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195741z Syntactic Structurest AR E N TR, 2680 Teh, O,
TR SRS, Aspects of the Theory of Syntax? (TH 5 2 IERETEG
(Standard Theory) 72>, ¥LAEEREEE: (Extended Standard Theory)? ~
LREEL, TOSHERE, TWREIOHEBELVEFEFUSOFMITL K
CEREERHEXTERY,

o5k, AR SGEEGRIC T 2HHER MG b BEL<H5biTTH
b, OO —olT F)L\%%Z’f (psychological reality) | &5 k&7#
BHEDSH 5 0T 55, DD BELE, BEEES, AMOSE
SFTT BT RET 2 A5 AT EiREESEY  (theoretical
construct, theoretical entity) 235, ABOREDOT S D ﬁﬁp i
HOEH L OFF]%’C%%SO

BARBI TR L X 9o kO3S (a) &, (b) OFRLATET, (c)
DIFEFITTE I,

(a) Who do you wanna visit??
(b)  FEFEZHRHALIDOD,
(c) BEFECHBLTIZLCDR,

F 2 A AX—{X, Rules and Representations DWW T, KD X HITHH LT
W, (b) RN SHEMEE, iRl TERDbT L, (d) X5
%,
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(d) vyou want to visit who
(4) ¥ Whimovement V5 ZUAMAEEATE L, (o) Ioi 5.
(e) Who do you want to visit ¢

LI, HOBEVBE Lich LITBRSAEL (trace) Th Y, Wwihigx
ENnB, (e) @ want to PMEN ST wanna &b, (a) OXTRTX
HHD5,

() ST 2 EEREEE (f) Tho,

(f) you want who to visit
&Y, Wh-movement 2NHE ST (8) 2ind,
(g2) who do you want ¢ to visit

(2) OEa, £ 78 want & to ORIILH B O TENRTES, wanna &%
BBEV, foT, (8) »biE, (a) BTEARVOT, (c) OREFR
TERCDTH B, “ ‘

CZTCEERLAE, (2) O (b) OERLATET, (c) DR
WTERCZ LEFITE0IT, ¢ (trace) &\ ) EREHEE EE A E
ERLTVEZLThSB, —fh, ZOR! L) DR, HrORMOFOY
55 LHPRIBICHIET 2 O CTh 5 5 b Ha OMOBEFHORT, ITHY
THELORBDZDTHSB 9 tITHYTBMERHEDTHS D by

BBV, KROELEHTHE D,

(h) *What book did we wonder to whom John gave?
(i) We Wondered [to Wth John gave what book]

Rules and Representations O DF 5 A2 F%—0FBHIe LT, (h) 233
XHEDWE, TCICCHEIC TS D S ORAA LI D, & biT what book
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V9 whphrase ZEWVH LI bTHD, HEOLHEIE, wh-island
constraint 2523 H V, BEFTHZZEDRALOFNE, SbIT
BIOEERFATIRY HE 2D Th 3,

T, =@ wh-island constraint &+ 5 i/ﬁ_l:@ﬁiﬂfrfj 1, Tex OO E S

A IHIRIBIC RS T 2 D Th A 5 23, wh-island constraint 1248255 2 %

ERDBD0THS 5 b .

TOXYIE, B ERESND UEFSCHACHIE D, EREOLHIR
RIS R D20 E 5 P L OB, DIWEEORETHY, X, Ik
DULIEERICEM S ABZ O TH D, FlzE, kOBIFE, Folt
B BERTES 9,

What uniquely identifiable referents do linguistic concepts such as
‘PRO’, ¥, ‘wh’, ‘(wh-) movement’, ‘(wh-)-island’, ‘(wh-island) con-
straint’, etc. have in a real mental world? It is not even clear what

the general make-up of such a mental world would be.?

