EDITORIAL

Le volla: the first issue of the GLOW Newsletter. While GLOW 1= firmly
under way now, & channel for disseminating information and a forum for
discuseion was still lacking. One of CLOW's main purposes is to ensurs
the communication among transformationalists in Europe snd other OId
Worlds; we hepe that the Newsletter will belp =mttain this gosl.

To -those of you who don't know about GLOW yet we will briefly

introduce curselves: GLOW stands For Generative Linguistics in the 0ld
World(s). We aim st ereating a platfora for the intellectusl and social
wellbeing of transformationalists im and around Europe, as well as all
other transtformetionzlists sager to participates, More information

about GLOW you will fimnd below in the sections entitled "Whet GLOW
stands for" snd "GLOW guidelines'.

‘The bistory of this Newsletter may be knowa to many of you, Efforts to
get 1t going before the last collogquium failed dos to insufficiesnt
supnost sond fRcilities in Pards, Therefore we will try to gst and kewep
it goilng in Amsterdam. Your support will be sbgolutely esaential if we
are to succe=d. Flest, we are avidly swatting suggastions ; contributions,
information, gospip, etc, Second, we are able to finance this issue and
maybe one or twe more, but sconer or later we will heve to start

asking you for a finangial conmtribution too. Uotll them we distribute
the Newslstter to everyone who is on ogur GLOW membersbip List and tow a
smell number of institutions, Anyone else whe wishass to receive the
Newsletter can simply write %o us,

Comdipg atizactions in fhe pages of the next Newsletter mdll loclude
the Pisa collognium progrem, a list of addresses, The next f=gue will
probably appear around Pebruary 1879 and we will continue to appear at
lesst twite a year, and, iml!', muﬁu and be proguctive.



WHAT GLOW STANDS FOR

From the ootset, GLOW has almed for internal intellectual cohesion
rather than wide coverage, In order to provide a platform for our
identity = text was eireculated which attempted to make explicit some of
the beliefs characterizing an "idealized” member of GLOW, As such, the
text, which has come to be called "manifemto"” by naw, does not represent
g Gogma, does not define a catechism that members of GLOW must adhere
to. Rather, it represents g nucleus of bellefsz around which, in our
opinion, the personsl iotellectual positions of the members of GLOW
gravitate. As is to be exzpected under guch an interpretation, some
members share very few of the tenets of The manifesto and yet remsin
getively interested in GLOW, while others fimd themselves very much in
agreement but do mot partake in the activities of GLOW,

Understandably, the manifesto has aroused a certaln amount of reaction,
Ye therafors reprint the theoretical part of the original text and the
most elsborate of the resctions: that of Jean-Claude Milner, However,

we do not intend to centinue the publication of such statements, since
we feel that no gosl whatsogver is werved by the proliferation of
personal statements of bellef about which a serious debate is impessibile
from the outset.

The editors.

GLOW MANIFESTO

Concerning the abject of inquiry

Linguistics is that % of human psychology that is concerned with the
cognitive structures  employed in speaking and understanding. Such
cognitive structures can be viewed as steady states of the corresponding
'mental organs''. As natural scientlsts, lingudsts are primarily concerned
with the baslc, genetically determined siructure of these orgens and their
interaction, & structure common to the species in the most interesting
case.

The theory of language is that part of lingulstics that {s concerned with
one specific mental organ, human language. The growth of the latter organ,
language learning, falls strietly within biologically determinsd cognitive
czpacitiea. It appmars quite likely that the system of mechanisms and prin-
¢iples put to work in the acquisition of the knowlsdge of languasge will
turn out to be a highly specific "language faculty'". Stimulated by
appropriate and continuing experience, the luangnage fmeculty creates a
grammar that determines the formal and semantlc propexrties of sentences.
The grammar iz put to use, Interacting with other mechanisms of mind, in
speakivg snd ynderstanding language.

