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SHE P REAT FTAI L AN
Chapter 3 Contrastive Linguistics in China II

31 =M (1956—1976) @ “EIRG” —DUEIBIE “ILHMAS”
017 RYA

3.1  Phase 3 (1956—1976): The establishment of the “Provisional Schema”, a
“Common Programme” for Chinese grammar

3.1.1 A AEFE1955—1956F 2 18 “YI—71” 2
3.1.1 The need to divide 1955—1956

EJLAERTAYSCEE (W& SCE, 2002a) #, EAEPEXTHIES#MARER
SR, AN (S RIGE ) Z319764E 81k, =AM
1977TAE TR RIBAE . A BRAEMER F, STXB R EER— 5. H
AN N =, B FERE (SRGE) MEIREFEMELHIS
(pZEE ) (1907) 25, #ukRN19214F L RBOLER], FHIRITHEE
FIFFERRETE19224F; 55 “HALIBRARRE (ESCEEA]) MgHLIE (EiEEREA)
BB AR R, BHROR IS, EAFNSERTEEA - EERLN T
FRER PR, 2 RBRAGS RS, Rt K, SNEENISRAEEE

1 DREE SRR —id, ERTEEM. RER GREEHHE) Fo

The phrase “Common Programme for Chinese grammar” was first adopted in the preface to
Lectures on Grammar and Rhetoric (1952) by Lii Shuxiang and Zhu Dexi.

2 wxES (PEGEER) (1920) FEIREER (ESOEZHR) (1922) .

For example, Liu Fu’s A General Programme for Chinese Grammar (1920) and Jin Zhaozi’s 4
Study on Chinese Grammar (1922).
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EREMR, FERNMBIHEEARER. XX FERER B 5
HENBEMDUEIEERR, Ka—. ZHHRA TR RE" 1 KRR 8
ARGEK AR, —#KE, “HRKR, XENHIRTAEEZ L, &I
AEMUNRE . 5 IR T ERAGE SR R, RT3 BIELE1955F119564F,
XA DUR TR R R E MR, WULRBIRTCH, Sl
— I E—RIELN “BEBILKIEERHE” W1, B as &
ZANWEFRUZRRN . BT G238

This portion of the book on the development in China is based on a previous
paper by Pan Wenguo (2003b). In that paper, there were only two broad periods,
with the first beginning from Mashi Wentong until 1976 and the next period since
1977. Here, we would like to put in more time pockets to allow filling in microscopic
details to paint a better picture. Some of these demarcations may not have sufficient
grounds although there are reasons to do so, out of convenience included. More
specifically, the period from 1898 to 1977 is segmented further into three. The first,
marked by Mashi Wentong and related works such as Intermediate Grammar of
Chinese (1907) by Zhang Shizhao, ends in 1921 for Chen Chengze (1922) and Hu
Yilu (1923) to be featured in the second phase starting from 1922. This is not at all
fair as there are other publications before Chen and Hu working on the same theme
or concerns, only that in the historical context, Chen’s has a greater influence with
the strongest stance in anti-imitation while Hu’s offers greater significance from the
historical perspective in his effort to construct a real grammar of Chinese. On top
of this apparent favouritism, a good reason for division into the two periods is to
distinguish the different objects in “seeking likenesses” for Phase 1 and “seeking
differences” for Phase 2. These two objects are accorded with great importance in
contrastive studies and will not be confused. But what could be most inconceivable,
questionable and objectionable is the decision to assign 1955 as the ending of Phase
2 and 1956 the beginning of Phase 3. As we know in the periods before and after,

there was a series of great debates on Chinese grammar as a continuous progression.

I XRFEEREFENHSE KR KR REM1955—19564F, KT HRMEAHE =K
“Kitig” RALEIISTHE,

The second debate of 1955—1956 concerns issues on subject and object while the third debate in

1957 centred on simple and complex sentences.



Such unprecedented and seemingly illogical historiography and demarcation of
Chinese grammatical development warrants detailed explanation.

