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Take two or th ree upper case l e t t e r s and g lan 
them together w i t h a "G" on t he end, and, p r e s ­
t o , you have the name f o r a new grammar formal-
ism. Or, at l e a s t , so i t must seem in a decade 
t h a t has seen the a r r i v a l of COG, CUG, DOG, COG, 
FUG, GPsG, HPSG, JPSG, LFG, MOG, MLS, RGPSG, 
UOG, and XG. But the p le tho ra of acronyms (and 
nonacronyms - PATR H ) , d isgu ises much commonal­
i t y , shared p rope r t i es which se t them apar t from 
the mainstream l i n g u i s t i c and computat ional 
l i n g u i s t i c a c t i v i t y o f t he 1970s. The key 
c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s of t he new grammar formalisms, 
c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s exh ib i t ed by most of them, are 
( i ) t he a v a i l a b i l i t y , a t l e a s t i n p r i n c i p l e and 
sometimes in p r a c t i c e , of a d e c l a r a t i v e seman­
t i c s f o r t he n o t a t i o n used, ( i i ) t he use o f a 
b a s i c a l l y type 2 r u l e format ( s ing le mother, 
unordered, no e x p l i c i t contex t s e n s i t i v i t y ) 
under ( i i i ) a node a d m i s s i b i l i t y r a the r than a 
s t r i n g r e w r i t i n g i n t e r p r e t a t i o n , w i t h ( i v ) a r e ­
c u r s i v e l y de f ined t r e e o r d i r e c t e d a c y c l i c graph 
based category s e t , and (v) u n i f i c a t i o n as the 
pr imary opera t ion f o r combining s y n t a c t i c i n f o r -
mat ion. I t i s p r i m a r i l y t he shared p r o p e r t i e s , 
r a the r than t he myriad d i f f e rences o f n o t a t i o n , 
t h a t t h i s survey focusses on, a l though some of 
the more i n t e r e s t i n g d i f f e rences between them 
emerge from the h i s t o r i c a l account of cxnceptual 
l i n k s and antecedents. 

Dec lara t ive grammar formalisms were no t in vogue 
i n the 1970s. I n l i n g u i s t i c s , t he dominant 
t rans fo rmat iona l t r a d i t i o n had e s s e n t i a l l y 
ceased t o use any r u l e formal ism a t a l l i n 
research work (though the textbooks of t he 
per iod s t i l l prov ided expos i t ions o f t he r u l e 
formalisms used in 1960s research) . A l l t h a t 
you w i l l see in papers o f the t ime is a w ide ly 
used in fo rmal no ta t i on f o r s t r u c t u r a l desc r i p -
t i o n s and a taxonomy of s yn tac t i c cons t ruc t ions 
whose taxa have the names of t he grammatical 
r u l e s proposed by l i n g u i s t s in the 1960s - Ra is ­
i n g , Gapping, Egu i , Passive, and so on. In na ­
t u r a l language processing (NIP), grammars and 
grammatical r u l e s were equa l l y hard to f i n d . 
The augmented t r a n s i t i o n network (AIM) apparatus 
prov ided a paradigm f o r des igning programs in 
which grammar, parser and, o f t e n , semantics were 
i n e x t r i c a b l y i n t e r t w i n e d . Even PIDGIN is f a r 
c l ose r to a procedural language f o r programming 
Marcus-parsers than i t i s t o a dec la ra t i ve gram­
mar formal ism. 

The i n s p i r a t i o n s f o r t he grammar formalisms of 
t h e 1980s are man i fo ld . W i th in l i n g u i s t i c s , 

many of those who had been profoundly impressed 
by the techn ica l r i g o u r and formal elegance of 
Montague's work on semantics began to reac t 
against the in formal but s t i l l baroque character 
of mainstream 1970s work on syntax. In search 
of s i m p l i c i t y and p r e c i s i o n , they looked again 
at p re t rans fonnat iona l grammar formalisms such 
as dependency grammar, phrase s t r u c t u r e grammar, 
and c a t e g o r i a l grammar ( the l a t t e r having been 
used by Montague in h i s fragments of Engl ish 
syn tax ) . As a r e s u l t we see the appearance of 
Dependency u n i f i c a t i o n Grammar (DUG), General­
ized phrase S t ruc tu re Grammar (GPSG), Combinato-
ry Categor ia l Grammar (OOG) and t h e i r var ious 
descendants and hybr ids such as HPSG (Head-
d r i ven Fhrase S t ruc tu re Grammar), JPSG (used by 
the NIP group at IOOT), R-GPSG (from MTT), CUG 
(Categor ia l U n i f i c a t i o n Grammar), MOG (Meta-
Categor ia l Grammar) and UOG ( U n i f i c a t i o n 
Categor ia l Grammar). 

W i th in the NIP community, two developments, one 
European, the o ther North American, began to 
converge. The f i r s t of these was Pro log. Com-
p u t a t i o n a l l i n g u i s t i c cons iderat ions provided 
the pr imary mo t i va t i on f o r Colmerauer's design 
of t he language and h i s Metamorphosis Grammars 
are thus much more i n t i m a t e l y r e l a t e d to Prolog 
than AINs are to L i sp , say. Metamorphosis Gram­
mar was to be the f i r s t of a whole se r ies of 
l o g i c grammar formal isms, a se r ies t h a t has i n ­
cluded e x t r a p o s i t i o n Grammar (XG), Gapping Gram­
mar, S l o t Grammar, and Modular Logic Grammar 
(MUG). Undoubtedly the most i n f l u e n t i a l member 
o f t h i s group, however, i s t he D e f i n i t e Clause 
Grammar (DOG) n o t a t i o n . The convergent North 
American development was the appearance of Kay's 
Funct ional Grammar, subsequently renamed Func­
t i o n a l u n i f i c a t i o n Grammar (FUG) and the the ap­
pearance o f t he c l ose l y r e l a t e d Lex ica l Func­
t i o n a l Grammar (LFG). FUG was d i r e c t l y i n f l u e n ­
t i a l , espec ia l l y i n i t s advocacy o f u n i f i c a t i o n , 
in many o f t he grammar types l i s t e d in the 
preceding paragraph. LfG, l i k e GPSG, was i n ­
tended to embody emp i r i ca l c la ims about t he na­
t u r e o f a l l na tu ra l languages i n the d e t a i l s o f 
i t s formal des ign. By con t ras t , grammar f o rma l ­
isms l i k e DOG, FUG and PAIR II ( i t s e l f t he p r o ­
geny of DOG, FUG and GPSG) are not intended to 
make l i n g u i s t i c c la ims , bu t merely to prov ide 
l i n g u i s t i c a l l y n a t u r a l and computat iona l ly 
t r a c t a b l e languages f o r w r i t i n g grammars i n . A 
recent t r end has seen compi la t ion from f o r m a l ­
isms o f the former type i n t o formalisms o f t he 
l a t t e r t ype . 
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