The faculty of language, which is common to the species, provides a sens-
ory system for the preliminary anglysla of linguistic dats, and a
schematisa, "Universal Grammar', that determines, quite narrowly, a certaln
class of grammars. Thus, Universal Crammar (UG) is the system of principles,
conditions, and rules that are elements or properties of all humsn langusges
not merely by accident but by necesslity. “Thus UG can be taken as expresaing
‘the essence of human language®, UG wlll be inverdant among humans. UG will
specify what language learning must achlieve, If it takes place successafully.
.+.What is learnsd, the cognitive structure attained, must have the
propertias of UG, though it will have other properties as well, sceidental
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properties."Z)

In primeciple, we should be zhle to sccount for the language faculty, aond
hence for lipguistic theory (the theory of UG), in terms of human blology,
With the progress of sclence, we may come o know scmething of the physical
representation of the grammar and the language faculty —correspondingly,
the cognifive state attained in language learning and the isitial =state in
which there is a representation of UG but of no specific grammar conform—
ing to UG. For the present, we can only characterize the properties of
grammars and of the language faculty in abstract terms, At this puint

some comments are in order.

The term “grammar" iy used with s systematic ambiguity, i.e. it not enly
refers to the rules and prizciples, the theory congtructed by the linguist,
bot slmso to the corresponding structure internalized by the spuwaker-—hearer.
Grammar in the first sense may be interpreted ams a theory of grammsr in
the second ssnwe. The internalized structure represents the tacit knowledge
or compstence of the spesker-hesrer. This postulated correspondence between
lingulstic theory snd competenca is a major source of controversy and
misunderstandings., Critics often rail to see the methodologicsl decision
that is tnvolved., The point is that any gremmar can be interpreted as a
theory of human linguistic competence. It is ounly under such a "realiatic"
interpretation that certaln questions of empirical adeguacy can be raised
gt msll. Suppose, for examplae, that we decide to interpret a given tradi-
tional grammar as a thesory of competence. Only then does 1t make sense To
may that i1t ils wrong in many respects, for instance in that iL fails to
sccount for the infinity of the set of possible sentences, as well as for
many lesa obyious facts, The question: "how do yeu know that the linguisc's
thearies represent the real psychologlcal atructures” is easily translatsble
inte gimilar questions in Gther domains of science. How do you know, for
instance, that the principles of guantum machenics madel the real principles
of nature? The only answer is ~just as in the case of linguistics- that

it 45 the best theory scientists can deviss, given the avallable svidence.
0f course pur theories will change as soon &s 8 broader class of relsvant
evidence becomes available. If & grammar is interpreted reallstically, the
only matter thet counts ls whether it iz true or not. Only the validity

of a specific grammar (cenceived as a pegychological theary) can be
challanged by svidence, not the decision to interpret it realistically,
which is = matter of goals and interests.

Another source of continuing debate ls the competence-perfiormance
distinction. As such the dlstinctlon -betwesn what a person kncws apd

whot he does— seems hardly obscure. What usually iz at stake ls the legitim-
acy and uss of the distinction, In our eplaion much criticsm appezrs
incohersni when {f is recognized that human cognitive behavior involves

the intsraction of diverse cognifive structures, Actual linguistic behavior
involves cognitive structures like grammar, various kinds of knowledge of
the world, and so om. 4 direct route to performance, uss, process, and the
1like, seems {ll-conceived, because it would involve the result of inter-
acting Factors that are themselvea unknown. [t 1s thersfore hardly surpris-
ing that research that takes the direct route to language processing (much
Al research for instance) usually tacitly assumes competence theorles of a
rather arhitrary and primitive sort. In our opiolon, the analysis of
cognitive structures has to precede the study of the enormously inmtricate
synthesls which we c¢all behavior., This priority is not simply = matter of
taste or interest, but a point of logic: if behavior is a consequence oI
interaction, it ¢en only be understocd by finding out of what interacting
factors it congists. The kind of coonitive psychology we advocate therefore



rejects the holistic study of behavior as hopelessly premature. &

primsry task should be the detailed description of the many cognitive
structures (competences) that ultimately interact in behavior (performance),
Grammar 1s one such cognitive structure that can be mapped out with some
success. From this fact —1f 1t is & fact- unothing follows with respect tuo
gur interest in other cognitive structures or our interest in their inter-
action, not to mention the totally ummotivated suggestion that for us
"performsnce is everything that falls outside grammar®.