FEHXDOBEME, ZOEOLEEEORER, mEEE, RMEcEh
EDIHREZFPHHPLEDY, FLT, FabrAF—HEFIE, Y¥HELT
WEDPEHLMZLLES ETELDOTHS

2 B\EOWHGE-—Sapir OEE5—

SCEDLHIEFED BIER, ARCCEEmOBRE L L Vg > T EfET
7 <, Dair b o o1 Th o T,

POoT, DEVEEZERY b 4% 50z, Edward Sapir @ “The
Psychological Reahty of Phonemes™® L \5DRH5, HE7ik, HHE
(phoneme) &LV HHEED, EBEAWNCHLESBMETHLOHLE LT, EHE
I, A&, ZOFRLC) BMEREoTRELLY HELTWEDOTH
D, FREVOIMRL, FELF - MEFORCOMICEETSORLEEL
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Some linguists seem to feel that the phoneme is a useful enough
concept in an abstract linguistic discussion—in the theoretical
presentation of the form of a language or in the comparison of
related languages—but that it has small relevance for the actual-
ities of speech. This point of view seems the reverse of realistic
to the present writer. . . . In the physical world the naive speaker
and hearer actualize and are sensitive to sounds, but what they
feel themselves to be pronouncing and hearing are “phonemes.”
They order the fundamental elements of linguistic experience into
functionally and aesthetically determinate shapes, each of which is
carved out by its exclusive laws of relationship within the com-
plex total of all possible sound relationships.!!

FET R ZOERICES LD, TAVE - AT 4 T VOFEERDT
B DT DI TEDORRD B Th o RMOBEELEICHRTY, 4

WS®DF5 L, FAEE, MY RNTH, T, FAEOREHFOERE
¥ RREBRETINLThH D, WxiE, ARANOZER, HEO /I/ L
[t/ BRBICE O, BAREIZE /A L /1) Ooxsiniel, [t/ BT
PEELZCHETH B,

DHETH - THETIE, FRLEVIMEN, SHEFEOMTEATS
B0HELT, FHLE  MEFPERCEAL O3S THS, %Y,
DRIZEETIOE EHGH LD Th %,

EREODHWELEZFRTHORFETETHS L, VTS
LW, Fabrx—iCEbEdE, FETRELCOTH S, SHEFEEN
data 1cHKS\C g LI (linguistic evidence) 721 CRgstEm 47
LT HAHDIT, AxORE T ALY DAJFEL (psychological evi-
dence) ETHLHEA L L VI DI ThHb. FabhAFx—iL, FETIEO
TRD & H =TV B,
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. Sapir, who used the perceptual evidence, quite properly, as
additional confirmation for the psvchological reality of the phonolo-
gical analysis he postulated on grounds of “linguistic evidence,”
showing that the perceptual judgments could be explained on the
basis of thié analysis. This procedure is entirely proper.i2

i, Fabrx— 1%87§ELwa%25@#m,%ﬁ%an%~
®%xﬁéxmhi%6ﬁ 2 BT TH BB,

3 Fa2aAX-—DOSEE

BHED L5 ITDHFAEOMBEN R E Y BIF bR LIk 2D,
REY, EERSEDBRSE L TETLLTHY, EHAERIED BE Lk
CEBRPEDY LI ThHB, foT, F3 ARX—OFHBABLDOLI b
DTHBPE LM LTE L, DREEORES & LBz LiXTER
WDTH D,

FTTRRLMONT YD K OIS, ETEREMER TL, ARSF->Tw
%EZEsE) (linguistic competence) b b internalized knowled ge of
language DEFNEMED Z LA, EEEHONETH D, Bal, HBX
EMCT, TOXNE LD T3, EOBESD B T HEE
KICHIiCE 06, BEVE, SETHGED L SRVIEND THNT
TCEETEEOL, XbDE, SRTHLMDED TR HED
N, &TZO competence DRNTTH B

Fa A AF—{X, A3 competence 23TV B2 L, FThbh, =3
EEoTOBT L, bBLHRECHSC L THELED

!l[l

To know a language, I am assuming, is to be in a certain
mental state, which persists as a relatively steady component of
transitory mental states. What kind of mental state? I assume
further that to be in such a mental state is to have a certain
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mental structure consisting of a system of rules and principles that
generate and relate mental representations of various types.!