19534 “BEEE-KIFEERTIR” — R TFOUERSERER 22611t
W, B95SEREAL—BIE, WIRXCEILK (DURRRERE) (F—. =
%) . GEERE) (B—. Z8) , NI9SSHEREE TR MI954EFIHE
“ERDUREAELRG” WS, KA, 219564 1EMHETT, B
FEAEI9564F KA P AR PR . XA REDURTRE S PAEEE
X, EAM—HFREE - MRER, F—AFREE R e T
e DAMORR RS 2AEE

1953 witnessed the first great debate on Chinese grammar since the birth of the
People’s Republic of China. It was a debate on the need to classify notional words
that concluded in 1955 with a series of publications in the few years that followed,
Issues in Word Classification in Chinese Vols. 1 and 2 (1955/56); Essays on Chinese
Grammar Vol. 1 and 2 (1955/56). Arising from the debate, A Provisional Schema
of Grammar for Teaching Chinese at High School (“Provisional Schema”) was
designed in 1954 and formalized in 1956 after two years of pilot testing. Both are
indicative events in the grammatical history of Chinese. The first signified the close
of an episode while the latter the opening of a new chapter. This consideration is not
entirely without grounds.

ULRT— AR EE — SR, ATE X G THE 51— B 0E
WA EEF, B0, BEUR “Bfl” Atrk, BUWREDUERE
ARSI . BRAREE (1922) BlEAEl (1948 ) oA, MBRREE, B4
BB Eh. A, BANRBIEATIL, TARDUERRREA, T—ARDURE
AIA, HEDUEREMRE AR, BAP1953 4R X —Fitig sk
TR — R DGR R LA EE (ARSI RE,  “DUBSLWARESEK” 1
ARLERTS [T R EAE P EARBE UL, (HERBAARAIE R, S ikE
HBAERT K, ALY F AR, HEMAEMMAT TEH, B’AE
FIEERTHEHEMBEAE R, AR — A7 ARV U, 7814
JERAREDL, M RABEOEABTHEWERRXHN “—mE” |, Bk

1 BERZAERXMHAEZ—, FHIEZ .

It was first applied to the autumn admission in 1956 where the author Pan Wenguo was among the

first students and therefore keeps the memory is fresh.

(=) AEBRAFTAEHE M1 ‘
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ZEFEAMREA T A 18 2 20 S5 AR AT RS S I A 2 i — B
BRI RN AP e PR, BEER . Eh—mE. i =i
PEAT B RAAIFAG T, BROMRE XA, ReAEME” FEER ERE
FTRMZE, BEITRTWME: “UWAKE, BIIESRREE NMEMIE
s, REWGESYy, 5HEMEREABEAT REEHILERAREEA, MBGEZ T
g4y, RYABIERR TARER. ” (BB, 1954: 173) . RITHE,
19564 LUR X EAFE T4 RABEFAN, —FVSRERFARRG, H
VLG B TAE S LA 1) T 5@ 15 5 RIS, % m TI0ESR .. HR
DUE . DUBEB% . DUBRENCHISE; TR “BRRK" MikEL, HMAM
WF9E 4Bt o 7] T RERE2EFMEGEE SR « M 1#A RIFE s B I T iR k2,
e — B FEIE L2 R0 BB — kAL “RIEDUEFR L #IoIChr B ERE KR
Mg, L LR F RN UM E S T 22 AR R, 23X R T AR 2 — Bt A
DUBIERRIFRRHE F 8. X NS A R T — S R .