Some methodological considerations

From the beginning, generative linguists have implicitly or explicitly
assumed the thesis of autonomy of formal grammar -the thesls that the
languagé facilty constructs an abstract formal skeleton invested with
meaning by interpretive rules- and have taken for granted the necessity of
1imiting the scope of inquiry to aspects of formal grammar, While it ds=
quite clear that such fields as botanics, tha =fudy of the artificial
iangusges of loglcians, astrophysics, the theory of truth are mot part of
linguistics, thers ls mo renl logical connection between the practical ex-
clumion of certain domains of inquiry by the generative linguwists and the
definition of their object. However, the limited scope of early transform—
atiomal grammar was widely interpreted as a matter of priacipls, and not

a matter of ressarch strategy. In Europe, as elsewbere, much critical
discussion was concentyated on the alleged "neglect” of meanfog and
language use, and not on the new goals, such as the parrowing of the claas
of posalbles buman grammars, Questions of restrictivensas (ultimately
questions of explanatory adequaey) can only be raised where there are
sufficientiy explicit fheories that have at least some content. Scope of
description is an entirely irrelevant issue ss long as the considered
theories are without content, i.e, when the rules are unconsiralmed and

de not fo¥bild anything whatsvever, The deseriptive means of early trans-
formatlonal grammar were so rich in expressive powsr that it was all teo
eusy %o zo beyond the original limits. The expansion of the scope of
linguistic theory in fhe hands of generative semanticists was simply an
expression of a lack of conteént of the proposed lypotheses. Far from being
a revolotionary Kuhnisn paradigm, Generative Semantics was an essentially
regressive development, which met the czll for wider scope hy relaxing the
explicitness and esplanatory goals of Chomskyan linguistics.

In our apinion there are no a priori grounds om whick to decide what the
domain of a theory should be., The fundamental problem of lipgudstics in
1ts present atate 18 oot how to incorporate meaning, pragnatics, or
whatever, but rather how to develop a theory of a certain scope that is
sexplanatory at all, As Chomsky puts it:
"gur glimmerings of understanding can only be expected to 1lluminate
some narrow range. [f we hope to proceed beyond taxonomy, it 1s
necsasary to select and discard, to comcentrate on facts that seem to
have some bearing on such explanatory princilples as we can devise,
ignoring much else in the hope that it will ultimately be sﬂls&ncd
by deeper theories or perhups om guite different grounds.”
These remarks are at the heart of the problem. Au long as any attempt at
jdealization, "to selsct and discard”, is interpreted as the “neglect” of
any aspect of language, linguistics shows 1ts lack of a tradition
¢omparable to the matural sclences. For example, the fact that certain
aspects of formal grammar give rise to seme explicit hypotheses and
explanatory principlés mukes It only natural that attentlon Tocusses om
thess arsas, In & mature lingulstics, the hiérarchy of interests is
determined by the explanatory goals and posxibilities, by the course of
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the theory itself, and not by pre-theorstlic judgments about latrinsic
interest of the diverse aspects of language.

The Chomskyan revolution has been a revolution of goals and interests as
much as a revolution in method or ocontent (formal description of strings
of morphemess or phonesmes, subjeet to the empirical test of accepiability
Judgments) . Io our opinion, generative limguistics acguired s new
momsotum in Burcope afger Chomsky"s Conditions on Trapsformsiions (1973).
Tois epoch-making paper shiited the inbersst of lingulsta from rather
arbitrary rules. to simple well-constraimned rules operating under general
copditivna. A sigmifizast oumiier of membera of GLOW have found their
common ground in the ressarch progoam thut grew cut of Copddtions.

