%an#—tﬁ4WAWA-7ﬁ‘-7V%wF

1 TC®IC
1.1 KiEOHB

AR TV b LSO AR (rationalism) O FEFTH A E VI D
F 3 L AF — (Noam Chomsky) DFIETH b, T3 AAF—DEED—D
\Z Cartesian Linguistics ([7°71)V MREFEF]) LWVIAEREH Y, ZOHTTF =
LAAF—ZEREST AN MROEHEZOTRNE RO FHEFTHLHI L
L CTWb, Cartesian Linguistics ([7°71)V MREFEF]) &) L H
S5LTFHNMIERLTOVEESDRLCDIIYURTHED, TORTL D
—ANFaLAF=DERL T INID D0 TANNVL - T T
R)V b (Wilhelm von Humboldt) T %o ' F 3 A AF—IF, EFRSGELF LT
CEETTIET VRNV IPEoTBY, ERGEORERNLRE LT 7 VK
VMIETHENSEFRL TS,

KEEOHWIE, FarAFx—L7 RV OSEEMEBusEAE LK -
MEI$TA5ZLTHbB, 2LTC, ZOHENS, T3 AAF—DPEBERFETD
D A LBIRTEBEZ T ABEEZES> T <DL L) —D2DOHMTH %,

9, ARNCGEE 7 RV FOEHEEOBEMUSIIIEZIZHLDN (HD
Wik, ZVOH), FLT, FaLAF—0OT7 YRV MERIZIELWOD (53
AAF—ZT VR NEBEBELCTVRDE VI FERDD D) &) HE Ll
9, SEEAHEOBEIr ORI T

W, BURBROBEPSF 3L AF— 7RV FOBBRERL .7 3
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AAF =&, THN P EECABEROERLE OMETHLETVWLHDOTH D
A, 7RV ML TR EHRAEEBGEREOWMEASHETBY, T3
LAF=PT VRV PEFIEEVICHIHEBAZE R LR2E, FabAF—
&7 VRNV OBIRIEEE T 2 LE D Do

AR, ARCCEICOWTEIEA (FRB#S(deep structure), L
(surface structure), ZJ(transformation), & 3C{F(Universal Grammar), 5l
1S3 (Language Acquisition Device)7z &) %~ T b AEFRIZL TW
bo L7280 T, AT, ARCEOHHIZL WA, T3 AAF—H7
VRNV PMIERELTWADIFEIZI9604ETdH 5 DT, Chomsky (1965)THE
Bl & 1T % B HE B F(Standard Theory) & B L TV iLZ T4 Th %,
FHLIHFOTE) THLY, ERSLEEMIEL T AN, FaaxF—
SEoTWAILEZOTERLTCVIHEN S V. L, KL, b
EEoT, FabRAF—DPFoTVHILR>ARNLEL)PLE-TAHALIL
YUETHL (LEFIE-TBY, F3a2AF—OFRE ML TAD W
COPOFEARD LTE?) o Kb T 3 A AF—OERPALIZIEL VDA
EHE L TALRABD—DOTH S,

12 7YHR)IVE

AN T 2R MZOWTHIHEISHEA L TB <, BILAIIYDEFEXLD [7
VARV M—CA - BURE - SekE] 2R T L9, 7 RV MIEEENR
DHRELTY, Bk, HE, XFEELHHTHBELIZATH S, fall (1978)
WZEAUE, 7 BV METT6E6A22H RV ) Y RRD AR Y A EFNTH
Lo BUERE LTI, (&S] THER) I1814EDY 1 — v &EICT
OA L ryORBRFELLTEMLTVWDE L, HEEL LTI Y KED
BRI D> Twd, ¥ —F =T L HXHKH D, =717 YKL b
WCRELREERG27:L 5PN T05, SHEFECIIHKSHEYELLTAH
T T Ry TELBENH - T2,
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2 7 VARV MOETEEM

FaLAF—L T RNV MOFHELEEZ RS A5720121, £9, WHEO
RN EDL ) R DTHLDEWMHEICL TBLLEDN DD, 2751
F 2 LAAF—OFFHIEBEIAROFRE LT TIZH > TV D E V) HIfETH S
DT, 7YyRNVPOSHEEEEHNL, TNET 3 2AAF—HFED L) 1T
MLTu2 xR ThE,

7RV NOSEREEEEICT L0 LWL ) TH DL, TV
RV D OSFEMIEL, OFE, MANOTHR, i EIlHmsiE-TEY,
T2, WAL OR % v, 7RV MOFHEEENI oL L F LTS
THRENTWE EFEbNLE0N, [NHOFEHEOMEN,E, ANEHOK
MARBICRIZT EOHEIZONWT] L\WHRT, AL, 7V RV o
o [TPxITBIZB AT 48IIonT] OF#HTHL, i, @AIlR
DHumboldt (1984, pp. iii-iv)IZ L iUEX, 7> RNV bOBETHLT L X 7 —-
Tr v TYRVINOEEDL L, TYRVINOBTOT Y<K,
Buschmann)?2%Efm 2 % L, [AHOSHEHEOMEMNLE, NEO B R
FICKIZT ZDHEBIIONWT] L) EEZA LT, 183643 I—ftoAR
ELTHATLZZb DD & TH B, 3

Humboldt (1836)I21&7 > KNV FOFFEEMN T L T o THRRENT D
LIIE-oThH, FFEEMIZEARONTEBLY, BHRTRKELTED,
RS 2 ONRETH 5,

7 2RV OFFHEEO R OESIE, [SRFIE TV T (ergon) Tid% <,
LAV A T (energeia) THh o], [SiFIIEMGETH S, [SHEITAHERSE
Thb] LWVIHIZDDOLTHERLZIENTEDL, LT, Fa32AXAF—0D7
VROV MERTHEIZZ 5 028 [FREOE(form of language)] &\ HFE
DEMTH D, BT 57 VRV bOTRREZ LT ICIRER L THz. 4
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(i) BHEIEHNLEHFTEORE TCH L. T LTI ONNRFIEZLD
b, REREIZNN 2 FEERICELET 2 L FBRCERE LT
BNTLALDDTHAB, (p.19)

(i) TR 708 B8 % 4 2 72 B R A L L CTOERE (p. 20)

(iii) BFHEZ DD OVERELE TR o T b, (p.20)

