ik LT 5
BN b OHBL R ORE—

h w E =
0. 1FL®IZ

AFETHE, BERILERKECH> N ARLE X LELAEI7TERSTO
YURVT A [HEUREZ] 108V, hEBOUtROVwHLwE [ANN
Wl PRESNOZ )T, RESUtRO A EwE BT~ , SEF
flice D, THE] 0b ) HeBERFET L L LD, SHROKEIH
HEOREXBEERETALHIE2EELT 5,

FEIZIZVDERIC, UAL [HBiR] 225 00EHcBET L/
Iz, T, FERHICL, AENICL L ) BAREAT ATV RNWER

bhad [hEtw] #0b 0z EHERLLOTIE R, EE L, [HE-
TAEw] v X5, TR oshHe [XH] s i
W OPOBBREEHLTAL ).

T, THE] oD HIZODWTELTHEDLI LWL L D Longman
Dictionary of English Language and Culture (1992) T ‘compare’ DIHE = U<
&, “to examine or judge (one thing) in relation to another thing in order to show
the points of similarity or difference” & 9 BEENE 2 SR TWT, I T,
AU APHESZ R 2O) L) HERWIGPITE-RNIZHD L
FICELND, EHMMRT 1 T YHFEY LTS ERMERIC BV T
COBMRNT 7R —F a2 Lb Il EEBELSIRETHAIH, LL, TH:
Bobtim] LB LeSEIZE, S S AFMERSERNISE - -
Ty 7LTWT, ZOREEI £ TREBOULRH] 2HESTTwb 835
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2 6iE, THEUEE! ~omiER 7 7a—-F0 028 LT, EUARH
BAOHELXHOLPLOHRE LTWEDTIEL, drbolindt ok
MEDITES - R LAHE, T4bb, THE] LAER, 2A500
BUAZY), HEAPRWZENE SV BBRBNIIEIZL EDCLDOTH
2TYH, ZALELODDZEEVTHS D,

Frz, [t 0H ) FIiowTiE, BEEDY Y HI 7 AKEED 1
ANThH BEIFERKRF D% EE%&@#%i@W WET 5, K, b
THEETAHLE, DFY, BIIHOLNERIEE D BRI EDOIH
t#ét%,E%ﬂ%%&ﬁ%u;ofﬂﬁa%ﬁﬁéfﬁ<tbf%,ﬂ
FERIIT T —-F3h I3y Tl vwoTcLe ol kLT, Tk
L0 [3AbR] Tix, EAC L Z2EIRMFTFDH 2 VI AL DEEDRYIRET
O [fbEw ] TR, KRR 29 5 TRERL T 7o—-F] 12b £o¢
[ftim] OWELBERITRETHY), ZOLOOFERORIVEHETDH
LZEEZERLTVD, 20O LE, TR FNOBEFEOEMBEROIIEL S
[fbim] 2@ TABICRAERLBTE» LT ERS2WwbOTHY, F
T4 T PORELLTWa [RESOEER ] 0d - T, BEART R
METHLOIN) TTH W0,

—#kI, HIEZOBFYMERRIITLLOIE, brdorikiEl LT,
Mo d o ERD EW)FiED, LITLIE, BAESNS, KBIZBWTH,
RESULR IS B 2 H ROl ¢, ElELfIcE Dy, THhiEg] &
WO F—T - FEENZ, 0Lk THE] OoFENEZLN) 205, &
7o, TO [HE] ZLoTEDEI BMAN DL ENIDOD0EH LA &
129 5%,

25 %Y, EEFOSHTIE, 200SBELIENLEEIL, FRERLOE

FEORBT AL OBET (] & [RE] & v ) lFEE2 s v bt
BRTELThES, 2T, THE] bwIHEE LVEHRICESRT,
@ L (EED) bOr_RpILERLL (BEHD) bOxH~BIE,
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(b) IEEEMTICHANB Z L LEEWICHAND L, o) Iz UL E
TIZURIHAREZEEWS, FRFNRIELR 030DV [HE
FRET D, FNENRD [HREB] IBNT, 20EALLEH01E, &K,
BbiihEd, ) T, BoFMSHLO [RE] CXkoT, EFHFEL
DYDODOHENBOTEHBIZHESINI B L, (b) & (o) TIE, ki
By - EERRY [HeEZ] e~ ufy - 3208 [HEH ko T, EFEFHO
FNFNOSHEROF OO AHEC R S 2720 TR, EFFED
ZVWEEEEROERIL, HLEOESME (continuity) FHELELITS D,
%@&#KE%%*?—%@xg(wmdw LV FaEANALRDE D
EERIEWT B RFMIZO T, SRFLMOEMER L ORE, SE%H
ZVEISHEEREFOBERNRME TS, 351, Fz aAF—1RFESNh
BENHEOBHNEEBLEAFMET AN AENLI LIRSS, &
BENICIE, SHODERICLE > T, ERpOALNEHNZL [HE] OWRA
DR ST, BEy [l ORAFSEEOEEMOEMILIZED TH S
T EERFERT D,

