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Radical linguistics or " back to the basics' : a few Q
thoughts on the description of English \ @

Thomas Herbst (Lehrstuhl fir Anglistik, insbesoredeanguistik Friedrich- yZO]O
Alexander-Universitat Erlangen-Nirnberg, Germany)

The message of this talk is very simple and qudenig — namely that linguists should be
much more careful about the terminology they aragus100 years after de Saussure
deplored the “utter inadequacy of current termiggfoand pointed out the “need to reform
it”, we are still faced with the situation that nyameople who analyse or describe language
seem to take it for granted that categories thaeweveloped and are considered appropriate
for one language (such as Latin) can be used gquell for the analysis and description of
another language (such as English).

It is more than deplorable that 25 years after QuBreenbaum, Leech and Svartvik
(1985) rejected the use of the term gerund for iBhglthe term is still used not only in
German school grammars, for instance, but alseademic research papers — often without
there being any obvious consideration of whethir ithjustified or not. The same could be
said with respect to the use of a term such asdutnse in the description of English. And
should we simply accept a term such as “dativeradteon” as sloppy usage?

Such a state of affairs would be intolerable i®sce and is certainly unworthy of any
academic discipline that wishes to be taken sdgo@ased on the work connected with the
Valency Dictionary of Englisk2004) and the Erlangen Valency Patternbank (2@@0@) an
outline of the theoretical framework underlyinggbealescriptions, it will be shown

> why object is perhaps not a very good term to use in a (‘egdetescription of English

> why a distinction betweeimtransitive andtransitive verbs maybe is not as useful as it
may seem

> why we should not necessarily believe that wordshsas since can occur as
prepositions, conjunctions and adver bs in English etc.



