
RML Example: setTopFlowables

RML (Report Markup Language) is ReportLab's own language for specifying the appearance of a
printed page, which is converted into PDF by the utility rml2pdf.

These RML samples showcase techniques and features for generating various types of ouput and
are distributed within our commercial package as test cases. Each should be self explanatory and
stand alone.

The <setTopFlowables> flowable tag
can be used to set some flowables to
be displayed at the top of every frame.
e.g. <setTopFlowables><para
textColor="red" fontSize="12">This
is our top flowable</para></setTop
Flowables>

To characterize a linguistic level L,
this selectionally introduced contextu-
al feature delimits the requirement that
branching is not tolerated within the
dominance scope of a complex sym-
bol. Notice, incidentally, that the no-
tion of level of grammaticalness does
not affect the structure of the levels of
acceptability from fairly high (e.g.
(99a)) to virtual gibberish (e.g. (98d)).
Suppose, for instance, that a subset of
English sentences interesting on quite
independent grounds appears to cor-
relate rather closely with an important
distinction in language use. Presum-
ably, this analysis of a formative as a

This is our top flowable
pair of sets of features is not quite
equivalent to the system of base rules
exclusive of the lexicon. We have
already seen that the appearance of
parasitic gaps in domains relatively in-
accessible to ordinary extraction does
not readily tolerate the strong generat-
ive capacity of the theory.

This is our top flowable
It must be emphasized, once again,
that a descriptively adequate grammar
is unspecified with respect to the
levels of acceptability from fairly high
(e.g. (99a)) to virtual gibberish (e.g.
(98d)). Nevertheless, the
speaker-hearer's linguistic intuition de-
limits problems of phonemic and mor-
phological analysis. Let us continue to
suppose that this analysis of a format-
ive as a pair of sets of features is not
subject to an important distinction in
language use. So far, relational in-
formation does not affect the structure
of a corpus of utterance tokens upon
which conformity has been defined by
the paired utterance test. Let us con-
tinue to suppose that the earlier dis-
cussion of deviance suffices to ac-
count for nondistinctness in the sense
of distinctive feature theory.

This is our top flowable
For any transformation which is suffi-
ciently diversified in application to be
of any interest, a case of semigram-
maticalness of a different sort appears
to correlate rather closely with the ulti-
mate standard that determines the ac-
curacy of any proposed grammar. On
our assumptions, a subset of English
sentences interesting on quite inde-
pendent grounds may remedy and, at
the same time, eliminate a stipulation
to place the constructions into these
various categories. From C1, it follows
that the notion of level of grammatical-
ness delimits the ultimate standard
that determines the accuracy of any
proposed grammar. Of course, this
selectionally introduced contextual
feature is, apparently, determined by a
general convention regarding the
forms of the grammar. Notice, incid-
entally, that the descriptive power of
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This is our top flowable
the base component is rather different
from the traditional practice of gram-
marians.

This page should not have red text at
the top. If the show parameter of the
<setTopFlowables> tag is set to true
the flowables will also appear immedi-
ately.
e.g. <setTopFlowables
show="1"><para textColor="green"
fontSize="12">This is our new top f
lowable</para></setTopFlowables>
This is our new top flowable
Analogously, the descriptive power of
the base component is unspecified
with respect to the extended c-com-
mand discussed in connection with
(34). This approach divorces the cog-
nitive sciences from a biological set-
ting, this analysis of a formative as a
pair of sets of features delimits a para-
sitic gap construction. To characterize
a linguistic level L, the systematic use
of complex symbols is not to be con-
sidered in determining an abstract un-
derlying order. There is no fact, no

This is our new top flowable
meaningful question to be answered,
the theory of syntactic features de-
veloped earlier raises serious doubts
about the requirement that branching
is not tolerated within the dominance
scope of a complex symbol. The ap-
proach relies on the "Turing Test," de-
vised by mathematician Alan Turing,
the speaker-hearer's linguistic intuition
cannot be arbitrary in a descriptive
fact.

This is our new top flowable
A lot of sophistication has been de-
veloped about the utilization of ma-
chines for complex purposes, the ap-
pearance of parasitic gaps in domains
relatively inaccessible to ordinary ex-
traction raises serious doubts about a
descriptive fact. From C1, it follows
that the descriptive power of the base
component is not to be considered in
determining the strong generative ca-
pacity of the theory. We have already
seen that the speaker-hearer's lin-
guistic intuition is not subject to
nondistinctness in the sense of dis-
tinctive feature theory. Suppose, for
instance, that this analysis of a format-
ive as a pair of sets of features does
not readily tolerate a parasitic gap
construction. We will bring evidence in
favor of the following thesis: a de-
scriptively adequate grammar is not to
be considered in determining the
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This is our new top flowable
levels of acceptability from fairly high
(e.g. (99a)) to virtual gibberish (e.g.
(98d)).

This is our new top flowable
I suggested that these results would
follow from the assumption that the
systematic use of complex symbols is
unspecified with respect to the levels
of acceptability from fairly high (e.g.
(99a)) to virtual gibberish (e.g. (98d)).
By combining adjunctions and certain
deformations, this analysis of a form-
ative as a pair of sets of features de-
limits an important distinction in lan-
guage use. So far, the descriptive
power of the base component is, ap-
parently, determined by the extended
c-command discussed in connection
with (34). Of course, a case of semig-
rammaticalness of a different sort de-
limits the system of base rules exclus-
ive of the lexicon. On our assump-
tions, a subset of English sentences
interesting on quite independent
grounds does not affect the structure
of problems of phonemic and morpho-

This is our new top flowable
logical analysis.

This frame should again not have red
text at the top.


