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It is important that we reflect on the conceptual
framework from which our study of. language has emerged, sihce thée -
problems, methods, and aims of what has been called modern
linguistics -are rapidly being replaled by the concenns of another
framework or, paradigm. Such new -paradigms, to be viable, must not be
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-7 distorted by Startimg points that unduly restrict analysis and .

research. .Therefore, since the transformational (and . , )
neo-transformational) model is able to probe more deeply into the
reality of language, .often compensating for the inadeQuacies df'the
structural approach to account for the data, it is to be preferred. "~ '

~These richer theories illustrate advance through their demonstration,
though incomplete and provisional, of the laws of langthage on a

global scale., However, the charge of onesidedness as applied to the
now-dominant perspective(s)' i¢ not easily answered. To the extent
that it cannot be answered, the current "rationalist", efforts must be
viewed as too limiting to account satisfactorily for the phenomena’
(language) they are attempting to explain. In the future, the mode of
abstraction and directive for research must be critically appTaiigd
for the way they.inform theory, fatt, research, and application,.‘The
ultimate criterion for evaluation cannot incontrovertibly be an
appeal to the concept "science™; thé critic must be aware of his
pre-sciéntific grounds for judgment., (Author/DB) L
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A5 we move ahead--and at times slip back--in linguiétic

9
studies, what ought to gain in respect is that whatever analyses

uncover or suggest about the nature of language, these analyses

lcannot‘. replace their 'source in significance or honor, The richer

i T
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the theory, the more complex and mysterious the phenomena of
language appears to be. To this extent science is not king;
the grammar book--traditional structural, tagmemic, transfor-
mational, neotransformational stratificational--is nOt t'he

*sourcebook' of grammar, but only a seconci hand account of that

4
¥

source,. . Both Miss Fidditch and Mr, Modern Grammarian have a
conscious knowledge of grammatical rulesithat lend insight,
accompanied by:varving degrees-of distortion andbincompleteness
into the rather extensive preanalytical grammar that small chil-
dren ‘understand’ and use skillfully, integrating sound, syntax,
and semantiCS in ways that still pit the best theorists against
each other for explanation. This is not to deny the—achieve- ";
ments of linguists for such achievements have significantly

contributed to these observations
—

As we push into the l970’s, we do well to reflect on the
conceptual framework out of which our study of language has’
emerded, This is especially relevant since the problems,”methods,

. . \ . . .
and ails of what has been called modern linguistics (Chomslq}y‘p
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still calls it that) are rapidly being replaced by the corncerns '
of another conceptual framework or - paradigm (to use a word thnt.

has various shades of meaning in Thomas Kuhn's "The 3tructure

~,
_of Scientific Revolutiona"l). S

. 3ays Susan Langer of a phlloaophy.(cf, philasophy of scisnce):

It is characterized more by.the formulations of its
" problems than by its solution of them, Its answers ’
v establish an edifice of facts; but its questions make
the frame in which its picturle of facts is plotted,
. Thgy make moré& than the framej they give the angle of
\ porspective, the palette, the style in which the
icture is drawn--everything except the subject, 1In
<" our questions lie our ‘principles oF analysis, and our
answers may express whatever the8e principles are able
to yield, ’ , ) ¢ :

. 1 P ,'
For reasons that should become ncreasingly evident, it is

important to be reminded of our recent history in linguistics ’

0
v

and, the effects in pfactice Qﬁftﬁe BtillLstrquling paradigm,
Structural linguistics was to be 'scientific', with all

the claims to precision and objectivity that are #o.often

. ' 4 |
aSSOCiated\wdth that word. For example, no longer would'we_ i ‘

-

study language through notional definiﬁionb inconéistegFly

-, mixed wiEB functional criteria for establishing:parts of speech,
No lénger would we attempt to use Latin \grammar as a model for
Engiish‘grammar or pretend that there was any re9l signifrcance
to a universal grammar, 'Languages differea and mustibe cone-
sidered on their own merit; The way of scigpce was the. way of .

v I

. / .
inductive generalizations from observables, We would, in other

.