LERLLO LD (B —SrEF L OFMEEE ORE

RETHE, BE22b0&0 [HE] ofie LT, EEF LMoERMER
&@%E%ﬁﬁi#u&f&%i&ubiio

if,%i FOLODOFEMMEREZREL TR L), kML, S#EF
i, FEEW) ATRARFILES, FERL V) RTREAREILDY
HbOEMEIITSN, (DITRT LWL, whiE, AXHE-BREEZD
MDD L) REETEETIDEALINTEL,

(D
humanities natural sciences
theme methodology

L—————————————-nnguistics-—————————————J
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2%, ERFOWI T <L, ANBEAHMZZLLOTWAEEEL W) EH
ENBETHET, XFELABICEDOTAIHEN RO OTHY, 15,
TORERIE, EHORE ~ BT > 50 ~ Kb &5~k -~ 1o
T =5 LD > —RALOBIE -~ BROBEL Vo TFa 22k, B
FELEBHFREIL S EOWTBIebhb W) AT, BRBSENLLFE
FERAL T2, (LS, HEREPLAIL, SHEVEBRE
D—HEETILRHATHS I,

TNTR, ERFLARMFUEBTAMOSEH EOMELF 342 F—
(N. Chomsky) BHHDEERLF a LAF =2 1 7L v (R Huybregts) &
)= X7 4 =72 (H. van Riemsdijk) - & DR EDO R P THIEL T2
REBTEEIZELDTAL I,

EY, ERFLLEFEOBEBEIIBNTIE, F3aXF—3EEELLH
EHDHVIRHAMFDO L GH AL L TELIE2EHL B2 2T

G Hv, 1950FEREBBETFE > COTHIHOB AT YT
O, FORFE LTRESNF 2 AAF—OEEEHIL, H2E®RT
BT LLOEF LW B4 OERE S FEHBEBOERE £ ) 02 < OIS HR/K
LceEAONS, Thbb, LEx ANEIF—KSEEHT L L ITHET 2
CEDTELHBREOLENERTH L LT S5EBIE, AHOBIZEED
BN T ARMLELIIEE SN TV I2DEHBATHAI, ZDLH R
UG, ROF a3 LAF—DRBIZIMEIHSbRTVD,

(2) Twould like to think of linguistics as that part of psychology that focuses its
attention on one specific cognitive domain and one faculty of mind, the
language faculty. Psychology, in the sense of this discussion, is concerned,
at the very least, with human capacities to act and to interpret experience,
and with the mental structures that underlie these capacities and their

exercise; and more deeply, with the second-order capacity to construct these
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mental structures, and the structures that underlie these second-order

capacities.’

DXL, IT I LEMEROKRF AT, BAILV) LANVTERS
DELE o ThES, Fahrsr—1, £F, HEPODHDHEM
(mind) & B (body) &V IHEFAZRXAICIEEET, EL O~
TH LM (brain) % [HHIL] EVIEHOLALVTR—RL TV 2 &
SIhE, EESEETL 4 v ALY A (the brain sciences) DHFFRIfRIE
HEMTSH Y, WEO ML) oL XVIZELOERIESH > Ty, WE
DV EDHETNL, HMOTES LY T HARFEOBRO R
FLENTWC 2 W) BRIASERON TS, S LEL R0, Z4Hn %
BIALTA L,

(3) There is a common enterprise: to discover the correct characterization of the
language faculty in its initial and attained states, to discover the truth about
the language faculty. This enterprise is conducted at several levels: an
abstract characterization in the theory of mind, and an inquiry into
mechanisms in the brain sciences. In principle, discoveries about the brain
should influence the theory of mind. and at the same time the abstract study
of states of the language faculty should formulate properties to be explained
by the theory of the brain and is likely to be indispensable in the search for
mechanisms. To the extent that such connections can be established, the
study of the mind — in particular, of I-language — will be assimilated to the

mainstream of the natural sciences." [italics mine]