F 3 L AF—E, “grammar grows in the mind”® L ETCE->Tv 5%, 2F
v, AMicifEe LT HEnBsTF Rl T EY 5t/ “initial state of
the mind” 3% Y, mind 1%, BERIZ L > TRESNDBRRALLEDOT T,

OWEFBYTXC, HAFERT “steady state” (HAEDLHEE LV o1z
ANEEFED XEEEEL E-7kEB) It/2b, Z@ “initial state of the
mind” ¥, BHREELUT (FHETSEMER STy 2 RIS 20N
1), “steady state” 1R ET DLV HHELE>, E-T, Z® “initial
state of the mind” 1%, Af&\ofEictBmOEE (function) TH D, &
Ex% “steady state” (0= Y LEE) KEXDDTH DS, universal grammar
Ly DL, o function' OFWHHIE LD TH B, FabRAX—HFOE
EEHHLTHE 9, |

. we may suppose that there is a fixed, genetically determined
initial state of the mind, common to the species with at most
minor variation apart from pathology. The mind passes through a
sequence of states under the boundary conditions set by experience,
achieving finally a “steady state” at a relatively fixed age, a state
that then changes only in a marginal ways. The basic property of
this initial state is that, given experience, it develops to the steady
state. Correspondingly, the initial state of the mind might be
regarded as a function, characteristic of the species, that maps
experience into the steady state. Universal grammar is a partial
characterization of this function, of this initial state. The grammar
of a language that has grown in the mind is a partial characteri-
zation of the steady state attained.® '

FLTF a hRxF—1E, ZTOXHnDPRBIZS 5 30EERE, —fO.0H
sagr. (“mental organ”)¥ Th B L ETE TV 5o '
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ZD X 5z, knowledge of language 1%, #ﬁﬂﬂ%f?f;ﬁ@@ﬁ@éﬁ}i% »
DLHREETH Y, e, ZREBEHRTER VL, W< 54 (ntrospect)
LT%@%:&@T%EWO%%EAM%%%kazéﬁm%bﬁBﬁ

o TITEREER, FIRADFL (BH2MT 5 BiEOHIT, Ax MEE
CEETER A«OE#, SIROSHEESY) 2E-T, hbOmine
BENCHHATE D L) RERABETI0ThH S, oY, AR, WEL
TVERERTERCIEOMERLEVI LD, ZOLH9HLOTHAY &
VCOETNERETEZOCHD, LT, FOXIBREFTAOHHOLORN
BEIERTH Y, TROL I LD TH S, BIFETHE, Extended Standard
Theory LBEEN DR o BFAPBEINTWER, BEAZ LI, =
NHDEFTATREISN T S4MOEM (component) o3 HIR K1
FRIZTER VLI Z L Th B,

Syntactic Component

‘ Categorial Subcomponent ’

Base
Component

(—‘ Lexicon ’

. v
%?)Irlrll%%ggnt “Deep Structure”
| l
“Semanvtic Transformational
Representation” Component

“Surl?ace Structure”

v

Phonological Component ‘

“Phonetic Representation”

DODHEEDORENELTTL 20Th %, knowledge of grammar
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# “a certain mental structure consisting of a system of rules and
principles” L%, HLEFE->TZORAMCFEEOERZX, Z0X57kb
DTHHAH EVIEREELTVE0THE00, ZOEHE LTRESN
BTN, EEOLIRIEL EO X D ITRET 5 OnEE# &> O u i
THo, ANEOROWED L LiZbbRVOTHS1 D, MEERAE

SHEL &5 VCIZEERICEREM L Vol b O, SREEEVHITOL
T Lo TIAED L bOT, BlTHY, ThbRLCEET 5L
BERLBRE L) ARCTHRTH B,

PLEAI X 50T, SUEOOREEORMER, ERARSGEERS 22T 5
B D LT, MARSMETSHY, MW TESC L TERVCEETH
%0 DT, ZOMEREDOXIICHHSN, ZLTFabxx—AHTED
IO IRELTVIONREEELTVI 9,

4 FEEFFREOERIR

EHEFOHRE L THORE I HARFEOREE. I LEKRFORE
1* physical reality 2B/ %0) Th, HHABEMOIIEEIRE R
BEETH B, Z2F L LTI REL QT T ZOoDEZFTPDH Do FAEER
(realism) O 73 LEEFE#H (instrumentalism) D37 TH 5, Linell D
Psychological Reality in Phonology'® \CiBICE LD THB DT, TOHEFE
AR LTHBILE 90

EEEZBONE L\ O O, HRBEDPERICFEST 2 L ISLET
b5

To simplify the matter considerably, we may distinguish two
different opinions as to the nature of a theory and its entities and
processes and their relations to the world. (Actually, we are here
classifying several opinions into two groups.) According to one
conception, usually referred to as realism (e. g. Botha 1968; Harré
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1972) or representationalism (cf. Bunge 1964), the theoretical entities
and processes refer to real (though most often non-observable or
inaccessible) entities and processes which: are assumed to stand in
a causal relation to the observable phenomena. Thus, the theory
would depict or represent an inaccessible reahty (cf. Bunge 1964:
234).