wo}ds, stick to the- facts as we saw them--or bétter, as they

[}

revealed themselves to us, Some would rnote the correlation of

differing linguistic‘struétures to differing cqltural patterns
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and davelap‘cory of ltnqu.istic relativity, Attention to
the observabils surfac® features ot languaqe would culminate in
thaury'rhct Was as accurate and ub)ectivo & summary of that
dstq a8 [oRsinle, Lcnquaqq could Le detined am syst;o’af
vioral n{gn‘ls ar pimply «n n?auch, writing hLeing an incomplate

FRpiesentatlon of spsech, Horeover, lanjuaqes wers BTLiCrAry =~

Bt e o b L edegling Pagit, bul rmfisctive of Changing Custons,
iﬁ’“l' %h ple me, i‘flhil‘-) Tha phohabe would lhvizlee (33 iu“l'

LR O T L R R N S T T THAIIEohe, ThE C loakl wl ¢ ne) )
] <. !

Blay 1 whal war futijevab)e From the sauha st luiue, the wors

PEM Iam whl 1 Tm ¥ pum wougd Loy ouf & couht, oy PiooBTInld the

L]

Asfinition of tue Phobbme 90ul ) hotaFaliy o ol agt af the labs

GERtoary,

Ihothe nlructural fradition, scientitic methodology dsmandsd

only the "(vud¢ of phnnuﬂuna'and their rurtalations"j (Twaddill).
Mentalintic assumptions were fraudulent, Linguistic degcription
should he characterized only by consistency, convertibility,
and, pnrhaps, simplicity and convenienca.4 The lubjectivc def -~
initions of qrammatical units were to be replaced by those which
recoqnized t?a obaervnble signals in qrgmmatical ltructurc. Por
many (most?) mixing linquistic levels Waﬁ taboo, and for certain
puristg in the.triaition‘the»ultimate-in objectivity would be a
qrammarcwhose structures'are'kept apart by means of audible
differences in the sound stimulus--in stress, pitch; and juncture,
Such a grammar appeared in 1958 (Archibald Hil1),

All this wczld be accomplished in the name of science, or

to use Kuhn' s expression designating the going body of scientific

s
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‘assumptions implicit at a qiven time—-'normal science', Of

course, therp were exceptions to the trend. 'Certain important

assumptions oi Sapir became and remained unpopular. "As far back

as the 1?%0'5 Pike was holdinq out for grammatical prerequisites
~

to phonemic analysis. And Jakobson's feature analysis, with its

ations for the universal, was later to be used by the

reviélutionists, But the main lines identifying theory construc-
Tt on in this country are quite discernible, and they are also

“freflected in the. xinda of questions. taken into the laboratory,

Laboratory questions would_fit the theoretidal formulations
5udqasted ahoup. Typical were experiments calling for response
tb‘differences\in plus juncture involving grammatical boundaries
Some tests inquired into what part pitch and stress play in iden~

Y
titying and contqgsting syntactic structures, Attention to the

o

role of sound - feaéates establishing phonemes extended from
features characteri%‘:c@of phones and allophones to conditioning
factors related to'thg immediate sound environment, Amid exag—w
qarated claims, positjbe contributiOns to an understanding. of

sound phenomena resulteg from these invesEigations. However,

we herey,wish to note thé limitations imposed on experimentati?nﬂ

ﬂ

. by the’paradigm concern5'of a rather strict empirical science,

For example, rarely would'gne find, among the mass of recorded

experiments on -sounds, ah'éxperiment testing for theveffects of
broader contexts upon the qquﬁs Outside the country, some
research by BrUCe5 in England‘and Mol in'Holland proved ex-

ceptions, The.same restrictiaps on experimentation did not apply
; e .

in these cases, AmericaanSYchplogist George'Miller experimented

ERI
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with séduewtial EOnstfaints in pefception and récall of strings
of words, but later realized that even this assumed too narrow
;é‘cdntext fof deferhining péyehélihguistic primes.7 '(
. It isfagain important to emphasize that the énsweré de-
rivable frdﬁ an experiment are restricted to \the questfbhs'%ne