LY AZOREG BRI TS T SERLAUPFETHTNLE
b, L 0BRO [HRL) OFEAZLV VBV, F3AAF-EER
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FEATHROMAE L OBEPEL AT TRELRELTnE, F34%
F-OBEBEIIINE, AIHREOHEO LI T, MHEEEEC (EEL &
DR S EA L2 EIZ20 T Marr and Nishihara (1978) OB,
“developing systems of representation and levels of representation which will on the
one hand have a basis in physiology, if they can find it, and on the other hand will
account for important perceptual phenomena™ T 1), {5 ATEIE LT\ 5.0
ETVRREROETVOTRIIE > T, YHEADO—FIHEYR L F OfEs
TERL, TORRIMTHE PR MBEMIHER ST LL I LT85T 70—
Fid, TSLLAEEFOBET VR LT 12323 0TH D,

SHIC, HEamr L BEMLHMEICOAT T, EBFLEARESE O,
BN HWEHTHLILIILE) B) ThALIE, Faraxr—I3=s
REFET HRAMEOERER LICMUE TSI L) L ZATwa25, Bkmic, &4
FEPNE > TEZTHIIGETH, FORESB L CHFERIZBWT,
BEAVZTOET o LTHTRLWI ETlEEV, 728 2iE, BRFUE
ET22 LSRR EEMAMBREREY SHBAITRETH2 T2
Mandelbrot (1977) DFFECEY O b DR N L {1k, BoEke L EidE -
12 CERIRT, COMENPWENIFET 20054 pIb ) HVId D
&3 % Thompson (1961) DEFFEIX, SFEZICBIT 5304 5/NED TEHAY
PHREICELLL) LT ARARLEBEAME VI EICEEOHE ChH 2 &
TAUHETSLIFALTH S, Lhd, EEFLERFELE, HERIC
BLWTH, FPRLTWE LW F 3 2AF—DFEEF S 17T, Botha (1989)
T, () IROBRS &L L) AL EE, () [EMshr] £EE
FLV)FERWMED, © [EEL] HEHEE (o) BELE VS HiE
MEIFED 4 DOBHH L OB EFTERHEN TV B,0

WEETHRTEL L)L, SHEELBEEEN L OBETE, thehns
M7 427 Y OREE 20K EROTED S ORFAVPLETHY), Zh
THhELDZFMBERE D [HB] XBOT EEEFOBI WS 201z
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BHLTWAEVWZATHAI M 0T LHLL AIIdoT, EFEF
OFFF A ETITIE, Botha (1989) 127 5> T, 4 D L) LEELRKTR
TIENTEDLTHA 9,

4

AR P EEFE HARE

i
it

2. BERRY R ER A 5 0 [ —History of ngulstlcs%)‘ 5
Historiography of Linguistics™

RETTIE, BENLEBEA»STEAR L, ERNZREPSOFHEMNEOH
D HEEBLT, TRHE] Lo ZtBlar b 2o THRREIIDOVWTEET Lo
ZOB, ERFOEVRIIOVWTOEANZT 70 —FTH S History of
Linguistics DHIR D &% 59, 7 v+ — (EFK. Koemer) (2 & o TRIBSM
7= By E W7 72— Tah B Historiography of Linguistics DRA & HEH L
20, 19fEA H20HE & VI BRDOB N LD ) 0L TOSHEMEDKE
FILESEZH T, ZORPI—EOEGELXEORUNTIERT 5o

F 3", Koerner (1974, 1995a, 1995b) = L72%%> T, History of Linguistics $
X 0 Historiography of Linguistics D¥g5i% BB EMIIATAHD I EIZL L),
Zy7d, SEMEORES MY ARHIE, N4 VFEE, 0w AGEHE,
25 TEBTOMEIHMERL, FORSEDTM00ELLTTHE £
7z, BELRERTOERMEE LT, e, S5 oSMIiROpts
SELTHROND L) RoTHDLIE, FADNFELLTLAFAL TR
Vo Koerner (19952) 12 X 4L, 200127 B IHEDSHENELOTEL X
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FGLTAHLE, BBELDIYT, kD325 4 FI25EE N5 w9,

