCHHATE, Lad, FVLART 7T - OHEmAFHHT
VI LABHTEDLLV) ZETH D, °

PLt, Harris O3k % #B4L %455, Chomsky PAEEMER 2 & O3 L
THHBZYHCOEROFICH Y AL, BOOHGRE L) E,LTHRRIZ D

WLTERZE, 2LC, ZREREZOREOBRETERITOLNLEI LT
HHrILEATEI

mEIC, ENERG %‘%%mﬁﬁémﬁf%ofjﬁm bbb EIZL L
3, —Principles-and-Parameters Approach (24 EBRER O FEFRATALY 24
NTVBEENI)Z LT, ERERFRELP oL EWVWIZETHS, B
BN LA, ZOMBICREENEIRTWAL W) ZETHD, —
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Synopsis

Is Chomsky a Plunderer?

Satoru Nakai

In developing his theory, Chdmsky incorporated many ideas from his
opponents’ theories such as Greenberg’s universals, Fillmore’s Case Gram-
mar, and Generative Semantics after he defeated them. Because he did not
make any acknowledgment when he utilized their ideas, he is accused by
generative semanticists of “stealing” their ideas.

But according to Randy Allen Harris, the incorporation of the loser’s
ideas into the winner’s theory “is a widely established practice in science.
When two programs clash the victorious one frequently, and often covert-
ly, incorporates solutions, data, and methods from the defeated one.”
From this point of view, Chomsky is not to be blamed. He just followed
this well-established practice.

From the point of view of the history of science, too, Chomsky is not to.
be accused. A superior theory, which comes later, incorporates preceding
inferior theories. The superior theory can explain not only what the pre-
ceding inferior theories can explain but also what the preceding inferior
theories cannot explain. Chomsky has incorporated and synthesized his
opponents’ theories into his own theory and developed the Government-
Binding Theory, which is a tightly or;ganized system of principles and pa-
rameters. He has clearly derived some of the principles and parameters
from opponents’ theories, which are combined with other principles and
parameters and play an important role in the Government-Binding Theory,
but since this has resulted in enriching his theory, he should be acknowl-
edged as a faithful follower of the established practice in science. He has
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done what any scientist would and should do to develop a scientific
theory.

‘Randy Allen Harris, The Linguistics Wars (Oxford: Oxford University
Press, 1993), pp. 307-308.