Jan Eoster
Henk van Riemsdi jk
Jean Roger Vergnsud
1) Chomsky (187%) Knopledgs of languspe; Chomsky (1875) Beflections on
a8

Jdanguaga
2) Heflections on language, p.29
3) Chomsky (1977, 21)

WELNER s REPLY

La le=ttre présentant l*ugmmw contient dana sa section B.1

(Coneerning the objwet of iogquiry); des propositions dé portée.générale.
) Je suts gn désscoord avec ub certain nombre d'entrs elles.

L doctrinesde la letire peut &tre resumée s trois propositions liées:
(A) Lz théorie Linguistique doit &tre dinterpretée en termss “réalistes';
autrement dit, il existe dne réalité du langsge et des langues, que la
théorie lingmistique a pour but de représsnter sdéquatement.
(B) La Téallité du langage et des lssgues est de substance-sssentielle-
nwhuhu.tque..
(C) Une réalité mmmt—n-m cpwmmrmm
meatal. 1)
- LYauteor de-la mmmﬁwmmmm (A); =n
worevanche,; (B) et (C) sont implicites: il faui les restitusr cependant sl
- le= défimitions initiales -de Bil delvent avoir un gseos. Vralsemblablemeat,
—(B)-et (@) sonty, swropeux da-llautens da lacletire, une exteassion matu-
relle de (4) et ont pour ssuls fonction de clarifisr 1'interprétation de
Mm:wmm-- amnmmmn:m aufilt emm:ﬁiﬂu
-—m-! 0B —— = —— =
_kmnm.eu tout autre: mmm X, (B,
() nlest triviale; dUautre part,oméme-si (C) dépend ds (BY et (H) de (A),
Ahinverse nlest opes vead, A supposercgulton admette (A), il faut encore
démontrer (B), et 3 supposer qu'on admetie (B)ydl.faut encore démentrer
{C). La lettre de GLOW ne dit rien sur ces points &t ge remvodie A aucune
référence ol les démopstrations requisez pouraient-&tre trouvées.2) C'est
~1& tout-le: Mgﬂmwm conséquencas plus
dommageables encvere. -

Rm-irn-ﬁmm apparaitre, conasldérona aéparément m;__tm et (E) .
La-progpositiom (A) est corrsctement traitée dans la lettre: (4) est =fiec-
tivemeat cruciale pour 1'interprétation de la théoris ldngwiskigue, 11 sat
dgalenment exact que la déciadon d"scoepter (A) ne peut tizer sa justificae-
tion des donnfées empirvigques; Ll -s'agit d'un cholx épistémologique, antérieuvr



& tout traitement deg données pulsdque 11 détermipe comment un fal trailte-
ment doilt Atre intsrprét&. J'ajoute enfin gue pour ma part, je fui= ls
mé@me choix gue 1'auteur de la lettre: jraccepte (A).

Admettre (A) ne préjuge pas des réponses qu'il mera donn& A la gquesticn
de la substance, En revanche, c'est le propre de (B) st de (C) que
d'émettre des hypothéses touchant ia substance ol se définlssent les va-
leurs de R, Un voit done en quel sens (B) et (C) ne sont nuliement impli-
quées par (A). De plus, il n'est méme pas évident qu'il soit nécessaire,
pour qul admet (A), que la question de la substance ait un sens. Ds ca
point de vue, (B) ase laisse apalyser en deux Sous-propositions:

(Ba) on peut at doit attribuer une substance spéeifigue aux valsurs

de R

(Bb) dans )les cas du langags, cette substance est de type paycholuoglque
Seuls ceux qui admettent (Ba) peuvent accorder um lotér2t suxz propositicns
‘du typs (Bb). Or {Ba) est non—trivial:r on peut parfaltemsni imaginer gue
1z théorie linguistique scit comparabls & 1'astromomis newlonlienne, <t
‘par conségquent suppose une réalité de son objet, sans émettre d'hypothése
sur la substance de ce dernier.4) Cela permettralt en tout csa d'expli-
quer pourqual deux linguistes peuvent discuter de manidrs pr6c1|E‘et
"réaliste" sans &8tre d'accord ni sur (Bb) ml sur (C).