EREROLHL, HRBEDRAHM OO OHEE - FRICTES, *
DEEHEFMBICLEL T L LS HTH S,

The other way of looking at theories, called fictionalism (Harré
1972), instrumentalism (Botha 1968), constructivism (Wartofsky 1968)
or even black-boxism (Bunge 1964), claims that the theory with all
its components is merely a useful fiction which expresses generali-
zations over or relationships between the observable phenomena.
Then, the theory is just ‘a more effective tool for summarizing and
predicting observations’ (Bunge 1964: 234). The theoretical
entities are only ‘imaginary constructs which we invent to aid our
understanding’ or are used ‘to name characteristic configurations of
observed properties economically’ (Wartofsky 1968: 283).

DIFHORDR, EOMHOELHEEFRL T E e KiIZ, TOFNRE, L
EHEEZFRTIAOEREELHLTHL I,

B LEFORR

(@]

EREEVRET S AR O EEE TR 35LL LThT b
bDZECELRZND B, B 21E, Donald J. Foss & David Fay iF, &
DX BFRERERH LTV B2,

SR OBMREERL, DA EN T OR—4 A & H DA RO CHE
~=av—L, Zh#% whphrase 4% 5, FEFHC, TOLAFREWNET
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Relative Clause Transformation:?!

XeNP L Y NP Zlsle W

1 2 3 4 5 6
1 2 WH+4+43 0 5 6
where 2=4

ZOEBHAEZELERTE (1) 2 (k) ZVIRESNS,

(j) the coca which they chew all day long

(k) the coca [they chew the coca all day longls

(1) *And when they chew coca, which they chew coca all day
long, they . .. 2

EHO—ABEBIE VI (1) DX 5 RE-72NCOWT, HHE,
oL, BREERANZERT OB, TO NP 2HETH LI H
EERBoTIEDIZTERLLTHY, Fhikic, FHLPE, BEREHEE @E%
HARRERFEVPREL TV LR TH D) ERFOBICERKIMHER LT
CBEEHC B LR LTV B, |

To recapitulate, we have suggested that the relation between
some linguistic rules and the components of a production device is
a close one, and in fact, that some components of the pfoduction
device directly correspond to certain linguistic rules. We know of
no a priori reason to reject this model; while there are arguments
against it, they are not, to us at least, compelling ones. The
evidence from speech error data, scant though it is, can be taken
as corroborating the direct incorporation model of production.?

51X, comprehension I LT LREHEDOTIRE L, SLEOLERER
FEL TV 5D,
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Thus, one of the tasks of the psycholinguist is to find properties or
rules of the linguistic system that correspond to the components of
the comprehension device. If he can find evidence that the
property or rule does correspond to an isolable subcomponent of
the comprehension system, then that rule will have been shown to
be “psychologically real,” in the sense that it is computed by the
comprehension device.?*

Z 9 L7c speech error data S0 AEEZFED D —00MHTIESH S 5
B, SETRTRbIES L DEBLESOERD LI, RENRRERTT
Tzl 5 Thd, J. A Fodor, T. G. Bever, M. F. Garrett i1, FOE
The Psychology of Language 128\ ~T, ZAETILAShEERFBEIL,

TRIEHE L RIBEEODMEEL T 25000, ZIHEIED LRIELE
ERETBELE VR EE 5TV BT T 55,

6 DODREEOMEICZODNWTOF =« aRAF—D R

T2 X 51T, FabxF—13, AL internalized knowledge
of grammar #FiF LT3 Z &%, a certain mental structure consisting
of a system of rules and. principles that generate and relate mental
representations of various types #FH LT3 2 L ThY, SHEZEI 7
DETFNVEEDDTHDLE->TCBEDTHBND, F2hA%—HINT
&@M%?E%iﬁbfwéwiwaf&éoam,géa@%®mﬁe@
ﬂ%/ﬁﬂ@?ﬁm#ﬁﬁ;btv‘@b:, EDXDWCLT, Fa3ihxx—l3HEOLH
EETZHHAT B0 THS 5 EHEE ML g