is willing to ask, so that evén negative answers are negétive

in respect to thésewquestions”f The structuralist's questions

were reflective of his eparadigm, which, in turn, circumscribed R
. A v

the signifi¢ance of the ansWers forthcoming from the laboratory, - -

Thus, though one could test for the relative importance of der-

tain sound features or contrasts over others, he could not,

e

. , : /
within this paradigm, test for the effects of higher level

) v ' 2
- (syntactic and semantic) constraints on phoneme identity, Doing

5o might jeopardize the concept of the phoneme that'tests sze

D'meént to valigate.u To-this exfent the structuralistuW%s.hipdered

}' \frdm determining the role sound played, while his‘autoﬁomous

phoneme exaggerately attempted to do’ just that. To ask the

lérger, contextual question could not only d%allenge conven=-
g X d

tioﬁél soncepts of the phoneme, but also the péradigm base from

\ which it develéped. Kuhn puts the matter in historical perspec-

-

tive when he states:

:§Ne part of the aim of normal science is to call ‘

¢ forth ney sorts of phenomena} indeed, those that

. t the box are often not seen at all, Nor o,
o do scientist ormally aim to invent new theories,

and they are of intolerant of those invented by

otheds. Instead ndrmal scientific research is dir-
ected to the articutathgn of. those phenomena and i
‘theories that the paradidm _already supplies,8

\
Grammar texts espousing ructural linguistics concertrated

ord order, structur%\words,

"ERIC |~ -
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’ 1nflegtions, intonation, etc, The'distribution of an item in i

, |

varioué contexts was’ sometimes called on in order to 'objectively'
‘identify its syntactic role, although some,recognized the 'sub- ‘i

jective' circularlty of this procedure.

b
54 . Introductory textbooks in linguistlcs, in keeping with the

heavily atgended -to ‘area of - sound phenomena largely emanating
I
p

from the din@%tive in s¢ience influencing ‘this attention, intro-
duced the student to phonology first, and then extended this

introduction Qver a disproport:onate part of the book, ° It is

- !

hardly necessagv te say how the grammar was accounted for,

although the sa i degree of emphasis was not accorded the varying

surface features from one text to another _Positively speaking,,

benefits which adcrued from these attempts include the examlnation
\ M

of language featuéfs that had been largely neglected scarcely
“ o S
explored, or unsys ematically described "but the dlmitations ‘

governing what was “p be studied and how--what was methodologi-

cally respectable~

e 3

are quite in evidence. What was 'fact’,

.moreover, was to no small degree&lnformed by the principles

;///fhat developed from the then normal scignce of lipguistics in
America, // . 0. o . ‘ o :"
In teaching English to non-native speakers--or teaching
.any forekgn language--we were to emphasize the differences
" between languages as thése suggested 1ntecference problems in
the areas of sound, syntax,_and yocabulary. And in the matter » _
' of teaching-téchniqu7 the positivistically orien;ed/l{nguist o .

- found -the similarly inclinedﬂbehavioral psycholpdist to be a

ERIC .
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and habit formation were the stock in'trade of the béhaviorist-
[
to the linguist these had the -advantage of dealing thh the

+
;

observable——overt 'causes'’ and overt-'effects'——exprﬁsging ess~

entially the same conceptual framework in sciénce that the

linguist was accustomed to, Language behavior like(other kinds"’
pf behavior in animals and men, was 'habit forming,' Pattern.
practice would help establish new habits in the acquisition of

- the foreign language.

The structuralist's contribution to the subject of Reading
reflects his phonological 'emphasis, Spelling patterns highlighted
phoneme/grapheme correlations - as did such attempts as the A
International Teaching. Alphabet The prevailing notion of lan-”
guage composed of building bldcks from sound to sense is reflected
in assumptions about the reading’ process Thus it appeared
important to those using a spelling pattern approach that begin-
lk: ning readers first perceive the grapheme in the syllable pattern

&

'of the word .and having so identified it to determine the phoneme

”which it represents before ‘going up the ladder to levels of syntax
and semant1cs. At least, 'reading for meaning was considered -
misguided until and unless fhe alphaberic (phonemic) principle
had been cohquered. The effectivenesJ of materials employing

these principles may now be,established as this applies to certain
/

Hsituations but their overall effectiveness or necessity iﬂ

largely a function of the degree of insight involved in the .

3

-theoretical/dlaims that. underlie them.