(iv) SEEY T v 223, NEOWIR M 2 LRIIER TH -
T, HIZHEWN BRI E RO 72D LEE L v ) FE O
MHERICIEEEESLT, NEOEREZD O DOITHE L7280k
ThY), NEOFOSF ST M) % B S &, 5
EHBTLOIUIAT R SDTH S, (p.29)

(V) BBZObDIE, R EoER (VT ) TERLT, i
B (ZAVTAT) Thbd, TN, SHEORYDERKI,
AERICAIL2ZER LD N BRnwI ik b, Tabb, Sif
LiE, DHEFEREZORIALIVELLDOETH-OD, KEH
IS ENDE/OWE RO TH D, (p.73)

(vi) B E AL L2852 BE0RBAE THO W L FEER
THOUTHLH, MO ) )RR IZALNLEEN A
Lo, ALE) BBEZRVETCHDLLDE, TELETE
EIZZOEBEEICBNTIEEL, T2 HARMICEIH L 72
b, TNHREHEOFR LV Z LD, (p.75)

(vi) FRE &L 1L, BEZREL TO{RETH L. ABOMWIGENZ,
s, BN 2boThY, PO HHNEHDTH -
T, WHITHEL R CHATLE ) —BHLEEYFH->Tw5
B, ENFINCHLCELIZLICE T, HEEEAE LT
HibE N, &R - EEICN> TMRELEL DL D, TN,
HEE L SrELZd b e —Ka0THY, MEIZED HET
CEDTELVWDLDTH D, (p.85)
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(viil) SFHOB/ X1, HITHE A0 (SFENZ%) HEOBTZLTL B4
WEBRBBEDAIEELLDTIA RV, SHEOBMEIIZFNE
IS, BEICL s TERBICGALNLIHADHIFD L LT,
HEBEIRIZE K Ol 2« OFFEHHL EEDY BT RMEL v Tw
CHDTHRLLTIEEL R, EWHDlE, S, BHELES
LOTRTERIELEME, Wy MRT, Lad, EIZIAK
EOFELEICEm L THhE2LTHE, TN, Saklk, R
DNIFEEAMNCI R LT EROBEEEY RS2 TUTIR
LHWZ LI bD, SEEENER o TCOITLIDOTHE, €
hewiyod, BELZEANTNE, SihrdAilivE D H
—ERSTHh b, (p.157)

Hll[l

CokHZ, 7RV MG, THEHW R EEZ M -AEREE L TOFHE
(i), [BEZDObODPEEHEEL Fio TV A (i), [FiEZ0bolx, HE
FoZfEi (T Y) TR STIEEME (ZAVTAT) ThbWv) EFo
TWDHDTHDHH, BAAMIZHIIE L TV 72\ Humboldt (1836)1d /%8 & v o
TP YEVHDOTHLD (RILOHEFHERT, HOTLFY 2 F—-T %
VT UVRNVINORFEXEEDT0R—-VH D), EEEGAMELTH, T
RNV PDE -T2 2 EDPBERTAENITE S > TV HD0 L5505
WDOTHb,

LHL, 7Z¥RNVEDE->TW5 I & 2 AU 2 2 L id T
THY, EE FarAF—EZLI)ILTVEDTH5S,

(D) EGD)EGIDTIESENERA L LTORETH L LS5 TWL,
ARCCETI, UEERHi R EEFL L) ICERE BRAloKRE LToxEk)
% Y23 E (mental organ)& 7 LT\ %, Chomsky (1980) TIZkd X 9 125
BHENTWwh,
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In the case of the study of language, the question is complicated in practice
by the obvious fact that the system of language is only one of a number of
cognitive systems that interact in the most intimate way in the actual use

of language. . . . Continuing to think of the system of grammatical rules as

a kind of “mental organ,” interacting with other mental organs with other

functions and properties, we face a rather typical problem of natural science,

namely, the problem of appropriate idealization and abstraction. (p. 188)

L2L, 73 AF—1%, SHIAERETIERWERS LT, Chomsky
QROISHIKD & 9 12T 5,

ll[

Sl A, SRRIIRILL T2, ELIL A, Sl
VO DIARAETIEH Y FHEAL, DNALF-> TV EHAL fE-T
SEHIIHEALR E LA VWDOTT, ELTA2DEEEN-DORN, OF
B LFTT o (p. 40)

m

\S UH

(V) THERLNTVLEIEE, EFEIIa=r—2aryozolfibh
T2OTIEBNWE V) Fa LAF—DEZLEFLTHbS, Chomsky (1991)1
SHEEII 2 —Ya v OFETEH LY, TNESHEOARKOATIE
BWERRTVE, Fa L AF—DFEZ T, Fifld, &L, 20E%
FHTL00FETH b,

This faculty [language faculty], furthermore, is internally highly
modularized, with separate subsystems of principles governing sound,
meaning, structure and interpretation of linguistic expressions. These can

be used, to a sufficient degree, in thought and its expression, and in specific

language functions such as communication; language is not intrinsically a
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system of communication, nor is it the only system used for communication.

(p- 51)

(V) EEVD)DIERSEE L vy VO THREED [FEZD b DL, R Eo74F
i (T T V) TEARLT, HFE (ZAVFAT) THDH, TR F
ROARLOERE, ERICHLZER L2 VBRI EIl%5]1E, &
S DR IBRE D b KBRS D YR E (generative process)D Z & & FEIL
LTWBESRLDMD, HoHWIE, (vi)D [SiEOEA] (FEFE Tldform of
languageTH %), Tabb, [FHOI ) WHLFEOFIZAHA LA EE %
bo, MLE) BEEZIHHITTWLEEDE, TS 572 5%EIZTDRME
TECBWTHHRE L, TE2720MHRMICEBIL2b 0] 2 EREDE R
Ji(competence), I &b L, NIEIL S /- FikH#k(internalized knowledge of
language) & fEFR L TV D2y, B WL, EEEEBRL TLvwor, %
LR TH %,

VT, S, PHEFE2REORBZVELLOLT L0, ik
IR SN EMOME 2OTHL | LBENTVEH, 2O
1&, FEFRATH S Humboldt (1999) T, it [languagelis the ever-repeated mental
labour of making the articulated sound capable of expressing thought (p. 49) & 3%
BHEaNTwb, ZOREERIL, FSI, MCAELS gz o T
L, TOXEREFETLILICL o TEELFTRAT L L) AR
ZAFEFMLEZEETo>TVAH L)AL, COFHIIFHOMETH L &
v BRI, AERCCE T mind (53 A 2AF — 3K {mind/brain& \» 9
FixT5E910, TITVImindldbraindBEDOI L THL) OFILHD
EVIH)FEREBLD DD DH Do HRILETY ) FEIEIL, mindDFIHIR
T (genetically determined initial state of the mind (Chomsky 1980, p. 187)) T 1),
LiFEImind D TH T % (grammar grows in the mind (Chomsky 1980, p. 134))
DTHbo BELIEKRPENSEOLETHL, LiL, 7Y RV IHZ
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CTEFBIBMOMETHLEE o TSI LI, HIZERTHETY ) Lo
EFDOZ LT TIERNTHS ) NEDPEHLZFH2 L) ko 7zBiEb &
D72H o LINVIEMIEEIO Z & SFHICBWTW2IETTh 5,