L'suteur de la lettre admet implicitement (Ba), soif, Mals ob scuhaltaralt
plus de conscience que (Ba) ne va pas de sol et surtout que rien du carac-
tére réaliste de la linguistique n'est engagé icl. Plus précisément, une
différence d'opinion gusnt 3 (A) entrafne des différences sensibles wntre
les linguistes: c'est la netion méme de théorie qui est concernés, alnsl
gue les notions d'argumentation valide, de réfutation, de confirmation
etc, Cela du rest est aisément constaté dans L'histoire récente de ls
discipline, Au comtraire, on voit mal quelles conséquences pourralt avolr
uns différence guant A (Ba), A partir du moment ol deux linguistes
adoptent ia méme théorie et acceptent (4).

Considérons A présent (Bh), 1l doit 2tre emcore plus clair qu’'il s'egit
d'une proposition nmom-triviale. Car 1l exiate bieo d'auirss typss de
substance gue la substance psychologlque, I1 =erait peut-atre utile de =&
gouvenir iei que la linpguistique saussarienne avait eu pour singularité

de proposer des conceptions uo peu sophistiquées de la substance. Certalnes
des guestions qu'elle posait gardent A cet égard une pertinemce: fuelle
pat la substance d'un train quotidien (mettonz le train de $h47 Paris-
Amsterdam) , étant admis gue chague voiture de ce trailn peut changsr chaque
jour? Quelle #st la subatance du dollar? Et 8'il faut prendre un sxemple
d'undvergel: quelle est la substance de la proiibition de l'inceste?
Chacune de ces questions admet une réponse différents —ce qui & tout le
moins prouvé gue la potion de substance du langage soit semblable 2 1'une
de celles gul viennent d'@tre évoquées; mals le coniralre n'sst pas
davantage évident. En tout ca=, dans 1’état actuel de nos raisconnements,
aucun privilége ne s'attache 3 (Bb): cette propositlon n'est ni plua claire,
ni plus "résliste", ni plus féconda, ni plus raisonmable, ni plus fondée
qu'aucune proposition rivale, du type: "le langage a ls méme substance
que la prohibiticn de 1'ipceste".d)

84 1'on rejetts (Bb), (C) est &videmment dépourvu de toute pertinence.
J'ajouterai simplement ceci: en elle-m@me, la proposition (C) n'est rien
de plus qu'uoe définition nominale, c'est-A-dire une décision terminolo-
gique. De ce point de vue, (C) o'est nl réfutable ni confirmable. Toute ls
question ést de savoir si la décision de baptiser "organe mental’ un
ensemble de réalités psychologiques est une décision judicieuse.



pu point de vue de la clarté, riem n'est moins &vident, S1 1'on donne A
"organe' son sens usuel, 11 va de soi{ gu'un organe mental est une contra-
diction dans les termea. Il faut donc qué le mot "orgene" solt doté d'um
‘sens nouveau: lequel? Le texte de la letire sst muet sar ce point: cutre
lacune regrettable, §1, par bonoe volonté, l'om s'attache 3 combler ce
‘silence, on s'orisnte vers une pouvelle définition du terme 'organe" qui
ne paralt pas devolr 8tre ssnsiblemsnt différente de celle gu'on donnerait
de termes tels gue "structure", "processus' ou "appareil".