9, B1DY 1 71E, Benfey (1869) DRFFEIMAESND L 12, “the
type of history written at a time when a particular generation or an individual
representing the ideas, beliefs and commitments of his or her generation to a
significant extent is convinced that a desired goal has been reached and that
subsequent work in the field will mainly be concerned with what T.S. Kuhn has
referred to as ‘mopping-up operations™7 &\ b DT, F DB A A I E
MRESN, HERS, WERITOEET 2LEL 2 VEILIRE SR b0
ERRENT VB, 2070, 084 TOSHETEER, SEHEOLE
EBLLT:, SRR DL L TELRZBNTWRE I Ltk b,

#2705 47, Delbriick (1880) DFFFED & 3 12, 0 SHEH <
D315 % WS B “the inteﬁtion on the part of an individual usually in his thirties
(not late forties or above, as is generally the case with the first type), again
representing a particular group, to a campaign opposing previously cherished views
and still prevailing doctorines™ 12 & o THB DT %32 Z L TE 2, 0F ),
CDY A TOERMELIZE D) LTS [HIEH (propagandistic) | 127 »
LI, ZhUMOEHEERCHEEOTHEIBHTAI LT, 2Fr50E
ROELBWZBR 20200 E5% 23, SHEEE s AL, #BFE
DIFFERROEMTIE L, HLFTREREL DO LB 5N,

FE3IDY AT, J:iﬂj@%l0)5’47"’?’%2@5’47&5;‘5’:—&@,
“neither to advocate a particular framework or ‘paradigm’ nor to attempt to provide
an argument in favor of a scientific revolution within the discipline™” & 5 |2 ¥ &
NZHDT, 7282, FBROFREIZOVTHRAEY V7 5BI0 072
ECOWFEOTHRBIBOEELFLA L7z Arens (1955) OBFE% LA 7 D ft sk
MEbDTHL) o Z05A T, EREMERE VEOOREDLITE S
x, BEOHEORMAZ LEMT 2% 7 70 —FClHH LY, &5 LT
b, TORBHBEIFFITEANL L ANVOBIRICE LT TLED L)



(B 28T 5—SRBF P 0 DREE~ORE— 57

REZzbo>Tnbd,

Z 2T, Koerner (1974, 19952) X 2N 56 32005 4 Tilhb B4 DY "t
& LT, “the presentation of the linguistic part as an integral part of the
discipline itself and, at the same time. as an activity founded on well-defined
principles which can rival, in terms of soundness of method and rigor of application,
those of linguistics itself™® & 9 &7 7u—F zR/EL, ITh %
‘historiography of linguistics’ £ BT} 72, TDH 726 LWERRIZE, 72AL
SEMEPOBEEDHLTET2OTRE L, TOFRILSH 2 —ED [N
AEHRLC, FENZEHICL ETVTEINADIOTHHEVH) AT
‘chronicle’ Tl7 < ‘history’ T D, L2d, HEROSHEMALDT 70—
FHb A D EVIERTIE, ‘history’ Td7% < ‘historiography’ & A% % 9
LBV — OBEAERC A D

FRTI, 7V — D ‘historiography of linguistics’ 2% &WT, 19
A 520 E VI BROB N EDL ) OLRP TOEEREOKELR RO
P E, FORPICEOERE L XBEORMERALHIENTEL L
FHRTHL D,

B THEAOHBYWE LTLMRbN T I Rro EHEFIS, ML
[#H2] & LTomMrE 2 ohzolk, %, 19EOMREELLNT
Wh, L Lads, SEREEFOBMRE EFKEFCEI L2 EEL
® ) RATRETH Y, 17864 ICB I hbhizy = — ¥ X (Sir W. Jones)
® [y ZX—gBI2DWT (“On the Hindus”) | & ) FHEICZ OB LT
HEDODLIENTE D, OB, A7)y FFREEI -1 v /3G
EOBEEICOWTEMKIIZH LD DT, ERFTEIRbhTawi
MR EEOREIIAPDLLIERNRT TO—F LIXELRD, WHYD, ER
FHIH EOCHBEEEELVOIOF LOHREOTREE UL (D TH -
AT