(VIDTHRRENTWAE Z L, F 3 4 AF -7 dsound & meaning % #§
U250 THALFoTWEILLHEL S,

Vi) D TR [FiklE, MoONFEEMENC R LT, HEOMHLEE
NIE R TELBERVWI EIZR AN, BiBlEZNER o TOITADTH 5]
13, ARCUE TV ) FREOAIERYMITH (creative aspect of language use)D Z & &
ML CTELWTHA Do F 34 AF—HH ) infinite use of finite means & V> )
FHIEIZOT7 RV NOFRBAEMY 725D TH S,

W, FHOSEBBIZOVWTO 7 YRV FORBERTHAL ), S

(ix) THOSHEFHLEVIDDL, BExEVH T, ThrilEod
IZEAESE, HICEZH-oCZFOBXZ2HEIELIETIEL
<, AEFBL, iz ERLICON, SEEDIPEELTWL
CEBRDTHD, (p.91)

(x) MEEZETWS L, FSHEEHYIZFEONS b oTERL, F
WL OSFHEREAVHALSEML T 250 THS L) HE
RO DTHAHD, TOZ ki, Rz HEIELTVEDT
B e UL, RWPBENEIEAIBIHICRZ > T b
Lidwvz, FHE-BE, BIA R LIS, 13IBE— OB R IS
BT AHFMIGET AL, —FICEVKRYD, ADFH) T Lar—
FICHELIEOL L H)ICRDLDTH LA, TOHHIE, AR
OFEELRENIVEMT 5 L1270 2ENIE, NEOHF T RFE
DR E VBB PO TV DL O IR 5V, L LA
5, MAAFESOEECHE, B AOWNEZITIZINL L TR
LT 22D NMBEDRE S 28> Twiud, RLTENT

il
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T, FICL72bDA2HEIICMDLDET LI ENTELLD
LOTHH )Mo TNDWEETHSH7-D121F, EYFONILD,
MEFoNICh, E{A—DAMOREPHEATEY, &7
ZOR UARED, TNZIVEENREA ), HEIHE LD
ONHELTWDHICTERVEN) TN, L TEAELLEVD
TEHLT0h, £HIT-oTCLINE, GHITEFEE V) LI %
Al 2B 5—2id, ANMOREOROEL, &HARN 2
BN ORAENTHELNIZD DI S nw—sIUE, &
NFEN FLHMETFOMEL ) FLRAMSET, ATHLEAN
DOEEERELDOD, TOWMBEDOLEENLEEN L TL I EDT
ELDTEDHH TV (p.92)

(xi) 2ZWEHFoTW5E L) ERIE, AMIITL~NMTSTD, AH
FL—fkTh ), EoT, FHERIOEMEZ, M4 0BEDMH
ANOEHLIML DL ZAIZE>TBOT LT bR, &)
HENPLZTTY, THICHP» O DTH L, TN, Sif
RED DRI, HENTBORE L 25 DI34KRTIEDH 205,
ZUCE LT CNEGONERLEL T 5D TH D, 7272,

SHERNVERL T A720121, EALREETHFIZHEY

HIHE KL DITIZIZO VO T, B L 724 I 72 b 0123

WL RELZTOZETHST, ZNHTELDL, A

HOFOSEICIE, IXTOL0ICkBO—HTHLZHDDH

L05THb, (p.93)

|

THROFIEEERIZOVWTO 7 YRV s DF 2 J51L, primary linguistic data%
AN E L CEFHEAREEBSHE LY T o v ) Bk E R T L3
EALRILTHY, FarAF—D7 RV N0OEZEZ0T MY 720
TRV EbEZIIETH S,
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HERSCEDOFEREEOE 2 FIXKOMT/REN S, Primary Linguistic Data
ETFHEAH O N7 b O5ERE (xi)2d b 7 ¥ Fv b o ol )
ThHh, T —% & LT, kP (Universal Grammar)% Z D HIZ & Tr
S inEH4E 18 (Language Acquisition Device) D A& %20, filx ODFFEDO L
EVCOEHEREEPSOMTH S,

Language

Acquisition
Primary Linguistic Data —>| Device — Grammar
(Universal

Grammar)

HHU

(X)DOTHHD [THOSHEEEEVWI DL - - - SHEENPEELT
WL ZERDTHA] L) 7RV ORBIE, FIFEHR~7 L3
mind®H T KT % (grammar grows in the mind (Chomsky 1980, p. 134))] & \»
VT AL AF—DORBEIFIET LD TH 5,

X)DF AT OFRANO FHEE O [HRILATZ N2 AU 2 1R 125 7 > T
BEldwz, THABE, BIAR LIS, 1ZIEFE— ORI ICE T 5 R
IZET L L, —FISHEV RO, MAOE) 2L x—FICHR LGOS L9 1
%550 THALN, TOMEANL, AMOFELRBEIIDVERT S L9 1274051
Hix, NEOHTHREDFEN & V) REEDP RS TV D D51l 7% 5 42w ]
LV TRV o RERE, BROLESEEFT [ (Critical Period)]
EIFIEN TV AR LR L Th L, BIROCHFHEETYH, AMIZERRY %

WXL ESHEEABETLIENTERWEEbNTWES, B4 HXS &
HEREZ BRT 2 DICHHTHDTH 5,
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TRV IPERLEOERBLFEFRLL) BRI ExEZ T LI,
xZH D, 7RV b0 [ NHOFEOFHE] 12h5 [T XTHOH D23k
D—HTHEZAH] PEBINTELD, TRRORBENSLZDZ LI3FH 2 5o

xil) BREICH) LW ENLBSOFEIE, ABMOEHEWZEET
BN, HEoTC, TADBDHOWLFHEEZEMT 28 % HOOWNIC
HLTWAEIEIZRbDTHE0E, TNTOFHEOENILHE
RIPEIHENAE ) OB KRTHY, Lird, ZoElidE
WA HICEETREEITOLDOTH S, SiklCHEND 5
LiEWVoTh, ZNEETVWEVWTFEREOMBEILE XS, HAERK
DIOICFFSNAHPAMNICRONTLE ) &% A9,