Je n'aursi certminement pas la simplicité de sculigmer lss différences
majeure= qui séparent le langage d'un orgene 8U sens usuel, par exemple

la coaur, On peut supposer que l'auteur de la letire me les ignore pas, st
ce sont =ans doute elles qui 1'ont conduit & gualifier le terme "organe'
d'upn prédicet différemtiesl: "mental”. Que dans l'adjonction de ce prédicst,
il y ait sutre chose qu'un tour d& pEsse-pagse verbal, c'est ce dont je ne
suis pas convainen. Mals surtout, 1l'usage des termes "organe mental' e se
justifie, en tani gu'ilnnovation términolioglque que gi les ressemblances
entre Le langage et le coeur sont plus grandes que les différences: une
fols encore, 11 a'agit 14 d'une hypothi¥se non triviale. Tant qu'elle n'sat
pas démontrée —pour l2 moment, elle nm'est mime pas, X mes ysux, raisonnable-
ment plausible-, la ramumlngig de la le€tre est dépourvue du molodrs
syvantage de clarté ou d'exactituda,

Bvidemment, adopter (C) parmet de définir la linguistique comme upe branche
des sciences de la naturs, et plus spécislement de La blologie. Mais ce
résultat n'est iptéryessant que s'il permet de pieux défimir les méthodes
effectivement en ussge dans le comstruction d'uae théorle linguistique.

Or, jusqu'i présent, les mudes Q' argudent4tion, de falsification, d'inven—
tion, utiliwés dans la linzuistique issue de Chomsky paraissent n'avoir
sucune ressenblence pertleuliére avec ce qul &=t en ussge du cOté dea
sciences de 1la nstuve. La seuvle resseulilance gui se constate est celle

qui existersit de houte manidre entre des scisnoes qui se veulsnt smpiriques
et falsifiables -gu'elles solent sciences de la nature ou non.B).

Quant 3 croire que l= valsur de () tlendrait & ceci qu'elle permet de
construlre pour la linguistique un vocabulsire Bpmoggne 4 delui des
sciences de la neture, c¢'ssi une opinictl félichiste que je ma refuse d'at-
mmmamwmummmnmm ses princlpes
et sauméthode, non par som vecabulaire.
En M de mlusﬂen, ~j= commenterai une phrase de la lettre de GLOW:
"the generative linguist regards the principles that determine the clsas
~— of possible humsn gresmers as w geneblcally based property of fhe human
specles (p.l -omitted). On peut comsidérer gue tonbe la section B.1 n'west
‘que le développement de ceite phrase. La proposition (A) est une memidre
de défimir la potion "geperative linmgoist’; les propositicons (B) et (C)
_Jnlm:-E la conczpfion des principes grammaticaux gui ast icd resumée,

L. mn--mﬂﬂa =désignons=1s (U)~ n'adnet qun_nnan._ummkm‘:n.- ou
biew, ell= énonve one relation logiguement nécessaire, du type-un lin-
guiste génératif ne peut-sans contradiction nisr (D)"; ou blen; =ile dé-
crit une situation Matorique: "tous les linguistes génératlfs aduettent
(D)t Pour lu premidre interpritstiocn, 4l ressort de ce qui précide gqu'slle
plest vrais gque si (B) et (C) sont des copnséguencss loginues de (A). Mais
11 n'en eat-Tiencoen termss de-purs-logique, un linguists psut donc &Stre
génsratif et e pas admettre (U7 . En particulier; {1l peut parfairemsnt
congidérer nue les principes uwniversels qui contraignent les grammoires
posgibles ne sont pas d'essence différente de la prohibition de 1'incests,



qui contraint la clagse des gociétés bumalnes possibles, et ne paralt pes
pouvoir #tre interpretée de maniére raisonpable comme une information
inzerite dans le code génétigue dm 1"aspéce.

Pour la seconde interprétation de (D), elle est directement fausse: il
existe @u moins un linguiste génératif, & sevolr mol-méme, qui rejeottis (D).