FYAZY Y VEOREIEEE Lo TA Y F - I -0y SHEFROFEY
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WETHZ Lo SRR EOEEE, 25T, Y A2 Yy NEET
—HY/NEESREOBERIIONT, FZOL LTIk [FY A 0ER) |
RETLOMNABZY A (J. Grimm) OFFERTHERZD L AL TREY 7 (R
Bopp) DRfFE%E ) AT ICW o, HHIZL > TELN - HESESD
L, DBHIZ, Y294 xr— (A Schleicher) 1L > THEGENE I &
Wb MOFESIHBEEEWHEICB I A% 2% 1 (G. Cuvier) *#{LH DR
I§#H S~ 4> (C.Darwin) SOBHREBED VT T, Hihd Y
TEILL T LI, SldETh, BEL, R THATH ENVS &
IBREHRBREEET 2810 X612, Hid, SHIIEXGRAT
HoT, NHDPSIEMILTYT, ZOREOFEI AN &R
LizhfoTwa e ZEZ, ANMORRKO L 512, SEORHN% b /KL
AR

L2L, SOL)RE/HBIE, —RT2ER¥METIRCEIOATY
BEVICHRBTNES, EMEND L CIZEREIINS X3 8T 0085
RIEESE, BEWNSHEL LTOERLUHOMEL EhE L CESRICRE L
TWieied, TOFHEBOERIE, THET, BEZDIOTLIH Y 2750
272 RWT, 2T 4y —0, Whid, FRFENLEET 70 —Fi123k
EW/AX BT NV—TE LT, FN—=2<> (K. Brugmann) % A F7 (H.
Osthoff) & DEFFLFFEIRE L TN B —BENBH L, o1k, BT,
BB COMRERICT R, FTEELLMENSE LT, BABY TR
{, EERO L FEREHELL

AT TEHFEVAXT 2 (A Leskien) DiEFEE S d [FEBNCEE
%> (Die Ausnahmslosigkeit der Lautgesetze.) | &\ 5 & DFEL, #0E
ROBEDHELE ST, TOERNF—FEOAT—H DL Hic—AKELTL
T, 72, FYLRKy TSRO RBEFEFOREL B 75 ORFEKE
EEHMICA—RLTwS LT 58ME IS LTLE) LIk L
LN, SHBNL R SO 0mE 2 725 E* 20 E, #nb it
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HH[[

EHETH AT TR, EEHFLLTO—EORFIBFORGLALT
TENTEBLTHS), 2%, TOBBIBTIRNOKRIL, [7U 4
DER] Thy, FofsE, Toz v —0FEH] (2L > THRHREZ A,
S50, FRAOTEIENE, ARBOHEE - Sz B LT, AREA
FEHMCEELRLD LA SN, [N LM (false analogy) ] & T THS
ni (48] EERMLEicd L oK FENORERIEY [ER] 1020
BRFET D ORI EICLo T, BEINLIIVo7, 2D L, FiL
Bl ZOEBIENTN D EASNDENE R & OREL HEICT S 2

T, TENFOLOOHEREFOBRBESEE L2 EARTOERLER
ZETHE,

LEOSEMER L) TREO 2T, bl L) 2T, Bek
Ao, —HRICHA LT oz, 6 0FERIOMES IS,
1Ot FK D I — 1 v /U BT B BRI OBEREN 2 ITRRE=S ) AT SN
7OFBEII T v, TOL ) RBERKIART ST, EOFKT,
EFEFORENNERFEREBBIHEL, SHEELOLO0HRELS
D HEERIIR D DL, 20T 5 Y ¥ 2= (F. de Saussure) O
B EFERER S R o7,

VY a—VOEEFEREBOBRABTHEEIILVTIHRAROERE, a) RO
BT, b) MIERAEROMWEY, o MANLRESEROERzHTL I L
NCERLY, I THOLETE, 9, SEHEHZ [7 7 (langue) |
L o[7sa—) (parole) | 12biF, ZOHAMITEE LA AT, AHOMNE
¥y SICREL, £/, 1kik, SHOREOMMEZRT oIl [FHEH
(synchronic) |, EFENZELOMME & & X 57202 [[EFFHT (diachronic) ]
EVCIFLVHERER L, HROLESHEFOLPIREL TALNT
CRAE] & TH#L] IRt TaMer AT EIFERIIZTH I EIINK
L7z, 612, {id, SRTFOLOTEECHELETEEL, FHEFE
HEFEOVEOL LTRED, BRFD ¥ v UROFTHEHEI BN TE
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PRBRLHEIH LT, BEE LTOEEEOMT AR L7,