(pp. 387-388)

L2rL, 7RV MR [$RTOFEORITERIIIAHEIANE S
EFEoTWAEDTHBH, TNEERGERICERT 254612, 7R Lk
® [EFEDOIER] (form of language)ld, 184 DEFEZAIY 531274 2 HE4
7B LD 2L B> T0ADN, HHVIETEEEICHED W TR S
NS, Thbb, WIELSN-SEMEE R LTI VworElRT
Hhbo HETERICEZE, TXTCOFHEORBREIIBEWIZEL 578
ERBWEDOLNVETTDRLEBEVIBTVRE EW) ZEIZRDIDTHS
R/AS

FELZTRELZ2vDIE, 7R Lo [SEOER (form of
language) ] OBEEVERTH L LV oThH, ZUL, ERCEOBELHT
IR TH D L) ZITD L THDH, 7 VRN MIERETH ) &2
HOEB L SERDEXN R EL T hRDoDTH b, EZBDOHRT
X, 7RV MIEHERAET AMPREN A EREO L) RbDEEZT
Wiz kb D, RN - BAERNEE S 5L, ZOWREN R ERED L9
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RODOWAMOEFEXAY B L-0TH ) (NHOFHEORFEOME), $7-,
LIS 2 B 5%, S OBIEN 2 ERED X5 74 b on3i 2 ST (5L
DER), Thbb, ERGETW) & 2ADFREER (performance) % £l Y
HTDOTHDLEZFZHDTIEARNTHS ) e OMBH L ERES A S
ROSEICD, THOSHEEMICY, £ L TERSUETHR ) XOEBICH
FRLTWD LW ZEIIRDZDTIERNTHS ) 2
DLEA7 BV b ESOSiEEEE R AR E L, AR
IR L 728 DTH B, 7RV NOSEREEZHATLBRICLTERS
NA, [FiElET VT U (ergon) Tld7 {, T4V A T (energeia) ThH 5], [F
RIARMEETH L], [SRTARGKTHL] L) 7KL FOEELE
OIS, £ L C[ SO (form of language) |2 BRI IZMDO Z & & 5 -
TVLDP L LR LR D THLS, FiL, Chomsky (1966)b, TaLOHIH
DD TR THERSEN TS L), 7 ¥RV bOFEEE; T
W EHELTWLDTH D,

For all his concern with the creative aspect of language use and with

form as generative process, Humboldt does not go on to face the substantive

question: what is the precise character of “organic form” in language. He

does not, so far as I can see, attempt to construct particular generative

grammars or to determine the general character of any such system, the

universal schema to which any particular grammar conforms. In this respect,

his work in general linguistics does not reach the levels achieved by some

of his predecessors, as we shall see directly. His work is also marred by

unclarity regarding several fundamental questions, in particular, regarding

the distinction between the rule-governed creativity which constitutes
the normal use of language and which does not modify the form of the

language at all and the kind of innovation that leads to a modification in the
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grammatical structure of the language. These defects have been recognized

and, to some extent, overcome in more recent work. Furthermore, in his

discussion of generative processes in language it is often unclear whether

what he has in mind is underlying competence or performance—Aristotle’s

first or second grade of actuality of form (De Anima, book 11, chap. 1).
This classical distinction has been reemphasized in modern work. . . . The

concept of generative grammar, in the modern sense, is a development of the

Humboldtian notion of “form of language” only if the latter is understood as

form in the sense of “possession of knowledge” rather than “actual exercise

of knowledge,” in Aristotelian terms. (pp. 27-28)

WREOTHMEZHEGE, FaLAF—07 VFV MEROEELR S25D
bo FahAF—IE, 7 AN | Dform of language DR IIEE TH S Z &
w72 BT, 7 YRV b Dform of language Dk e % H T IR LT,
HEROCEE 7 VARV P ERFFEUTDIT L) ELTwE I e bh b, ¢ DM
1, SE3EITHE L %o

¥ H D, Humboldt (1836) H AFEFRTH % Humboldt (1984) & 7 » K
F OSFEEAE L L AR A AR A THRDS, [SRkIETIV T (ergon)
Tld% <, TAIT A T(energeia) THA], [SiRldBEMEESTHL], 5
FEIEARETH L] L) T RV N OFEEEED BRI AT & KT B D
PEDLDPL R NEFETHD, 7

3 FaLAXF—D7 VR MER

i THMALE I, Fasxdr—ig, 7 RV FoSEEEIE
WWCHEARE L72bDTHD I LML/ BT, HGO7 2R MERIZEE
DWC, ARSER T VRNV N ETHENDL EFRLTCWA, T3 AAF =
HOOEETEDEIZT YRV MIERLTWERZRTAL I,
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Fa L AF—DT7 KRV FANDF RAT19604F 12 IR & 1L 72Chomsky
(1964) £ Chomsky (1966)I2% < HBDTH 575, TNETOWRE T Lo,
HEAEPRR (Standard Theory) & N A A£G O A Z IR L T 5
Fa A AF—OEELFENETH HChomsky (1965123 7 R E~ADE KA
HHDOT, FERIZNEFAWZ 2 555, F9°, Chomsky (1965)% 5 A TH
L9 TORT, FarAF—IL, EREOMSLF LS OA7 HR)L b
WCROLNEEFIRL TS,

3.1 Chomsky, N. (1965). Aspects of the theory of syntax. Cambridge,
Mass.: The MIT Press.

Fa L AFx—1L, LOAETE (mental reality) TH L SiERENIE, V¥ a—
VOB OERRN 2 HEEE L TDlangue Tl % <, 7 ¥RV b o ApERE
(generative processes)?® ¥ A 7 A & L T Dunderlying competence D& 1238 U
HL5DTHDHEBRT N5,

Hence, in the technical sense, linguistic theory is mentalistic, since it is
concerned with discovering a mental reality underlying actual behavior.
Observed use of language or hypothesized dispositions to respond, habits,
and so on, may provide evidence as to the nature of this mental reality, but
surely cannot constitute the actual subject matter of linguistics, if this is to be

a serious discipline. The distinction I am noting here is related to the langue-

parole distinction of Saussure; but it is necessary to reject his concept of

langue as merely a systematic inventory of items and to return rather to the

Humboldtian conception of underlying competence as a system of generative

processes. (p. 4)