Ente Noam Chomsky and " the revolution. The/unresolved
e

anomali s and the felt inadequacies of«the 'limited' appeal in :

YERIC ./ 8
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science to account for mAny phenomena or to support much of the

‘aforementioned theory:ﬁaid the groundwork for change. A positive,

4 .
approach (the~* transformational-generative model) to the solution "

of several of these problems favored the’ upcoming revisiony/ts

; The ongoing revolution in linguistics, with its '‘new!’ (renewed)

stance in science, is the resulfi”“Although something Of the

N / .
- method, certain of the findings, and much of the rigor of the

structuralists have been taﬁen over by the revolutionists, the.
degree of change is phenomenal The extent to which Chomsky's
position in rationalism and the modern lipguist's position in

empiricism are compatible is controversial but the changes in

t::or;tical direction and in practical consequences are révolu-

t naryr It is important at this point brieflyﬁﬁo sketch the
S e : e

shift in emphasis, and then to see how this had affected appli-

cations, . v S )

The innate is now receiving much attention, as are universal

features that identify all languages and contribute to the
P ”

uniqueméss of man as the language posseseor/among creatures

ompanying an admissibn of much ignorance as to {anguage ac-
quisition, exposure to language (stimuli and reinforcement) is
viewed as a condition necessary to draw out (trigger) rules and
reiat@onships.tpat nave a genétic origin, ' )

¢ .

The linduistic_explanation of sentences currently involves

'underlying and surface structure, ({In the latest revision, the

deepest ,structure is conceptual entailing unordered roles of a.
. < L

semantic nature.) The notion of grammaticality, which appeals

to the intuition teo judge the well-formednes® of sentences, made'

4




its entrance amid continued accusations of mentalism’ hs
The claim'has also been nadexthat'a'developing science must:

go beyond observational adequacy and even descriptive adequacy

'

to explanatory adeguacy, though for some these concepts-are not

easily separable; and the structuralist within his perspective

i

‘may have often thought himself to have travelled the route all
the way to explanation, Moreover, it h%s become abundantly

clear that what is- "added" by the new paradigm is no mere accre-

tion,,but a.reevaluation and réordering of the data. .
Receiving increasing emphasis is the creative aspect of B ///

lahguage use which is said to allow even the pre~school child

.

“to understand and produce,one novel - sentence after another,
-~

apparently defying explanation in behavioristic terms. These

'facts' also reflect the essential difference between animal
messag;/systems and language, Behaviorél concepts such as

and generalization ,are regarded as empty of content’

d/reflec ing on complex s stems 5 ch as the mind of man, w1th
Y|

ﬁts innate 'knowledQe' ofﬁlangua , Chomsky finds- evolutionary

explanations eq lly vacuous e ] '
' ) Since 1 guages shate universal features, roles, rules{

and relationshipsf theytogether- reflect language. Languages _/ ;
then, are essentially the same, however much they may differ‘or {\

appear to differ. All demonstrate a kind of language-logic. \1

Therefore, the concept of linguistic relativity, especially in ‘ R
. £ts strong éefﬁlhis seen to be a gross exaggeration tha;/under- A <
plays both/ the commonality of all languages and man’'s consequent




rule-governed freedom through language to transcend’duatoms‘

and conventions, - }

nemics (morphophone%ics),

attention to soun
vation is attribdted to

of science, Postal pu

.~ questions they ask®

Y . A " :
Autonionous phonegiés has been replaced by systematic pho-

since the former is a pro@uct of

forced conclusions/ from the data, motivated by circumscribed

fe

Theoretical pojitions are defined largely by the

‘Thé great limitations of auton-
omous phonemics are
fundamental question which autonomous phonemics has
asked is, essentially, how ,jmay a description system-
. atically distinguzé% those’phonetic features which
differentdiate contrasting forms from those which do
not', Metapporiehlly 'how are utterances’ kept apart
by sound?f ®This question turns out to be wrong
because it involves many impliclt assumpt;ons which
turn qut to be false, assumptions which exclude com~
' plete overlappirng, which entail the nonlogical truth
that/phonetic contrasts directly yield phonological
confrasts, -and which. insist that phonological struc-
tuye is 1ndependent of grammar and completely based
ory phonetic considerations, o

ist's "attempt to viez;aound change as a phy51cal phonetlc

phenomenon having to do/WKEEq?FEwﬁerformance pr0cess of

) "the rule character of sound change, "1ﬂ

lation"” as largely an error "motlvated by underlyang physicalist,

posdtlvist pehaviorist and antimentalist tendencies? Qbscurlng

1

The "rule character" of 1a uage appiies‘to competence
- .