TEAW, BEFEEPERLEEX
EOETFNVN, BaxORICHIEL T VA ELRET 52 b2, 5 L

HT2DThH? 5,
SHITRATIL L DT, EEFHFD AR, ARNE-TW3 SREEEST
72oB, “a mental representation of a grammar, a set of rules and

principles”® OERECHI A TF A EED) HIFBZ L TH B, F = b 2% —
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NEET BT, ZOEFTARED BT 5 HEE, BREEEOFELFEC
Thd, FahAXx—IEIVIEL, ZOEEEZL TS, Hlzid,

What is postulated is that to know a language is to have a certain
mental constitution which is characterized by the linguist’s gram-
mar. There is nothing mystical about this approach, contrary to
what is sometimes believed. It is precisely the approach that
would be taken by a scientist or engineer who is presented with a
black box that behaves in a certain fashion, that evidences a
certain input-output relation, let us say. The scientist will try to
construct a theory of the internal structure of this device, using
what observations he can as evidence to confirm his theory. If he
is unable to investigate the physical structure of the device, he
will not hesitate to ascribe to the device a certain abstract struc-
ture, perhaps a certain system of rules and principles, if this turns
out to be the most successful theoretical approach. There is no
reason to adopt some different standpoint when the object under

investigation is the human being.?

The study of biologﬁcally necessary properties of language is a
_part of natural science: its concern is to determine one aspect of
human genetics, namely, the nature of the language faculty. ...
universal grammar conceived as a study of the biologically neces-
sary properties of human language (if such exist) is strictly a part
of science. The criteria of success or failure are those of the
sciences.?

BRI L LT, F 3 A% —iE, KBNHMOBEREEHTW5E
CEREEELTYAY, KXEHE, KBENECEEAZZ LR TER D
<, KBOEIES b B RETAT, KEARORERISIT > T O
() &EfEB. ZOHERPIHETHS (EBICKRBNET L OHEGREY O 2
LBEoTB) T, EHLThrsohtikfhbh Ty, RI¥EE
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B, FRAZFRE ZNEFRATE 2ERE R T LML, EEEELZAL
EFEICL T2 L, FahrFx—TED

T, FEEOFELE, SLEHELLERE, C0X5hFETHSD
Do BEEOHE LI, TRFOFHE: (the method of hypothesis) | &FRIEILS
bDTHEY EY, b5 data BB 5 LT 5. FEERE, 20 data ZHiH
TEL LI REHEEX Do WIC, ZOLIRERBBBOND, Z575h
BFREEVITREE T 5o RITEHRBL TTTE iR %%Wﬁﬁtmdma
EHBAELTHS, FEIELIERBYIZTO data Mmoo TwhiE, Fo4Ed
BIELET 5, b LRiEsbe L @dmam~ﬁbmfni = DOARE
FE-TV20THY, FliREELThARSRER bRV, TABL
TARFICEE ST, WO CHEL, o data ERAL TV, 29 LT
Wx LARFEREEL TV E, SBTE AR data MR ERAVED, 0
FEHZELC Rk S5,

b 5O data EEYNTH TEBEIUT—2 LIRS V. BEOK
RPRESNDHAE LD D, TOHEE, LVEMAFEELVWEEL D,
CORFOFEOEAKFIE LT, MY F =) OHEHITF L O,