FE2ENCH AR _7z28, ARk S0k & < E5R & U 2 infinite use of finite means &
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WAERHLFa A AF =D T UFRN IS 2D TH D, E28THIH
L7z [E5E, BonAFEEMWCI 2 LT, EROMELZEY ST
BRbhWnWIEllnbd, SHEZINERTOTLOTHL] L) T
RV NOFERPITCTH D, FabAF—1ZZDOILEZPSLTn5,

In fact, a real understanding of how a language can (in Humboldt’s words)
“make infinite use of finite means” has developed only within the last thirty

years, in the course of studies in the foundations of mathematics. (p. 8)

207 ARV b OSRERHEOFHTIE, form of languagel A K D
B FEIHLT 200, HDHvIE, SFEENDICHLET200EKTH %
EEoH, ROFIATIE, U (mind) (ZERIYIZFETET 4 form of language
(schema for its grammar & S Wiz HNLTW5) 25 L T (AR CTSE
MR SN TVRERICEINL &) HHFHELEDo T EFHHIhTY
Bo THUE, R EESCEDS R TERRSRE SN TV A ERRICENN S
EBIEFENE LD o T LWV BRSO E R HTOHHATH L, TDL
JRCl&, 73 A AF—I%, form of language, 7% 5, schema for grammar
WEARBCEO RN (LT OLIHTH T, to a large extent given & il &
NT%) GRS L SR L Tw o

Applying this rationalist view to the special case of language learning,
Humboldt (1836) concludes that one cannot really teach language but can
only present the conditions under which it will develop spontaneously

in the mind in its own way. Thus the form of a language, the schema for

its grammar, is to a large extent given, though it will not be available for

use without appropriate experience to set the language-forming processes

into operation. Like Leibniz, he reiterates the Platonistic view that, for
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the individual, learning is largely a matter of Wiedererzeugung, that is, of

drawing out what is innate in the mind. (p. 51)

F a3 A AF =, ARSUEDdeep structure & surface structure & V) & 2 F7
4 7 VARV N Dinner form & outer form & V29 & 2 )7 L IFHE IV £ RT W
éo

In place of the terms “deep structure” and “surface structure,” one might use
the corresponding Humboldtian notions “inner form” of a sentence and “outer

form” of a sentence. However, though it seems to me that “deep structure”

and “surface structure,” in the sense in which these terms will be used

here, do correspond quite closely to Humboldtian “inner form™ and “outer

form,” respectively (as used of a sentence), I have adopted the more neutral
terminology to avoid the question, here, of textual interpretation.

(pp. 198-199)

ZDEHIZ, FarAF—iL, OEBELFEEORT, ERCFEOEZT
7RV IDLDEFRLTHALEESFSLTVLDTH D,

3.2 Chomsky, N. (1964). Current issues in linguistic theory. The
Hague: Mouton.

FaLAF =T RNV MIERLTWLDIE, FIZChomsky (1964) &
Chomsky (1966) Td % £, Chomsky (1964)5>5H ATV 9, ¢

FarAx—iE, £¥, SHEEENESTHL L) 7R POEFER
AN L LT, B4 OFiEOAE (Lgenerative process Td 4 form (JER)
Th), TNEFETAOEKICHL2I0THY, AL, formDHNIHFEL
B O TWEDPOLEREAMLZVMEHTE20THL LFHHILTnDE, °
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On the one hand, we have the Humboldtian view that “man muss die
Sprache nicht sowohl wie ein todtes Erzeugtes, sondern weit mehr wie eine

Erzeugung ansehen” (1836, § 8, p. LV). The essence of each language is what

Humboldt designates as its characteristic Form (not to be identified solely

with “inner form”). The form of language is that constant and unvarying

factor that underlies and gives life and significance to each particular new

linguistic act. It is by having developed an internal representation of this

form that each individual is capable of understanding the language and

using it in a way that is intelligible to his fellow speakers. This characteristic

form determines and inheres in each separate linguistic element. The
role and significance of each individual element can be determined only
by considering it in relation to underlying form, that is, in relation to the
fixed generative rules that determine the manner of its formation. It is this
underlying generative principle that the linguist must seek to represent in a

descriptive grammar. The notion of “form” as “generative process” underlies

Humboldt’s entire account of the nature of language and of the use and

acquisition of language, and constitutes perhaps his most original and fruitful

contribution to linguistic theory. (p. 17)

B O N A VEORMSIE, [Sikld, BEL2EVO L) b TIH %L,
FNE DI NERER & AR S RITIUE LS ] LI ERTH D,

RO TFTHETHRRSN TS T &id, AR NTEL L 725355,
Thabb, SNl TXEENVHR LAY, BELZD TS &) ER
LHEDEZ T BRTVEDIZE LV, ZOIRTIE, 7 ¥ F)V b Dform of
languageld A CEDO ERERES £ V) T &I b,

LL, wEDTHIIIER CTH %, The notion of “form” as “generative
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process” underlies Humboldt’s entire account of the nature of language and of
the use . . . of language® [...| THEMWE L7285 DAMIER UL, Fibfl
H DI H % generative processD 2 E X F o TWNREDTH LM 5, form
of languagelZZFEHES] L T RXE THh %, £72, The notion of “form” as
“generative process” underlies Humboldt’s entire account of . . . the acquisition of
language® [...] THHE L7255 DIAMIER $41UE,  Z Oform as generative
process& VI AN T VR M OSFIEEEOHEOREIZZ > TWAHEZ EIZh
D, ZO¥EDform of languageld FFEE 5 O 7 28k S0k & IR L 707
NI bR %5,

3AHICHB L7 & 912, Chomsky (1965)Tld, the form of a languageld the
schema for its grammar& F\W 2 S, TNANEYLLREEEE G52 HN 5 L fil
ATE2L912% 5 LRRENTW/=205, Chomsky (1965)Tldthe form of
language | Z A B SUE D EE LHEIZFE L WD O LR E T 5,

LT O5IHTH, form of language?’common human possessionTad 1),
underlying general form of all language & B XHENTV1 5, DF ), F 3 A AF—
&, 7 YAk Dform of language % &9k 3L & R L T\ 5,

A generative grammar, in the sense sketched above, is an attempt to
represent, in a precise manner, certain aspects of the Form of language, and a
particular theory of generative grammar is an attempt to specify those aspects
of form that are a common human possession—in Humboldtian terms, one

might identify this latter with the underlying general form of all language .. ..
(pp- 19-20)