When we say that 1955 puts an end to an episode, we are considering the

I ENLEIBUERREREITE S RANE T HREIRAMKE S “GHURE" ik
B C19564FE AR EAIE Y — (HBUBERSR) . BAERZ RS, LOVRES S5H
SEM . AMFEFREICES AN . RGN, BAEXIE. 7 (RES, 1982: 23)
Wang Li denied involvement in the drafting of the “Provisional Schema” speaking at the opening
ceremony of the Harbin conference on Grammar in 1981. He said: “On the teaching grammar
determined in 1956, the Provisional Schema, many misunderstood that [ was involved in the
process. One of our fellow comrades said that Mr. Wang Li is involved. I don’t agree. No such
thing.” (Wang Li, 1982:23)

2 XA M BEE R (HAEBE) - “XIEZSWEEERR, RE: CEMFEE—
BHER, RXETF.  ENH: XFEAF-ERBRTF, ARXE&. " (XEE, i,
FARWE. LR, PR, dSCE) 1980 EEFREIEF¥SMI RS E, BEUIR 7 X4
M, SRJEUL:  CRITUEBER R B TR EE R LAMBRERRA M, TRIRZHEAS
AR, PR, BEREARAANESEN, HE-NERER - TERIEAL, AR TER K
AR, 7 (BHAUH, 1980b: 10)

The Ming Dynasty publication Tales of Past and Present by Feng Menglong has a story about two
literati mocking each other. Liu Jian says: “Qiu has a house full of loose coins, he needs strings.”
Qiu replies: “Liu has strings filling his house, he needs loose coins.” Lii Shuxiang cited this story
at the inauguration of the Chinese Linguistic Society in 1980 and advised: “Which do you think is
more important, strings or coins? When bundled together, coins are most useful, when we cannot
get the best of both, then, even though loose coins are inconvenient, they still serve as money.
Having strings alone is useless.” (Lii Shuxiang, 1980b: 10)



relations of the debate with that stage of research before. Before the debate, the
Chinese were busy tearing down imitation labels and preoccupied with constructing
a Chinese grammar, from Chen Chengze (1922) to Gao Mingkai (1948), without
exception. With the efforts of big names at the time, including Chen Chengze, Li
Jinxi, Wang Li, He Rong, Lii Shuxiang and Gao Mingkai, the biggest discovery
in terms of Chinese characteristics is reaffirming the absence of morphology in
Chinese and channelling all energy into syntactic research. The cogitation initiated
by Gao Mingkai in 1953 was in reality a natural continuity of this research tenor.
Tacit between the lines in the works of all the above-mentioned, was the logical
deduction that “classification of notional words in Chinese is irrelevant”. Honouring
it explicitly was in fact Gao’s ignorance of the political background acting behind
academic discussions. Until his last breath, Gao did not understand why just five
years previously something that could be freely uttered could create such a drastic
and completely lopsided difference five years later. And half a century later, we
could not help agonizing and feeling disappointed for these big names to have had
to live through the awkward predicament. We see the numerous self-criticisms Li
Jinxi and Wang Li made and we hear Lii Shuxiang saying: “we could try this”,
“that method is not without difficulties”—they were all trying to play tactics and to
laugh it off at the end of the day, and we quote Lii Shuxiang: “Tell you a joke: we
are doing big business with little start-off fund. With so much discussions on going,
all that we could list as evidences are that few examples by the sidelines. And it’s
probably because we only have this much to say, we need to discuss even more” (Lii
Shuxiang, 1954: 173). Let us turn to their development after 1956: Gao Mingkai,
though insistent and taking every opportunity to reiterate, switched his focus to
general linguistics and the compilation of loan words nevertheless; Wang Li directed
his efforts to historical linguistics of Chinese, classical Chinese, Chinese phonology,
Chinese lexicology; even Zhang Zhigong, presiding over the “Provisional Schema”,
dedicated himself to fields of text composition and rhetoric and traditional language
education. They have all steered away from grammar to different extents. The only
one who has persevered was Lii Shuxiang and he encouraged his students to join him
with an analogy of coins and strings for coins. “Unearthing the facts of Chinese”, the

life devotion of Lii Shuxiang, is to some extent the guiding principle of this period.

(=) EBAFTAEE W IH
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All these point to the fact that it is over—an episode has been closed.