VIa—= VOSHEBRETFEIIELDD %5, “at the heart of language lies a
structured interrelationship of elements characterizable as an autonomous system”*!
EVIBDTHY, Z0 [HEFE (structuralism) | DREE bW HE 3
FHiE, Iy ZBWTC, BROYV 24 -TERIIVI ICBLIEIT, 75
= 7ER, TIRIN=TUVEREEILO AL T (A Meillet) 5T A
# (A. Martinet) (22 BELERFELHLICEE S 22300 T1)
B, TAVDOBEFRIS D LD O0EBRE R Lz, 512, ERE
@@%%ﬁ%é%aAz#—ugwa%,v9;~w®ﬁ$umdwfﬁ
D,2 72k 23, SO S L L TiE5E L7 competence & performance
DIERNE, V22— @ langue & parole 75 DIZFETH 5 & 18T 2 750
THLw)IRATHAH,

T, TR AEER L ERIOE L OBEE L TAHD L, Kk
WEEE 7YV D D& ZFDLRFIFERE STz, 19404154@%
SOERDLNEIT A AEBFEREXEL T [HEIRSEY 1
[EFRFRERBETRLSERARICL L ORMN—RILOER TR
2o, ToHE %iﬁ%T%&%@@&KE&§%_%V“ﬁéh
IBHDOTHRIFNER SRV T B RMBIERL, 205 OFIEIL
i, R, JEOF LIV Bwfﬁfﬁﬁﬁtﬁfﬁiﬁﬂﬂﬁﬁﬁkw»
V2ODFEDRETH Y, 2Ok, BROBM IR ENZEETH -7,
Vva—low) [EE5] O 2HE— =717 (signifiant), ¥ =7 4
T (signifié) —D )b, HBEXEEFELLLET, SEETBLLIIELR
12O, RFETHATNPLOFHEREET S L)LY, Faridx—ilio
T, [BEBWLAERTLLH Y A 00] E—BENTLEI 7D TH D,
LaL, EMﬁﬁ#%ﬁ%@ﬁFﬁLGL“ﬁ%&sz6ﬁt?hd
PERE, Fa s AF—at, BEIART RS [BE] oERICEHIFT, B
BRRBLFEHEFEVIFELRELLI L, 72 ) I HEERI T
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AL-HSENTHREORESOERE FICNEDSTAZ Lo TEAIERWT
H5o

Bk, 75 —®wv S “historiography of linguistics” DIRLITH & T,
BB IR 2 520 I TOESEWEOMN 2 B L T &7,
FRNFROBEAIIBY 2FABANLEATEABLINDSETH > L SEMN
ZEOBWHRNENRLFEROER, whid, EENLERELLT, —HEO
FWHEEDLMIELTETWAIENTEHFINL S .2 261, 19HL£20
tﬁﬂuswf&%hj:Hmﬁtﬁﬁjvsuﬁ%kﬁﬁjtuvwfﬁffAﬁ
BHEH, 21Uy 1979 IHL T0D LI 10,0 & o L RVEFHMATIERS
DN TEEWELEFMOBEIIBHASINIZILEZRTIET, 20
EixfkbaZEilLL D,

(%)
IR % N IS
1857 1917 201
ViyH A 17440
G & ALk Ih & R EREEAR LECEEESE HER LELR

| | P ; T

T

3. 37 UOMLREENS O (] —A R CEOME DT
EAERCSUEN T OEGRRIZEE

AETE, FabAF—OFREOMUESTZERENERE V) 17
Dm&ﬁﬁﬁ%%ﬁL FahAF-BBEFOEMELEZENELEDI, £
HRWEBOLMZS, —HEO [ZE] PAHONH I &y b,
IY, FaLAF-OBEBRFEHF EGUEETBLEILLLENDR
s H X AWML LT, XETSHEHRLLOA, TOEROME LM
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WCH-oTid, BREE LRI, BN L HERICE > TOTRTH 5
ERRL, E70, PMOMNRERCERTHIHERICT LI LT,
ARORIEEDBRICKELZERY R L2 ENBIToNL S, &0 biT,
BERIGEE VI LT 5 LOERIL, FOEBHETH 7,
MNESREOME DV TOVRR LT 70 -F b, [CHERIIRKTRIT
NELORVIETBEG AT NED, ERENT Tu—F L vz 5>
bOT, #Z, T [HRE] OFGFIZE SbinT 7 u—FidIEA R
BT 70—5en) T Eilhb, 2F 0, BENMTILEL SNLHETR
WOREIFEREOMBIZRET 2212k ), MEDT 7O —FOHER
ZFHEL, Botha (1989) iZ & 1id, “not in regard to WHAT is claimed about