CORBOMILEL LCTF a3 2 AF—2%[H L T\ 2% Humboldt (1836)72° 5 D
Gl 2Nanguagell T [, .. ] TABKLZHSIZEINTNL, ZNHSLUTT
5o
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SHOSHEOHERNIL, bo b EBNATERNIBNT—HIZED, €
LORDERN R DOEMEIZELZ0ED, TRTOEKUTERIC
)b (FHE) ARNIZZNL Y, WAHHLRSHEAIAL TS
EVIHIDRIELVOEFERTXHIZ, A BERELTCIZ—DDEFE
%%ﬁLTwé@E&wb@%ELw@?%éo(§&me

COLE R AP SCERIIERT 5 &, 4 OFiEIEEEHEEZ v, &
o2 E LCWwaAs, EEHEO LNV ETT2 UL, Witz k)
ZHRAZ L TR THLERD, TRXTOANMPERIIHTAE LTV 5HHE
BIEDP SENSENRESNLEDOTH L0 0, TXTOSFEIHELL T
LHOWXYRTHD, L FarxFx -1k, ABOESHEEIBEWVIIEZLZ T
WL EIICRZAED, KEADPSRIUE—2OFHETHLESIN, Lo7
VRNV EORBBIZFESIZEFDZIEEE T A,

ZDEH, TRV D rgﬁﬁﬂﬁfﬁiﬁ(form of language)] %, 7~ 3 A A ¥ —
AR RCCE DB S0 IR L T b L EREBESI BN TV A A D
ZOoWh b,

form of language® 3l ) OEFIIMO &L ZATL R EN L, PLFTOLET
X, FasAF—id, SEHEOMEMEEGEE CERORT], F LA FEE
DEBZSLHNIZTERVEVIERE T VARV MR- TWA EHHALT
Wb,

From this conception of the nature of language, Humboldt derives his
views concerning understanding of speech and acquisition of language.
Speaking and understanding are, in his view, differing manifestations of the
same underlying capacity, the same generative principle, mastery of which

provides the speaker-hearer with the ability to use and understand all of the
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infinite range of linguistic items . . . . (pp. 18-19)

itemsPA N [.. .. ] TEWELZEHZICIE, T 325 AF =52 OHEr ORI
tLfﬁmbfw%wammU%@#%@ﬁﬁﬁ%#ﬂfwéwf%%ﬁ
ZFOEINIRDOITTH Do

BT 5L 2EIZo0nTh, FHEIEE o7 EDb LV, 3D
LICiE, HOHSOWEBICL S b OLINMTSHFEL 23, HiET 2
CLrEEAI L LR, AT DR o AT OFRMARICT
X, IEORSERIEMZEMT LI LT LTHEKENA
B, FELZHEICBVTD, HFTLHICBNCE, A—DZ LD HY
H & OMNIERI T2 5 BE S il 5 v, BIRST 2 808Z TS 2
LiE, PRHIAISES LTV ARIIC T X2\, L72At> T, SH#E L
o2l ERL)ETOIINIT AR, AMICIZAKRRZ DT
HbHo TOLIHIZ, FHEEARAMIBVRTYH, 202XV A
DIBIZH BN, TOZEPERLTVRDLDIE, A AL
WENTREDETHEL TS ENn) L, Thbb, FNH LW IEHt
WFERIGEPNL LD, SHEOLEREHEAICHGLOERNEI L L,
HEABENDLIOFIEL L) ETIDETBELTNRDENV) T LI
130 7% 5% (§9,p. LXX)

FHOIFHEATET L L1, FBICEREROL LT RWL, 7
ZREOTISEEHED, ThEed ) ~HERICHTIETE R, Fifi
DEFBEE, FREXLHELN L CEFHENEARST S ETH b,
(§ 9,p. LXXI)

[FiFid] (i) —H92L ) lAzviced, AREBHRIND
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HLDOTIE AL, LED)BIHFMEZ EN)ZDDIZTE LRV, A
3, SEPBOTERBENABOUEN ZSHEICERLILLITE
e (8§ 6,p.L)

Bl DRICHENTL2 2\ (§ 13, CXXVID)

(B 52 L LFED L EIE, M—DOFHRIDORL - 7277 ORI
RICTERV] R [FELZHIZBNTY, HETLHIIBNTH, H—DZ
AHT A G OWEIII2 5 R S il e 52w &v ) FLalidAE RS0
ICERHT 2L, SHREPHMTLIZLOEHEZERTL2HELA—OFHEENZ
FoTwndew) Zilhd, LaL, [EALRANHDHAGIHEHS 76
EHALTVREW) L, T4bb, WD L WIISFHRIE» A
5, BaDEEERAICAGNOEALZ) &L, AABINL O EHEL
L) EFTRRDNEHALTND] £y 7RV holizd 2 [HE] 13,
ABOCEETICE ) L EBETH 5o

BrrOBRF LI, FRECHE LN L (SHENZERTLHZETH 5
V) T RNV OREIE, ARSGERICE ) &, FREEE LB EI
HEOWTEHRRNEZERTLE V) ZETH L,

[[EiFE] (hg) —Ry2L2) Bawiced, RRIE/RINI S
bOTIE AL, LEDOIBIZIFPREIEIN) 2HDIZTERWV] L) 7y
AV FOFERIL, ARCGERIZE D &, AMIZAESE 4 EE e Ffo Tw
L0THY, ZOEBLEPEHEFENELDo TN EWV) T ETH D,

L DOFIHIF D, From this conception of the nature of language, Humboldt
derives his views concerning understanding of speech and acquisition of language &
W) FLIROHT, FEE1T4 (speech) & FEEES (acquisition of language) %%and
TORDPNTVEZEIERL L) BEIGETIR, Wx OFFETHDREIC
HHDIIFFHENTH Y, SHERIEBLEZEICL TRENLEERT
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WA, TRV RTIE, F2ETLHHLL DI, ool aNX
MENTES Y, BEA - BAERYICIZSEOIE, I SHEEN
REREROI L 2 PRIFEN 2RI EEH 2 ENTWS EHMTE %,
FaLAF—HbFOZEEBFE L) A THARLEL 7 VRV FOFERE
OO TS DTH D, Chomsky (1966)7 5 D5 [ H % b 95— TA X
o ZTITE T ¥RV b Dorganic formDIE &L TIZ 2V E BT H %,