On ne pouvait certes pas attendre d'une lettre da présentation qu'elia
développe des démonstrations et des justifications. Néanmoins, il surait

&té normal que son auteur 4t sufissament conscient du caractére non-trivial
de certsines propositiovns pour lalgser apercevolr que des démonstrations

ou des justifications étalent nécessaires.

D'autre part, il est vral, toute proposition ne réclame pas une démonstru-
tion ou une justification empirique. Ainsi (A) tire sa Justification, non

dn fait gu'on 1'suralt empiriguement prouyée, mails du falt que deux lin-
gulstes gui sont en désaccord sur (A) sont en déssecord sur tout. Mais ce

qul est vral de (A) ne l'est ni de (B), ni de (C), ni de (D),

Enfin, 11 sst psut-@#tre scceptable que ls majoritd dea linguistes généra-
tifs partagent un certain nombre d'opinions pbilosophiques, mais ils de-
vraient @tre conscients de ce gu'elles somt, Or, sn 1'abssnce de Justifi-
cation, (B), (C), (D) no sont que cela: des opinions. Il n'est pas conve-—
nable alors gque ceiles-ci solent présentées comme des conditions d'sppar-
tepance A un groupement -si du moins ce dernier doit conserver un Carac-
tére scientifique.

Bref, il n'est jamals bon pour persocnne gue gui que cw soit tienne un
raisonnement dont la logique, si peu que ce =0itT, évoque celle de Lyssenko.

Jean~Claude Milner

Notes

1) Je n'ignore pas, evidemment, que dans la plupart dea cas, 1'auteur de
la lettre paraphrase ou cite directement Chomsky. Il arrivera donc fré-
quemment gque mes critiques 4 1'encontre de la lettre soient en falt des
critiques & l'encontre de Chomsky.

2) Souvent, la raison en est simple: ces références n'existent pa=. Les
textes de Chomsky auxquelles la lettre remvoie ne contiennent généralement
pas autre chese fque la lettre sile-méme, Dans ces conditlons, on mne peut
reprocher A 1‘anteur de la lettre de n'aveir pas, dans um cadre asussil
restreint, dopnné les démonstrationg qui s'imposaient. Mals on pesut luil
reprocher d'avair cru, et en tout falt croire, qu'elles é&vaient superflues.

3) Cels ressort du texte de la lettre et de la justification qul y est
donnée (p.3) du point de vue “réaliste’.

4) Je fals allusien lei A 1'usage que fait Newton de la gravitation.

on notera qu'il y a plusieurs maniéres de rejeter (Ba): on peut soutenir
gue la secience considerée n’est pas obligée de donner une subsiance AR,
ndme si slle le peuf; on peut soutenir qu'elle y est toujours obligée,
mais n'en est jumais capable; on peut sontenir gu'elle ne 1e peut ni ne
le doit.

I "Histolre montrs que toutes ces opinicns ont pu #tre soutenues, Non sans
arguments: ce gui confirme une fois encore que (Ba) n'est pas évident.
Jiajoute gue ces opinions pourrazisnt 8tre soutenues pEr des repréaentants
da 1a méme sclencs, ce qui ne deit pas nécesmairement ampédcher ceux-ci,
l= cas fchéant, d'y travailler mvec succds, Ce gui confirme que (Ba) et



s fortiori (Bb) n's pas nécegssirsment de grandes conséquences pour la
science considerée,

5) Ma position persomnalle, qui n'est pas ici en cause, qui n'intéresse
personne =t que j¢ ne menoticone que paEr honnéteté, =st la sudvante:
{Tadmete (A), mais ni {Ba) ni (Bb). I1 sudt de 132 que les propositions de
la linguistique sany falsifisbles, mai= ne le sont que sur la base d'une
&vidence tivée des langues elles-m@mes. Aucume-Ffalsification tirés de

1" &y idence ‘psychologigue (ou Blologique, ou-de-quelque ordre non linguis-
“tigue-que ce-soit) ulest dose pourmol aimissible; Ce.qul me-fzapps, clest
que cette position est celle de Tous (ou-prasgue tous) les linguistes géné—
ratifs, y comprig ceux qui admettent (B) et (C). F'en conclug qus (B) et
(C) ne jouent sucun role réel daue la construction de la théorie linguis-
tique.