(v

]

natural language(s), but rather in regard to HOW the claims are expressed”® & b 9
ZElleB,

KT, FEWGICE, BRULLOIE, EETED/T S 4 4108 EDnwr
T7O=F 2 oTORPS, FabAF—MrEmTiErEFa sy —
B 7% R SOE R MR T 2 DI R IZ L DR EZTHL I,

Fa AAF-WBEBRBOMBIIOVTOERMY LML LT, kD3 2%dH
IFTwa,

(6) a. What constitutes knowledge of language?
b. How is knowledge of language acquired?

¢. How is knowledge of language put to use?*

il

2T, B1OMWE, SHRIFROFRLERIERTELARATHD &
ERINAYOFHEFEET VRNV (W, von Humboldt) 12575, [7 2K
VIORME] EXIENALOT, FarAx—id, THWLT, BER
ANEDLBED %0128 L8, EEFOMEME WV OPOHBID S 7 AT
HWEWLERRE LS 2T,
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ZFLT, 2OMWREZLIZE2DBuALDRDY, F2 AR -Wh
ERNEILLLT 70 —FIIBWIARENABELAES TSN, 20
TARE, AREOEMMIEL, BABNTIEELNTVEDIL, ED LI
LTEHELDIERHMYZBDD] LV AMFNE, 79 OB L LA,
[TV VORE] LLidhTwa, Faaisx—d, TOBWIZIE, &7
LOHRDOH HHITEBRN L LOT, BENIEESINEYERLTEED
—HTHLEVIERZHTER TV D,

FEIOHVEIENOMBEELMEDOMEIILITAZZ LN TELN, HEOH
BiEE Db [FANVIOME] L IiENTwD, £2 0I5t 5
REFEELT, SEERTTRICTAIER T ALV TEIIH 2 5N ER
B AR IR T AEZ HIE, COEIDOMVOFLBETHL [SEE
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(] 2y 5—SBFED 5 OLEX G~ ORE— 65

accumulation view ™2 H E DWW THkD 2O TIE R {, FRFho#EGE LS
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i<, BRE) FRERGZ (BEEVS ENSED) SERE0TH
IR L TV TH - 23 o THBETIRH 2 T\,

B3 D ZTEHLBI O R 1 #4A L7 “rule-oriented” ZBEEAASI0E 4R L D &
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REENDIL I ole, OLOBGZNEBIDEELFEY 52200k
LT,ttzd;m@%%@twotw<o#®%%EW%F%ﬁﬂ%
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i22WT, [58ZEDEH (cross-over principle) | 12 & o T ¥y 72 ik % 13
% 9 & L7z Postal (1971) DFFEAH T 5N 5,

DL, W OoPOHAE L) DIFH R ERICER L wo 72 b Dl
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754, Chomsky (1992) Tld, EQERW TV 4 121X [RAERE
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E

*AfEE, 199656 A 8 BRMERFRF THIN B R LB ESE 18R ALY
RIT b [RBELZOEE] (2BWT, [THER]) #RIET 52— RSEFOTE



(e8] = 8BEET 6——B¥ED b OB~ ORE— 71

S5—] EWnH y 4 MUCOBEEELEREME - BELAZLDOTS
Awﬁ#3&h<téofﬂwﬁﬁ%®E$Bﬁ%ik@ E3340T
iz, £/, 78750 3 EELEREIA FEFVR
20T, BEHOBTERLIV,

5
Bil

3
©

> [
f E, —w—i-d

| 29, BARBELESOBRE0b L WThbE, 1980EICEELTT ST
F ﬁkén#%Z@ﬁx BT, ThETibic B pa] LB 5%

¥ bR T 54
DY YRTT AVEE SN, (WXt ) HBORELOLIT, 8T TR
E(—‘Fuﬁvﬁix&x SR TOERPETHLNE ) PIPERSN, TOHE, #h#

NOYRITLTIE, (L] hhbb S EERT—HFENHITONTES
FnEd, ThEsl GB)) *EEOERONSR LT HHEEL, HEDISED S
7ﬁ77A;T%th@@b*#oto;®V/$V7AT&fﬁﬁiﬂ“ﬁ%i
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5 TR, FEFLE, LUEBOALVwAED, Fa aAF—IIRFEIND
EREDIRT S A Db E D07 Ta—FRgT I 82T 5,