“HUARR” M RDURRRME S ERR RS, RATEER, &
B TIRN ST, RS C A TARKRRISE, (B X LR sk
HRAERFEE DA, BRAOELISE, RORFREHES, RFeald/h
FREHCE, SEGHRRIE “E5” NIRRT B AR R SR Y
20 BEEA BRI HPEBSLE, 1950455H21H ( ARH#IR) &
REVE, SHRE “HRERIGE” ; 195146H6H, (ARHEM) kFitie
(EMMEAEERIES, HESOA-EIEETRS ), &l A7
IR TGN PR ERX AR ZF/RIERERRE. 7 SHAM
RN BEEAEE . JFENE—RITG, EREEUN ., RERK (HE
BURE) . WEAX, (FEEX) G hESR EREBE S R nE
H/NAR GEEIRE) | 1 GECFT) REFHEBKEAH (DUREEE
W), M T 2EEE R dEE . #eeihs . IRIRRNRE, SEILE
B, BT EEMEEEE. EXELT, REERSEMTERL T, A
R, HEARTARWEERIES W, BE0, URXNFEIMNNS . JUESE
LAEARBIEE, AR LGB FSH TR, EANTRIARARIERA . HEEY
I ST R B/ RIS T, WANRHTX— T, 1954
EERPEREFELH Y DOE” ST Rk, AUERE) “DUET RYE
BHEM . EXFNERT, HEWERE (DUE) MM ERKEAEL,
HE “GIDUEHFRERS” (UUFHKE “GHRE" ) . @dWEZHR
o LAE, F19564EHEH . e rh DGR AP m iy, #AWHE 2
TR RIS b

The big bang in the history of Chinese linguistics is putting in place the
“provisional Schema”. We noticed that the contrastive studies of Phase 2 flourished
with results. But those are scholastic contributions of the individual not appropriate
for classroom teaching, particularly not for primary and high schools. The ideal
of Ma Jianzhong for grammar learning to begin with young children was still not
realized 50 years after his departure. At the birth of new China, Renmin Ribao
(People’s Daily) posted a short commentary on 21 May 1950 to call for awareness in

1 196 4RI RE R (BRDUERZINE ) , B THER. FREANES.
As mentioned in Chapter 2, these were compiled and published as Notes on Modern Chinese
Grammar in 1961 in the names of Ding Shengshu, Li Rong and others.



grammar. The paper gave an editorial comment again on 6 June 1951 entitled “Use
National Language Right, Strive for Pure and Healthy Language”, pointing out that:
“In our school system, be it primary, high school or university, there is not an official
and complete course of grammar”. The editorial called for the learning of grammar,
rhetoric and logic. Starting on the same day, it ran a series of articles by Lii Shuxiang
and Zhu Dexi on “Grammar and Rhetoric”. Not long afterwards, the journal
Zhongguo Yuwen began running a series of articles on “Grammar” by the Grammar
Group of the Academia Sinica. Yet another journal, Yuwen Xuexi ran a series on
“Common Knowledge in Chinese Grammar” by Zhang Zhigong. In just a short
while, the whole nation was in a grammar-learning fervour, and over a hundred types
of grammars were made available in just a few years. It is not difficult to imagine
the divided opinions among the represented views carrying a variety of language
perspectives, grammar perspectives and different applications of western theories
on Chinese linguistic facts. Actually, given time, reconciliation could have been
reached as discussions gained deeper ground. But in an urgency to spread grammar
to schools, nothing can wait. In 1954, a national decree split language teaching into
two subjects: “Chinese language” and “Literature”. As a new curriculum, a new set
of teaching material had to be made ready and Zhang Zhigong, who had edited a
teaching series, Chinese Language, was commissioned by Ministry of Education to
draft the “Provisional Schema”. The Provisional Schema was officially adopted in
1956, first in high school, then in university and the community.