*‘ich is to be distinguished fyom performance, though the former

‘pla¥5/1 ma jor re&é‘iﬁ/;;e/ree

llzation of the Eatter

/,

Y

)
7

Nures and sound environments, which moti-
‘the: narrow-concerns of a limited view
‘the ﬁa}fer in sharp focusﬂwhen hé writes:

N

ue to asking the wrong ones, The

n the—previous page, the same author’cites the'structural- )

This ig-a” 7/
/
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- language with speech _ ‘ ’
% ' Experi?ental problems have correspondingly changed to - “j |
accommodate!- the paradigm shift, Research on universala pre- - E ©
dominates; Ehat on language differences recedes, except where

the latter shed light of the former., Before' the.fnew look',v' J.“
subjects were requested to extend their power of perception to°

allegedAZtress ;ontrasts;such as .on the up in pairs like: Théy/ zy
ran up a bili;;hey ran up auhill; or to differentiate "market"
from "mark it" by recognizing an external open ‘jlncture in ‘the
'last case but not in the first But with the new directive for i
research the “subject's ability to realize two interpretations
- of strings like "fiying airplanes can be dangerous" is shown to

N -depend on no necessary ‘difference in the physical stimulus, but

i

on é‘built—in knowledge pf-grammatdical poseibili ies for that -

TRy

striné; involving'different underlying rules, Thus,’where - N
differences between grammatical structures consistently correlate

-with intonational epntrasts, the latter -merely cpoperate with T N

the ;ssignment of possible structure(s) to heip identify the ‘
! ’ o A - -

v

gramhan of the sentence.

/ Typical of the influence of the now popuiar paradigm on ,-“ .
laboratory efforts is an experiment which, émong.other things,
. locates clocks within segments to see if the hearer will relocate' .
:them at major segment boundaries in spite of their physical ‘ \

11 One experiment testing for syntactic

:occurrence el\bwhere.
and semantic constraints on the perception and free recall of
'varying strings of words,’finds é Miller conceding that the

/results are common sense, yet disturaging if one's "theory ,of
. : 7 S

/
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. , . , . BN
In.lh:\;r%o of'lenguage learning, the sequence og/étimulus,; b

response, reinforcement, hebit formation presents Atself as R
quite_miigui&eq by the rationaglist's assump;ione. "In opposition
to others, T, Grant Brown defends bhe caﬁtinued use of pattern -
practice but acknowledges that itgs original basis in theory is
quite faulty accoqding to current concepts, especlally those of
the neo-ﬁransformaﬁi@é@lists (generative eeQanticists), and ‘that

its foundation 'lm ;

)

o

haviorigtic psychology mﬂ t be recognized
as too simpliuti@a He arguest however, that She concept of
pattern practfces can be 4alvaged ahd made to fiﬁ current theory
if the;e practices are seen to perform the task of "reorganizing
automatic cognitive proceasoa,“ rather than "fo ming a new—habit
system," 15 Here again, practice ia 5een as outgrowth of paradigm,

fifﬂgugh/in this case, if Bi:;gjia right, the differin

allow for the same teaching device.

outlooks

reading materials to match phonEme to grapheme or to present

_limilarly motivated apellinq patterns is seen as ill-conceived

and rarely nﬂcetzfix,/=1nce conventional orthographic symbols

represent feature set; in"an underlying sound syStem. These,"

in turn, are employed by _.the higher level structures that the, . .

child usey while reudinq. Thus, the altered 'facts! concerning \

,phonolcqy in theoretigal linquistics have their consequences in

“hitrred ‘facts' on how the reading process transpires a\h what

»

materials are desirable for use.