6 N. Chomsky, Rules and Representations (New York: Columbia University Press, 1980)
I.

7 Ibid. 4.

8 7ok ziE, Fa3 A AF—IL, “we may think of the study of mental faculties as
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Synopsis

The Methodology of “Comparison” Reconsidered:
Contribution of Linguistics towards the Further Development of
the Comparative Studies of Cultures

Nobuyuki Yamauchi

This paper is an attempt to consider how linguistics should contribute to the
further development of the comparative studies of cultures. The key notion to be
discussed, “comparison,” which is terminologically distinguished from “contrast” in
the field of linguistics, will be capable of wider interpretation and three
methodologies of “comparison” will be examined in the present study.

The first methodology deals with a comparison between different disciplines, i.e.,
between linguistics and its related academic fields. Assuming that linguistics is most
closely related to natural sciences in terms of methodology. it follows that the frame
of linguistics can be best characterized through the comparison with other natural
sciences — psychology, cognitive sciences, brain sciences, biology and so on —- and
this claim is also confirmed by official statements and private comments of
Chomsky’s own in the literature. The following diagram (1) serves to illustrate the

location of linguistics in natural sciences:

)

o cognitive L .
linguistics . brain sciences natural sciences
sciences
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The second methodology is concerned with a comparison from a diachronic
viewpoint, i.e., a historical consideration of the development of linguistic theories,
especially during the period from the 19th through the 20th century. Given a newly
devised approach, historiography of linguistics, which is proposed by Koerner, it
proves of great use to bring the new light of dynamic comparison to bear on the
teleological and methodological developments in linguistic thecries. This approach,
far from a static or contemporary viewpoint of criticism, reveals that there occurs an
alternation in linguistic theories between the comparative-historical and the
theoretical-descriptive during a span of the 19th and the 20th centuries, and that this
alternation is also applicable to the whole span of our history, which is roughly

outlined in the diagram (2):

@
Origin Renaissance
| t
Renaissance 17th c. 18th c. 19th c. 20th c.
theoretical comparative theoretical comparative  theoretical
descriptive historical descriptive historical descriptive

A D | A B

The third methodology explores where Chomsky’s linguistics can be located in
relation to Chomskyan linguistics, generative linguistics and so on, and suggests that
there should also occur an alternation in the development of generative linguistics.
The first task to be considered is to give a proper evaluation of Chomsky’s
linguisitics, which can be achieved through a micro-comparison within generative
linguistics. This micro-viewpoint includes three aspects: methodological,
teleological and technical. The following diagram (3) will facilitate understanding

of the proper location of Chomsky’s linguistics:
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3

Chomsky’s Chomskyan generative L
linguistics

linguistics

linguistics linguistics

—————— : technical border line
—— : teleological border line
: methodological border line
This micro-approach also encourages a more cyclic interpretation of the history of
generative lingusitics. As Newmeyer (1991) suggests. an alternation between the
rule-oriented and the principle-oriented approach can be observed within the
development of generative grammar — from early generative grammar through
generative semantics and lexicalist hypothesis to government-binding theory. The
rule-oriented focuses on proposing, motivating or arguing against the existence of
language-particular, while the principle-oriented leads toward motivating principles
of universal grammar. With one approach alternating with the other as a cumulative
counterproposal, the theoretical development of generative linguistics is assumed to
converge on the construction of UG, aiming to pursue further explicitness and
simplicity in the linguistic description on the levels of rules (or principles),
derivation and representation. Taken together, the alternation phenomena along

with these arguments can be roughly schematized as follows:

€]
early generative generative lexicalist government-
linguistics semantics hypothesis binding theory
(1957-67) (1967-72) (1972-80) (1980~ )
rule-oriented principle- rule-oriented principle-
oriented oriented
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Three different kinds of comparison proposed so far clearly help to externalize
and internalize linguistics and linguistic theories. The second and third
methodology assert, moreover, that an alternation of linguistic paradigms can be
found in both a macro- and a micro-history of the development of linguistic theories,
just as in that of scientific theories in general. It is to be concluded that this essential
combination of a dynamic and a static view of comparison can contribute to
providing a guiding principle in the orientation of linguistics and linguistic theories

and, hopefully, further developing the comparative studies of cultures.