D' gutre pare, je=-suis tenté de sgutenir qu'eifactivement, le langage estT
de Ia mime gubstance que la prohibirion de-llinceste. Mais cetis théss
nlest pullemant A mes-yeuw ume répomsecd (Ba), et elle n'a pas le méme
réle que (Bb), C'eet su-contreire le propre de la théorie lioguistique

~gue de pouvoir se développer-en-toute indépenduance & 1'égard de cetts

thdse: de Ewire, =n résumé, comme si elle n'existsit pee.

-6) Peut-&trs faodrait=11l ajouter & la lettre de GLOW ls thise dmplicite

suivante: Tsedles les scisaces de I nature sont empiriques et émettent
des propositions faleiflebles™; Evidenment, la-copséquence serait qu'une
science da 1'économie devrait @tre radicalement impossible, en-tant que
science empirigue. Je n'si pas d'opindon 3 cet égavd, mads la comadquence
peralt osée, et peut-2tre n'est-slle pes du gofit de tous ceux qul
sdmettent (C).



GLOW — GUIDELINES

The appearance of the present first Newsletier marks an important event

in the life of GLOW. What had started out as an informal imitiative of

s number of individuals has now turned into & medest organization. Until
now we had felt that the creation of activities such as the colloguils

had to he our principal goal and that the pursult of this geal should he
as unencumbered as possible by beaurecratic rule. However, it appear® now
that the time is ripe to fortify the siructure of GLOW by putting down
some explicit guidelines. In working out these guidelines we have beneflted
greatly from the commendable initiative taken by thres members: Youssef
Acun, Joe Emonds, and Anneke Groos. We feel that the most salient Peaturwus
of thelr proposals are reflected in the guidelines we propose below. These
gulidelines concern the two msin aspects of GLOW as it functions now: the
colloquia and the board, With regard to the cellogquie, we feel that not
much more need to be done than to write up what the current practice is,
but with regard to the board some remariks are in order. The present
provis=ional board was instituted essentially to gain the intereat of =
number of promloent Eurcopean iinguists, Unfortumately the board ha=

hardly fumctioned ss such, The question then srises what the function of
the board is to be in the future. The main problem being sT1ill and 1o

the foreseeable fufure that of finding people willing and sble to undertaks
the active organizational work, the function of the board has to be one

of control. How this comtrel 1s to be put into effect remains up to the
membiers of the board.

Jean Rager Vergnaud
Henk vac Riemsdljk

BOARD

1, The board is to be elected every 2 years at the plenary GLOW-meeting
which is held during the annual GLOW colloguium.

2. The board conszists of 8 members, at least 3 of which are women, and
at least 2 of which are students.

3. Place, time, and frequenmcy of board meetings are decided on by the
board itself, '

4. The function of the board 1s to supervise the activities of the
executive members of GLOW (such as the secretariat, the locsl
organization committees of the colloquia, aod the editors of the
Newsletters), Control 1s exercised through advice snd, as & last
resort, through designating new esecutive organs for a period not
extenpding beyond the first plenary GLOW-meeting to follow,

COLLOGU FUM

L. GLOW organizes one colloquium annually around Easter,

Z. The length of the ¢olloquium will be betwsen 2 and 4 days.

3. Every colloguium has a topic,

4. Thers will be no parallel sessions and talks will net be shorter than

ons hour, including discussion.

5. At the annual plenary GLOW-meeting = topic, an ergamizer, and a city
sre chosen for the next colloquium.

§. The organizer, after consulting with the secretariat, appolnts ‘an
organizaition/selection committee composed of local members of GLOW and,
1f deemed necessary, 4 few board- or executive members of GLOW.
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