“EHRG” W BB R IR S B A B R E— O, X
TH AR RAMEARI I B4 . IR ERE SN B,  “EHUEBUFEER
G INLAHESEUT=Z2E28R: "B g0 W, BEER, EAE
BEABR, MHRARFUEER; B REERTERE DUEHSE B, Bk
RAZMR; ERE— ‘RE’ , RBFTANXA ‘—8 Jhk, @il
AERANTER . EER R o 7 (K&, 1980a: 470—471) {HIERR
LB AR B P AE GO v REF A BT, IR =D Al 4

“HBHEGE « B, HTEMERMENEE, PEHFWELEILTAA,

EAER, Hit— “gil” 5 “g” 72548, RE “DUE” ¥ 4FR
AT PSR, RE2SFRAMIFRAE T AN; B, BT HAIGEIN R
IR, MR T ERHEE, RBGEEEFRH Y RIS 2 A R 58U AT REAELAY

() AESRTIEE WIS P
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R, “BEPET B EURAZIRG, b EASAREERNEKTE, £
DLV ETRR B &, B B AR T IRORER S B =, REREIAAR
' “—F&" ik, HATX “—F&" BILTFAAFH, ITHNRRE, W
REFEAEL W AARBEIR BT “He—" BBk, AR Bk HEARR
T, ESPEEREENN =R EE, A TEURRZE, RTOH
AR ESIS, WAKREAZET . E2ELREZHANCFEMRT TR,
“BRIRG SURIUERIRE RS, IUERIRERGHME “HHRSE” , W&
Z )2 AT ARISE5 1 o
The “Provisional Schema” is by any standard, an innovation in the world
in the history of language teaching and grammar teaching and deserves a fair
assessment. As the name implied, the Provisional Schema of Grammar for Teaching
Chinese at High School has at its initial intention to mean: (1) “Provisional”, to
be further improved; (2) appropriate for grammar teaching in schools only, not
including grammatical research; and (3) it is only a schema for instructional needs
and could not be taken as a rigorous “system” (Zhang Zhigong, 1980a: 470—471).
However, no one has ever really expected the far-reaching influence of a high
school curriculum. So, in fact, the three intentions become good. Despite the new
curriculum on “Chinese” being halted two years later, the “Provisional Schema”
was there to stay for another 25 years, never mind the continuous disparagement.
In addition, considering the fact that high school teachers are groomed by higher
institutions, higher institutions would have to adopt the same schema for consistency.
Worse still, the non-binding clause on research turned restrictive and became guiding
since the schema is often taken as the proposition or the base point to begin with.
Consequentially, notwithstanding that its designers think it represents merely one
possible explanation; with a user population in counts of millions, it became the
de facto model, except in the eyes of the professionals in minority. Having forced
out all other models, including the three masterpieces that were holding high at one
time, most Chinese refer only to the “Provisional Schema” and gradually equate the

“Provisional Schema” and the grammatical system for Chinese, intellectuals alike.

1 AW — T hE &% MR ETOFELE AR “faffke” fER.

It may be interesting to compare the “guiding” effect of the higher examination of China and
TOFEL of the US.



Hilt “EHRS" HBLE, A ERFFEFERIPIRI, NMERER
XEBEARAZRE, DUEEEPFRARMER R 1955F Z B HPRAPET o A58
A, ERZHETR “TEER" , ANBITUE—AS, RXHE %" ; m
rEZiE, & “AEAXR" . REEARHTAEN, BEEEX " LREA
LAY, RERER. XWRHFE . =, FHRE=WAER “ERKTRT R
FH#HITATE, REBAT T 2ZH—1ERE,

As we can see, with the “Provisional Schema” in place, regardless of its initial
intentions, regardless of the objections, grammatical studies will never return to the
days before 1955 where anyone could just call their publication a grammar. Now,
there is the law to refer to before you could have your free comment. In this light, it

is easy to see why the two following “great” debates could not reach far.

3.1.2 “HHRS” R LR aRTEREE

3.1.2 The “Provisional Schema”: theoretical characteristics and issues

“BRIARG WESL, AMUEER LR T — i, EIUEN A
LT B CATEET . N EERERT B CET -4 ; ENEERSET
DUBRERERTR R I, 85 TiEb DR DUE TR LM T A Ty ), T 46
T—DHH . KFX—a, BEDUEEEPIRE AN, H2LR
FATREBk H DURTRIE AR T, N A" IRk E, 88— MEM
iR,

The “Provisional Schema” 1s more than symbolic in its marking of a new era.
Its mere presence demonstrates that Chinese has progressed from an “absence of
grammar” to “having a grammar”, from “divided thoughts” to “benchmarking”;
and more than that, grammatical studies take on a new direction, departing from the
fundamentals of the past 50 years. Not many Chinese linguistic researchers have the
heart to admit this, but unless we do that, we will not see a clear picture.