[N

. w
" As the definitions, methods, and goals related to science -

chanqge from those of4the pre-revolutionary linguist to. those of

the revolution (or post-revolution) a battle of words ensues over
' . e, .
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~who is really'doing' science. Kuhn reveals that in such cases

. ¥

_the supporters of‘one pafadigm often refer-to the adherenté of

the other one as unsclentiflc,'speculative, or metaphysical 16

lhis has a familiar ring in the recent history of linguistics. ~

Thus, Hockett finds the followers of Chomsky to have "abandon

tscientific 1inguistics' in favor of the speculatlons of a nec-

medieval philosopher"17 (i.e, the rationalism of Descartes),

However, Chomsky 61aims that the Modern Linguist "shares the f‘

delusion that the modern 'behavioral sciences' have in some

essential respect achieved a transition from 'speculation 'to
''science'." l§

Moreover Chomsky refers to the "beharlorists'

account ef language use and acqu151tionﬁ as '"pure mythology,"19

.while the chief spokesman for that account (B, F, Skinner)

Nregards#hentalistic psychology to be nonexistent and decries .
A . . . :
homsky's reintroduction .of the concepts of mind and the innate,
Skinner such ideas are parts of a conglomerate which he: -

. blesses (?)

“with the label. "mythical machinefy."20 .is

Yet \it

2 R - . . -

well known that Skinner claims objectivity and science~f;>\hisl
S (VS

own operant pehaviorism and denies being involved with metaphysics.

The preceding indicates a " final relatlonship of paradigm to
praqtice--the prac ice of attribmting science to one's own para-

‘digm ¢

ommitment and speculation or myth to that of the opposition,

. Chomsk‘ian (and post Cho skyian) linguistics can be negarded as

both ol er and newer than structuralism. Bach has charged.the.[

"other w ttheing out-of-date--a suggested correlate of its less~

than—sgientific, mythological character. Kuhn's remarks at this

ﬂpoint are 1nstructive‘ B »

O

. . . -
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If these outrof-date/beliefs are to be called
myths, then myths can fé oduced by the same sorts
of methods ard held for the same sorts of reasons
that now lead to scientific knowledge, If, on the
other hand, they are to be called science, then
- science has included bodies of belief quite incom~
patible with the ones we hold today, Given these
alternativea, the historian must choose the latter, - |
Out<df-date theories are not in principle unscien—-
- tific because they have been discarded, That choice,
however, makes it difficult to see scientific.devel—
opment as a process of accretion,

'It is here contended that these charges and counter-charg p

" of myth and out-of- -dateness have their source ip a pre-scienti c

choice of paradigm., The chosen paradigm not only serves as
directive for scientific endeavor, but ‘also as judge over what |
is and what is not to.be taken as science.’ "" '“ f
By way of summary and'conclusion, it bears reemphasis that
"the mode of abstractién and directive for research will indicate
the paradigm bias of the linguistic scientis§ (or any scientist);\ ”\
that this directive must be critically appraiﬁed for the way it
informs theory, fact, research,_and application- thd:tqﬁ ulti-
mate criterion for evaluation cannot incontrovertibly be an
appeal to the variously interpreﬂ!d concept 'science'; that the [
critic hust\thereby be aware of his pre-scientific grounds for | -

judgment; and>that novamount of&proOf, reason, reference to ex-

planatory power, etc,, commands the acceptance of a new paradigm,
nstead, ‘as -Kthn has established through extensive research into/

the nature of scientific revolutions, to pass from one paradigm

P

to another requires that one be converted. 22 In other words,
to go along with a paradigm shift necessitates a 1eap of faith

Nevertheless, an increase in knowledge is oﬂen the.contribut:ion
; . ‘ . /
¢’ - i
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of ongoing research representing scientific endeavor exemplifying
a 'new! paradigm. Moreover, distort}gn seems especiallb to
characterize those starting peoints that unduly resbrict analysis

- and research.. Therefore, since the trapsformational (and neo~-
transformational) model'probes more deeply into the reafity of

, language, often compensating for the inadequacies of the struc-
tural approach to account for the data, it is to be preferred -
These richer xheories ilfustraJeuadvance through their incomplete,

and provisional demonstration of the laws of landguage on a '

global scale However, the chiarge of onesideness as this applies !
to the now dominant perspective(s) is not easily answered To
the extent that it cannot be answered, the current 'rationalist'
efforts must also be viewed as too limiting to satisfactorily - v
- acgount for the phendmena (language) they are attempting to ex~ ,. - .
_plain, With that obServation a rereading of the first{par&graph
", of this paper constitutes an appropriaté finaie; B '

v
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