BNV OB BRI D, 3 VRIERNERND IO XS
LTEDPNDTREHRPDLZ &L, Zhbd [Py —REWHER
ETOBEERFETHS, TLTFREGET S X 5 iR b,
THEZD XD —EWICIR R E 5 2 5, BT, BOT Y vA
BEEZANVIERR, ThbbHFOKE L HLEF B HETFR AT,
HEOKEMNS 9.8 mP RizAkE EF v vnSz iz d Y F=
YOBMAEZELTHE D TRERWTEEDIC, MV F= UL, KD
FOEKEBES ERED, Lo THFEOROKCENERIFEL, 2
FUBEBE, REICEAROENLOY 5 L0 ZEIHFEL
BB, KeRy7O000HRTEL EFD Lo ZELZREL
2o TOXHRFET DL, KIHFFORTMOEHBEOKFITHITS
HAROLEGDENCE L CEETCLERTAZLANTES, Lo T,
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BEIZ, 0.8MD FHED AOBEOESEELVWEVIZLEZRSTHA
)

COFROFFRR ST, HERiE, EBEOEEOOY B EIET
BEABAICHEST S [ZEOW] KX-TED EPRTOS EVHE
ZIEFEL TS, £LT I F =9 ORI, 20X a—fkiEllE
BHRE L LTV ERHIE, EEFENLATCRVERICET 2 PHIE b
BLEDThD, FO—2E, bULAEZAKBRCL-TREHZS1D
12, KBORBINIMETH S 06, Z25IF 9.8/14m, 53\ iEf0.7
mOKFOR LDV HHETTHB. ZOFRIL, ROAHTE 2T b
TVAHREZERICBCT, M FoV itk THERIN EIT,
ZOBREINEFINL, MROGEENMETICLEN ST, 20 H 9 ER
DEIVRFOTE00, RIEICL > TELbNEKEOHEDE S EHD
FBCHAHI LI LEESDLDOTHS, PV F=2 I BRZOHEALE
2 TH B TNEERIE, ZOTFHORBEECEREDR, NAWVORE
Tifhbhlc. ARBAOEED, KBPKEFH (Fibb, AW
X, RELSVHOASE) 224 - F - F—2OWUEICED R,
XL E T, Bx0ES TAFREOESRIE L. 207 —#
&, FRE REICBL TR,

EEROFERABREOFELFA L Th s LEL BT, Fahrx
—i, FEXEEORETIAMOSHEE - ik (Fid 2 0HREICS
BOEMN) T EEG (DEVEE - TFA) N, BELLNED D data
PECHBTE, X, ZOEAOTHTEL O daa MELNBORD
i, ZOBEREELCOTHY, ELVEWIZ L, 20HH (£70)
2, WIEEL TV AEERES - mihicdiiT 20 Thy, DHCEETDHZ L
BOTHDEEZDHDTHD, TE, FEECECT, BRERZRCASTR
BT Lol FREZERBICRETIE WACARBLEN D ELFHATE
DT, HFCEFEEETLLELDIOLALTH D, 73 AAF—HE
BERDEHILE T3,

What is commonly said is that theories of grammar or universal
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grammar, whatever their merits, have not been shown to have a
mysterious property called “psychological reality.” What is this
property? Presumably, it is to be understcod on the model of
“physical reality.” But in the natural sciences, one is not accus-
tomed to ask whether the best theory we can devise in some
idealized domain has the property of “physical reality,” apart from
the context of metaphysics and epistemology, which I have here
put asidé, since I am interested in some new and special problem
that is held to arise in the domain of psychology. The question
is: what is “psychological reality,” as distinct from “truth, in a
certain domain”?

As has been evident- throughout, I am not convinced that there
is any such distinction, and see no reason not to take our theories
tentatively to be true at the level of description at which we are
working, then proceeding to refine and evaluate them and to relate
them to other levels of description, hoping ultimately to find
neural and biochemical systems with the properties expressed in
these theories.

7 FasAF—h¥

Fa hAF L, K& LTOER data 2 EEMICHBATENE, 70
HERTELCOTH Y, TRRICDHICEETS (0%, BHEEEOf-
T30 & NP LT B SUE L B HET 3) DR EEY, i
BPEOFHELEOELEET S, F3 22F—DZOXEE, [MODLVD
RLIEZFANRLREDTHS ) b

BFEEEOmM Ty, HRIEED O EEERZ VT LEERR D 5
DITRIL e AT LIk DI, WROREECE LT, EEER
DG LEREROSE P H YD, BEREETS, WERiEEY S CEET
DLHOLNTVES DI TR BFEEOMMREICT, L, EHoEE
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BEHLIERD S,