AR EBLOY, “BHRG" RMESHRNRSE, EXHE& KL
RRRE “BUCAHME” | PR RISER, AR R EEA S BN %
BTE, (HRMBRAMFMILE “BURLE" SIS RKOER, LI LIR
ERESHGHE. “BURLS" FEGaERRERER: BME, £, A
BN HKEL, DIERPRBaEE/NMAR GEERE) , EXRFE B

(=) EBAHEAEE k(118 ‘
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R AREAAL” B, BILUAESUEERE, RAES K R R R M —iE,
AR G EEMA . X AT LAY SR8 i B 2 DR AT 7 3 5 0 HUIE A
PUEERREELS, RADEEIE NN —FIGEEEMARBAR. 'R
MXMEGE “BURRE” BEART, “HUREGE" HRAENRL, ALK
e, W HREELERT, TR AT X —RGIFAER B F KRG
/7, MEAAHRTFEE, X8R EEME L AHOURBIERE S ¥

The “Provisional Schema” was founded on five models: Li Jinxi, Wang L1,
Li Shuxiang, Zhang Zhigong and the Lectures on Modern Chinese Grammar
by the Grammar Group of the Academia Sinica. In turn, these five models trod
along the same natural line of grammatical development from Ma Jianzhong to
Wang Li. Fifty years of contrastive studies involving Chinese and the western
languages have evolved a syntax-based tradition and the five were consistent as
syntax-based models. Morphology was touched upon sparingly. We like to think
of the “Provisional Schema” as a comprehensive system, adapting the strengths,
complementing the shortcomings of the various models, compromised and balanced.
A careful comparison will prove this to be a wishful thinking. The “Provisional
Schema” has lost the syntax-based tradition: we find both morphology and syntax
in it with morphology guiding syntax. This shows that the “Provisional Schema” is
not a simple “integration”. It has a guiding principle behind it—the Soviet linguistic
tradition represented by Joseph V. Stalin (1878—1953).

19504E7 7, KAk € Hhrd 8 CRIE F 27l ) fE7nik (L3R ) b
&k, WA, XEHEE (ARB#R) EEER, 10HHRTRTA, XX
TN P EIE S AR R R R A, SR SHHMERT iR
7L “MEODFEXHT , ZREARHR . BrRMIER B . ik G
B ) Al i AR AR N R e A R BT . T (HIeRAR, 1950
17 ) R DUE A R E T T A s, SRBRUEZIERK . RERE

1 XA U, 2040 SO 815 | R DUE )8 [T I IE i — £ R I At

IEE R AR, HmadllEsAEs, ifitdRexHn “—mE” , M, EHFERE
‘B, FEAC TR .

In this sense, the discussion on word classification led by Gao Mingkai in the 1950s is a natural

consequence. It never occurs to Gao Mingkai that Wang Li and others would give up their previous

standpoints.



G EEARGRZE TP E R, A ATTH WL s X b IS F 2 ROk U B R A BB
(9, HOUL A AL BEAE TR 1A . BIInERR (A. A. Jlparynos ) i
Stalin’s essay on “Marxism and Problems in Linguistics” posted on Pravda on
20 June, 4 July and 2 August 1950 became the highest order for linguistic research
in China. It was translated and published on Renmin Ribao (People’s Daily) in
July and later as a monograph in October 1950. Incongruent views were regarded
as “capitalistic” or “idealistic” and must be criticized. In this essay, Stalin states:
“Grammar (morphology, syntax) is the collection of rules governing the modification
of words and their combination into sentences” (Stalin, 1950: 17). This is how there
must be morphology in Chinese. Following this, China published the works of Soviet
sinologists: A. A. Jlparyno (Alexandr Dragunov, 1900—1955), H. 1. Konpax (N.
I. Konrad) and others. Their standpoints on morphology were not to be contested.

