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Mey s criticism of the functional approact to gene-
rative description concerns (1) the formal properties
of the system proposed by 3Sgall et al. (its weak gene-
rative power, recursivity), and (2) some infornsl que-
stions connected.with the mentioned approacth.

(1) From the formel point of wiew, Mey s paper con-
tains meny quite unclear points and errors, which make
hig cleims unfounded. Some of those may be due to a me-
re unpreciseness and carelessness in formulstions (cf.
for instsnce p.7, where he speaks sbout "a languaze
that is not CF, or may be not even regulsr", which is
as if one says "This mineral -is not found in Europe,
not éven in whole Switzerland") but others hazve a more
consequential bearing on his further srpumentation. Hé
confuses (p.3) the translation by the mesns of a push-
down store trensducer in Evey s sense (henceforth pdt)
with the question of CF-preservation in fhe sense of
Ginsburg (and Rose); he dose not seem to realize fully
(pp.3-4) that Sgall et al use only the notion of pdt
in the sense of Evey end not in that of Ginsburg.
Ginsburg and Rose’s theorem is not identical with Evey’s
theorem 2.6.6, which is based on a different defirition
of pdt, connected with notions of input and output len-
guages defined by the means of the notion of computation.

Although the theorem of Ginsburg and Rose, partly inspi-



- 2 -
red by that of Evey, needed s correction, it Qoes not
follow that Evey’s theorem is wrong. Of course, it
would be of interest to analyze the relationships be-
tween Evey'é‘system of notions and that of Ginsburg,
as well as to give an explicit aeccount of}the eventual
beering of Ginsburg and Rose’s result with respect to
tre theorems and proofs contained in Sgall et al. But
Mey does not undertake any suéh analysis in his paper;
witrout giving any proofs he simply assumes that one of
these results is contradicted by the others.

Thus we can state that Mey has not shown that a
system of the discussedvtype generates s language that
is not context-free, to say nothing about his clearly
exaggerated clsim (p.7) of having "shown" that the
lenguage generated by such a system "simply never® is
context-free (cf. the bottom of p.4, where Ginsburg and
Rose’s formuletions are rendered in a rather cénfused .
way); . .

Further, Mey is not right in claiming that a device
of the discussed type is "practically equivalent" to
e (universel) Turing machine (p.5), or that its output
lengusze is not necessarily a recursive set
(pp.4, 5, 9). As shown in Rifha (1966), quoted in Sgall
(1567), and a8 stated again in Chapter 5 of Sgall et
al., a recognition procedure for the system under con-
sideretion does exist (this is ensured by thé prese;va-

tion of the lenzth of the strings).
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(2) The informel parts of Meys criticism contain
first of all his question "what about the remaining
input, where does it all come from?" (p.7); in case

~that the output language of a\aevice in our system (or
the terminel language of the gremmar) is a proper sub-
set of the input language of its successor in the sequen-
ce of devices, the difference between these two languages
should.be taken as & formal counterpart%ééé%ﬁfic syntax
of a given level ( cf, the distinction between ftik and

blik, or that between or_ comed st home and golf played

John;cf. Sections 2.1.4 and 2.2.5 in Sgall et al.).
We cannot discuss here at length questions of this

“kind, e&s well as other items, which are,under the given
conditions, rather'questions of taste. Certainly, the
significance of the eventual possibility (not claimed

by us) to use the existing CF-recognition routines (Mey,
p.5) or the significance of the results obtained by
European. treditional and structural linguistics may be
appreciated differently. We do not take the "time-hono-
red" Européan linguistic tradition as a linguistic argu-
ment, bﬁt we do not want to give & mere preference to
" American traditional high-school grammaer over the Euro-
pean one. We would like only to recsll that in the de-
velopment of the transformational theory there sre vari-
ous points showing that a more careful attitude to the
"classical® linguistics could have saved some detours;

8o one would have been able e.g. to see esrlier the ne-
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cessity to distinguish between a deep (or semantic)
structure and a surface one (and not to provide the
transfofmational component with recursive properties):
~Is it not clear that the transformational &escription
does lose, sﬁbcessively, at least some of the properties
distinguisiing it from a description of the stratifica-
tionsl or functional type?
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