For all his concern with the creative aspect of language use and with

form as generative process, Humboldt does not go on to face the substantive

question: what is the precise character of “organic form” in language. He

does not, so far as I can see, attempt to construct particular generative

grammars or to determine the general character of any such system, the

universal schema to which any particular grammar conforms. In this respect,

his work in general linguistics does not reach the levels achieved by some

of his predecessors, as we shall see directly. His work is also marred by

unclarity regarding several fundamental questions, in particular, regarding

the distinction between the rule-governed creativity which constitutes
the normal use of language and which does not modify the form of the
language at all and the kind of innovation that leads to a modification in the
grammatical structure of the language. These defects have been recognized

and, to some extent, overcome in more recent work. Furthermore, in his

discussion of generative processes in language it is often unclear whether

what he has in mind is underlying competence or performance—Aristotle’s

first or second grade of actuality of form (De Anima, book II, chap. 1).
This classical distinction has been reemphasized in modern work. . . . The

concept of generative grammar, in the modern sense, is a development of the

Humboldtian notion of “form of language” only if the latter is understood as




FILAF—ETAIANIL - Try - TRV —SEEEAELEGE A 23

form in the sense of “possession of knowledge” rather than “actual exercise

of knowledge,” in Aristotelian terms. (pp. 27-28)

COEHE, —RTBE, FaAAF—OT R MERIZIZEBRZ & 2
EHHDHEHICHZ LY, EIE, ThUL, T4 7 RNV bOFERED (L
WLFEOBENSTHE) BRTHLELE V) LT ELRVDOTH DL, EK
ETEE SR E FRERE L LTI KBHI SN TV B IaR7 v RV T
B ENTES T, —2ORBENLAERAED L ) ITHbNTVWLEDTHY,
FaLAXF—HELZOZLIFHBEL TWEDTHS, FaLhAF—NT
ANV FOFHELAEELBBEL T D2DTELVDTH S,

ZLTC FeDELT, (EECENGEFNTITEERN 2T A I
WEERSHEFEWRINLZLH1D) 7 VRNV N OSEAIGHES CITE 5%
Y72 (taxonomic-behaviorist) S ik F & IZX B ENERE LD TH Y, ARTE
(Z Z Tldthe approach presented in this paper& FIHLE N T %) 1F, FREfH
L EEEROWIEIIREO A RBROMEZ FifR L T2 ) HEICBWTHE
KPS 7 RNV M ERUETH S & W3 OIERMIZIEMETS 5 Lt LT
Who

These rather random remarks and examples suggest that it might be
instructive to delineate more precisely a “Humboldtian” and a “taxonomic-
behaviorist” point of view concerning the nature of language, and to contrast
the approaches to language use and acquisition to which these conflicting

viewpoints give rise. | think it is historically accurate to regard the approach

presented in this paper as basically Humboldtian in its assumption that

serious investigation of language use and acquisition presupposes a study of

underlying generative processes (for which, to be sure, actual performance

will supply evidence), and that very little is to be expected of direct
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operational analysis of “mentalistic” terms or radical behaviorist reductionism
of the sort that has been so dominant in modern speculation on language and

cognition. (p. 25)

Chomsky (1964)i&, 7 v RNV FOFEHEEZFHL TWEDTH 575,
Humboldt (1836)2>5 OFI ARG 17 1UL, F3 AAF =25 RTnb 2 &
WERSEZD S ODOFHPTH 5,

3.3 Chomsky, N. (1966). Cartesian linguistics: A chapter in the
history of rationalist thought. New York: Harper & Row.

KIZChomsky (1966)% R CH b KD F A N IVidCartesian LinguisticsT &
L7, 7VRVIANDERSE L DD —EHLETIIHLES . T Tl
THb I L, 7YFNVORBEOFIERRT 5 ERSCEOFTH %,

T a AAF—OLEZIIHEFHE FA VFEMNRIEL TV 20T, HELLT
WAz, JIARERE GR), [77 v MREEF— A EREE R L 0—5]
DFLIGFOHARFREZTTBL ([ | THENTW LG A ViE
Thbo)

ANHSEOAREN, BRI L L COFHEHAORIEMmIZT A
WV MIRAG R T25REE, —REFRFOUEN G ERTRAL L) &
%7 KRNV FDORAD ) HITRD W LEIE RBT, Sk d
Y(“Werk™) & 0 & L AT A VT A 7 (“Thatigkeit™), [FE4 5 Bl1EH
ein todtes Erzeugtes& ) & L A [l eine Erzeugung& 3% 7 ¥ K
WV OREOTIE, THNVMROSFES L, SHREFEFHERIIOVT
oux Y EFHFLICHMBNTH L ERE—LITLIE, 1ZEALH
Uz TR L, T 5, 7RV M2k o TiE, /o
We—DTLOSEHNE [RAEM ] genetisch R EHTH2  [Thbb, 4
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BT 2 BEOEBODIINHE L LD &+ 5, AEICHET R
PEETH S | (p.57) 0 2O [HEFHDOIESE] Arbeit des Geistes?D FEJE |2
EH 2, —RBZETFPEEL TN, 7 YR B B
EMERLDIEINTH L, BillcBWTIE, BIEESNTWEDIFEE
WA DEROBEIZTTh b AR L IZOBHFEDE,
(HHWVIE, ZTEEOME—T VR ME IR %O FEO LT
LA —Fitpp. 70-71% M) ICBWOIEET A #iFH, KB, 4
CHEFRSECH 5o 1H38% B,

Wk OBESIE [F8HH) WortbildungdHLHI, #1455 Grundworter
OEARHET HMSHHOBA & & b1, [HECOHHI] Regeln der
Redefiigung® b & (p. 61)o ZHUSKIEL T, SFEDOEEHStoff)ILIE
SEIOE, [SEOHITICL 2MEHERIZEITT 2 & 25 DKEE]
R, HEMNBHEBOKRKE] THL (p6l). FiEOENE, HKRH
WETHD, TEEDMADEFRZ SIML L7z E LTE—2
WEET, TNH0) BIZ [SEMROFE] PR SNELRY 12
BLToAh, IhrxflAANE (p.62)o

HARE, H—WAEEROLTEFROBR LR T 2 BE L -
&, BEOBRICEL o> GREND SIS T 5 BIROHFH O 55 O
ARAEYDHT LY, SHEICTELZS LOo2TER bR\, SiF
DTSR, R ThH - T, [H WL BETREORAK] (p.122)
Thb, TOMPLE LT, —SBOMKNEEDL ZOFRNICIEE
WREARE R A L C, EIREA, FUATREABEOEE IS Y
LPNETHRITIE R B\ [WZIZEFRIIABROFE » BRI
LRTNER RO THo T, BEBELEFHEZELT HIIOF—
PEIZEoTInE R LES] (p.122)0 (pp. 25-27) (FELiZChomsky
1966, pp. 19-20)
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3.4 Chomsky, N. (1988). Language and mind: Challenges and
prospects.