Dragunov said:

WRREE RGN T L, BRI L4 A0S Ap KA A F
o BT W AT T MIGENE MR, BT kY IE Y IE
Eo (RERXKX, 1952: 9)

Word class is central to grammatical system. It is reflected in the
combinations of words and the types of sentences. To understand the
structural characteristics of Chinese and describe its grammar, there must be

word classes. (Dragunov, 1952: 9)

FERIfE ( H.M. Konpan ) 1.
And Konrad:

KMARFREERFNTOFRLEF W HMEAH S H RIS
ERESZERANRF, CIHRKEFENRAIEZR, FHKH
Yok T RMIBE WA F R (RAE, 1952 48—49)

Long in the field of sinology, there is this very wrong concept about
Chinese being monosyllabic and having no morphology. It has done harm
to the Chinese language for it leads to the conclusion that Chinese has

no grammar and hampered any possible scientific discussion in Chinese

grammar. (Konrad, 1952: 48—49)

(+) ABAFTZEE  MmIB
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WRBATE T XWX EEENERMBRE 2R, BRIIAYEE—
A A IR AL “SAARRER " BN TR —BOE: iR
FEGXAP CFER REFBURDUEEE PRI, BN T IEE A AR TR R
A S H T —E FIEERHE, B R FBOE T A%, BJRdsiAmAs
BNUGETEENEWAE, 7 (8, 1955: 79) #HEXER, KADUE
AIBERABURNDOER W, EF R DGR EELA e R DOETE, Him
FEDUERB LM P AR T A i B R, ERAEXDHRT, bitd
HHERMBL T SRIGEESNEE, miEh “HLENS” & “EURE" ,
BB HEEEPRE A HFET ML SeR

To gain an understanding of how these views have changed Chinese scholars,
let’s look at how a heavyweight scholar dressed down Gao Mingkai’s claim that
notional words cannot be classified: ““...complying to this kind of ‘theory’ we could
only abolish morphology in Chinese grammar, and this is as good as saying that
word by itself has no determinable grammatical characteristics. Since words are
the building blocks of sentence, abolishing morphology implies abolishing syntax,
thereby denying the objective existence of Chinese grammar” (Hu Mingyang, 1955:
79). Going by this logic, to acknowledge Chinese grammar, it was necessary to
admit that there is morphology in Chinese, and grammatical studies in Chinese have
to start with morphology. Therefore it was important to give priority to morphology
in grammatical studies at that time. It is against this background that we saw a height
in morphological studies in the 1950s. As with the “Common Programme”, the
“Provisional Schema” was quick to present something not quite within the consensus
among Chinese linguistic researchers.

RGN AL, BEZ TR B LR — X LA BRI R : X —FE AR XY
IETRIEPIR SRR ST a7 A SE E BRI RE, —RX—BUERxt
(9, ARELTEIRE NBRH BRI B A P RX 0 5 2 — ML B 5 T R s — R
Sef s Xt i, ABAX—BUERHE SRR . AT AR BB
PRI . AHEARBABEER, FRMIBM AR, EERBALKN
EIREARMREA R . HRAE, BITAHXK, ANOZFEEREET ., !

1 XECRDHEIRRE, 5XMERFPETIEA SR RS TK
This is a theoretical question to be separated from any findings in morphological studies throughout
these years.



If we admit to this fact, the next question that confronts us would be: how has
this shift impacted on the history of Chinese grammatical studies? Well, there can
be only two possible answers: the shift is right, and that means for a quarter of a
century from Li Jinxi to Gao Mingkai, we had been going on the wrong track. The
other answer is the opposite. The shift is wrong, and what we had been doing before
the shift is not wrong. For the past 50 years, the questions have not been raised nor
answered. It has been taken for granted, so much so that many tend to think that this
is the true Chinese grammar. It’s high time we faced it honestly.