B D EEHIC OV TER D DINS LV oTh, FEHEDOLDODOFEME
ERIDZ L ThH B, Toulmin OEEEE Y T, HEROZEEOMBELHE
AT O BT O I E VTS L BEOEE T 3% c0E2
ICHER T, RS A ORRETD ), BHETH D LE X BREED
BETIEHLEA L LTELTMEZTARLLORE LI Z L Th DI,

ZOREOELFHLTE, Fa2hRAF—0OEEL TS competence
DEFAYL, EFALLTERRINTS, I THELATYS HAKFRH
X, BASSHHAOLOOFETHY, TOREREHEEIMEILLAEZLTLEVE
WIHEZFLHFENEDTHY, SLITHEHICEZIE, L0 X RHRAKR
LI ZE L s < & b Vo 10 5 SRS 7 B3,

1, 5 —oDEEOHFEICB T AREE, RHOFMICR T 2 BiiiE L5
RETH %, Hempel 1T, HHEOFHEOEYEEITIE, +oRED W FE
BFEZLNTVRVEE->TD,

, Another intriguing problem concerning simplicity is that of
justification: what reasons are there for following the principle of
simplicity, as we might call it; that is, the maxim that the simpler
of two otherwise equally confirmed rival hypotheses or theories is
to be preferred, is to count as more acceptable?

Many great scientists have expressed the conviction that the
basic laws of nature are simple. If this were known, there would
indeed be a presumption that the simpler of two rival hypotheses
is more likely to be true. But the assumption that the basic laws
of nature are simple is of course at least as problematic as the
soundness of the principle ‘of simplicity and thus cannot provide a
justification for it.%

Hempel 1, kDO X HZHEwmL T 5,
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. the problems of finding a precise formulation and a unified
justification for it [the principle of simplicity] are not as yet
satisfactorily solved.36

TLTC, EFRFEHRICL, HMEOFEICER LR CER VS, Linell i1,
KDESIZE>Tw 5,

Ultimately, the simplicity criterion is based on a mataphysical
assumption that Nature is simple. Thus, it does not involve an
empirical argument.?’

With regard to generativist simplicity considerations, one must say
that they are, after all, purely formal and nof empirical (in any
reasonable sense of the word) .38

bo LIRAMIICE AR, RESEEESHARROFERRA LT
RERVCONEVSHZ L THY, SbicEEcERE, — SERIER
BEROPECIEMTH S F 2 b2F—iCEbEiuE, SEEHE—HE
? mental organ Th Y, EMFHRNABDEEOLBEE L IET S0 L
Lo, %A LD mental organ 2T 5D TH LS b, SiEE
DHFEVHRBEOFEERL T Thhgbhv vy o bichd, L
»L, AM®D (mind) i, D EBRRRLEEICIKHZ DD THS 5D H
B L KR OB OB OB SEE LT, (W4REM B {7 B AR BT
MEPIC e 7y b &L BT, R A BRI TR O &R 2
DMEX e OHEEZ0Ow Yy FEBTSETRIL, FOWYICHEZDMR
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Synopsis

On the Issue of the Psychological

Reality of Grammar

Satoru Nakai

One of the recent controversies among linguists is the issue of the
psychological reality of grammatical rules. Some linguists express
doubts as to whether theoretical entities, processes, and rules (such as
Complex NP Constraint, trace, and transformational rules), which
linguists propose to .describe and explain data, correspond to neurol-
ogical processes in the brain.

Chomsky, arguing for the psychological reality of grammar, tries to
dissipate these doubts with the following logic. “To know a language

. is to be in a certain mental state” and “to be in such a mental
state is to have a certain mental structure consisting of a system of
rules and principles that generate and relate mental representations of
various types.” The linguist’s goal is to propose a hypothetical model
which represents this mental structure. For this purpose, the linguist
uses the same method as the scientist does, which is “hypothetico-
deductive method” with the principle of simplicity as the evaluation
criterion. Chomsky believes that the model built up by the hypoth-
etico-deductive method with the principle of simplicity does exist in
the mental state of the speaker-hearer.

The principle of simplicity, though widely accepted, has not been
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completely justified. The principle is based on the metaphysical

belief that Nature is simple. Therefore, Chomsky’s view cannot be

accepted at face value.