3.1.3 “HEIRS" XN LR R AR
3.1.3 Effect of the “Provisional Schema” on Chinese-foreign-language contrastive studies

“BHIRG” WESL, EEELL T0BFNNFZE, TELATAET
—NED ENT AR EZNDOERLR RN o RN B
BB i, ) B EEE LRSI RA T IREK), EXEARPRKEA, B
WHET I, HAERZWE AR/ DB . X TR ARG E B

As mentioned earlier, after 50 years of argument, at least there is a “Provisional
Schema” signifying a “Common Programme” in Chinese grammar. Its impact
in raising awareness in grammar and promoting grammar teaching is not to
be overlooked. However, the discernible negative impact it has on research
advancement and theoretical visioning is also alarming. In particular, it has harmed
development in contrastive studies.

F—, LS EAREE DM LI ST S R B B — Bk

1. Signifying the termination of Chinese-foreign-language contrastive studies

A EERERIF RSN, BAREEST DUR A SRR o BUE
HERRBEC &Y, BirEf%m, ML FME S SR, ZFER
BEAEANBRE2PHEFTZH, L EERT “BiF" ; EFF2 AN
FH L, WAREINEENIMERZ D, WRETF R 7 iR & Il anfey, X
AR A AT anfer, BSERS EE B3R £ AEIEROAME Il ey, i 2 RTEI
EAPEHNERITREIRE , & A LCARAE “RIDURFRE” o EW EEAMIRE A
ARMFE, FWEFEESNEAEALE A TR ERE, X
“PATKE.” BIREIHMBUR T ATRE. LB, N “HRIRE” #AEZE, B XX

(+) FBAFTAEE  H{I1H ‘
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T REM” BRX20RFEE, PEEFHRAEAR LRA M AE S R
Fo EMEAXN “BHRG” Ay, WRE%KE B2 -H4EC R LIRTARRN A
WA FBRMES, MARME T HEZS. RiEZS, HUAXHE “#Hie
" o TERXHARIME— AT AR X HLF I BB R 2 TR Bk A R T 19604 il J 16
BRAE: (IEDOERPIRE ) 5 (CRNEGRERSEE) , Hi RREERINESS,
TRABEE R . BBUHEIA — S EIRE, 19634 F IR AIET
KRR, AHAEAARGEERES 77 RELEKIFSE (1980: 40; 46) , #F
W R BDGER— SRR R, XS LT A E o AT IS HERS ,
BABRIREF O RIF . BATERRES, MK ChEIERIEE ) ENERTE
EARAE T agR e GREZEE) o B EX GRS — BRI, R4k
Sk SkHE T, hEX A F SR IE RS LA B2, H
AHEREAEAL L, A AR ESBAERA R I8, EI119814EK%
RS “ERRA" Z2HINE, LR XTI T2

In the first half of the twentieth century, contrastive studies involving Chinese
and a foreign language was almost the way to constructing a grammar the Chinese
could call its own. So much for the honour; now that there is a system in place,
the target has been achieved and the case is closed for Chinese-foreign-language
contrastive studies. The voices we continued to hear concerning the differences
between Chinese and western languages were probably from people who scarcely
know western languages. And in fact, most were self-indulged in their “Chinese
characteristics” illusion; few really cared about what was happening to the foreign
languages. As the need for contrastive studies diminishes, China, politically,
began closing up since the 1950s (and hence the emergence of the “two-skin”
phenomenon). Factually, for 20 years from the birth of the “Provisional Schema”
until the close of the Cultural Revolution, there was little activity in contrastive
studies. Those unhappy with the schema had lost the courage to pursue as in the
1940s and before. Most happily considered that their contention in methodology or
terminology could be thought of as “theoretical studies”. In this period, works that
could be considered as contrastive studies were How to Translate Chinese Idioms
into English and Imitative and Colour Words in English and Their Translation by
Zhang Peiji in the 1960s, both being summaries of practical experiences. Theoretical

discussion was rarely seen. At times, Lii Shuxiang would be kind enough to share