Chomsky (1988)137 2 & A F — AN 19884 I FEHRMH O FMEE T E L2k
R ENTTHEETH B, WRIZIE, FHEAHDZR L, SHEEUI
DABLHATETTH D, ZOPTHF 3 AAF—1E 7V FV FERD I
FTWwbe 738 AF—D7 VKRV MEROBIZE L V) BEA L, 20k
T, FalAF—DMERL T RNV MOFIEEASTRICHERL 22 L %52
DTWLIENEETH L,

What I will call “Humboldt’s problem” is based on observations similar to

Descartes’s. Wilhelm von Humboldt observed that language is a system that

provides for infinite use of finite means. We may take these finite means to

constitute a particular language; to know the language is to have these finite
means represented in the mind/brain. Crucially, Humboldt regarded language
not as a set of constructed objects—expressions, utterances or speech acts—
but rather as a process of generation. Language is eine Erzeugung (a process
of generation), not ein todtes Erzeugtes (the “dead” objects generated).

With a bit of interpretive license, we might understand him to be saying

that a language is a generative procedure that enables articulated, structured

expressions of thought to be freely produced and understood.

Notice there is interpretive license in this account. In the early 19th

century, one could not clearly distinguish between, on the one hand, an
abstract generative procedure that assigns structural descriptions to all
expressions, and on the other, the actual “work of the mind” (“Arbeit des
Geistes”) that brings thought to expression in linguistic performance.
There are passages in Humboldt’s writings that suggest one or the other

interpretation, sometimes with fair explicitness, but to attempt to determine
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which notion he had in mind is an error, since the two concepts were not
clearly distinguished, and could hardly have been, the relevant concepts
lacking. A century later, progress in the formal sciences made it possible to
formulate Humboldt’s problem quite explicitly, as a problem for substantive

and productive inquiry. (p. 6)

ZZTlE, F3 A AF—7%% With a bit of interpretive license, & %\ (%,
Notice there is interpretive license & ff> T\ % Z L IZFEH LTI LV 7 VR
JU b 7Sabstract generative procedure & work of the mind% X5l L T\ 7z &9 7
BGohVERoTWwL, TOZ by, FarAX—9, 7KL b

SRENEDSER THRE LT A 2B L LT7 RV N oFER

A ABSORRISHER L TWb 2 LEAbh b,

3.5 Chomsky, N. (2006). Language and mind. Third edition.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Chomsky (2006)iX, H D2 L 7RIV NDEZTiNFEF -7 FAL
ThrLHhD L) Ritikd L Twhb, I Tld, deep and surface structuresX?
linguistic competence &\ 9) AW EOHFEE > CT7 v Ry bOSiERE%E
HHLCTWD, 7 VR s OEEEOBSIZBIED AR SGEO E L/ L
TdhbERRXENTWV D,

To use the terminology Wilhelm von Humboldt used in the 1830s, the
speaker makes infinite use of finite means. His grammar must, then, contain
a finite system of rules that generates infinitely many deep and surface
structures, appropriately related. It must also contain rules that relate these
abstract structures to certain representations of sound and meaning—

representations that, presumably, are constituted of elements that belong to
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universal phonetics and universal semantics, respectively. In essence, this is
the concept of grammatical structure as it is being developed and elaborated
today. Its roots are clearly to be found in the classical tradition that I am now
discussing, and the basic concepts were explored with some success in this

period. (p. 15)

UToOBHTIE, ERSCEDlinguistic competence™ 7 » A )V~ Dform of

languageDEZ F LR L THL ERBZENTWAS,

It seems clear that we must regard linguistic competence—knowledge of a

language—as an abstract system underlying behavior, a system constituted by

rules that interact to determine the form and intrinsic meaning of a potentially

infinite number of sentences. Such a system—a generative grammar—

provides an explication of the Humboldtian idea of “form of language,”

which in an obscure but suggestive remark in his great posthumous work,
Uber die Verschiedenheit des Menschlichen Sprachbaues, Humboldt defines
as “that constant and unvarying system of processes underlying the mental
act of raising articulated structurally organized signals to an expression of
thought.” Such a grammar defines a language in the Humboldtian sense,
namely as “a recursively generated system, where the laws of generation are
fixed and invariant, but the scope and the specific manner in which they are

applied remain entirely unspecified.” (p. 62)

LT o5 HTIE, ABIZESRM 2 EECET o Tz B8 (ER) §

LEVYERELRIUEZ A2 7 VRV IR LTV /R L Tna,

Thus, Wilhelm von Humboldt, who is now best remembered for his ideas
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concerning the variety of languages and the association of diverse language

structures with divergent “world-views,” nevertheless held firmly that

underlying any human language we will find a system that is universal,

that simply expresses man’s unique intellectual attributes. For this reason,

it was possible for him to maintain the rationalist view that language is not

really learned—certainly not taught—but rather develops “from within,”

in an essentially predetermined way, when the appropriate environmental

conditions exist. One cannot really teach a first language, he argued, but can

only “provide the thread along which it will develop of its own accord,” by

processes more like maturation than learning. This Platonistic element in

Humboldt’s thought is a pervasive one; for Humboldt, it was as natural to
propose an essentially Platonistic theory of “learning” as it was for Rousseau
to found his critique of repressive social institutions on a conception of
human freedom that derives from strictly Cartesian assumptions regarding the
limitations of mechanical explanation. And in general it seems appropriate to
construe both the psychology and the linguistics of the romantic period as in

large part a natural outgrowth of rationalist conceptions. (p. 67)

7RV NOFERME =R Vo IR E O T VRV P OSEER
HOHHTH 2,

B, T TOFIHIE, Language and mindD 53005 TdH %05, 19684
(R & L7z Language and mind DWIRUZ b F > 72 [ LRtk 2B 5o § b
L, Fa AAF =07 2RIV MEFIZ19684E72 520064 DO, &% - T
WhWEWH T ETH D,
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4 F a3 AAF—D7T VRNV MR B i)

HfiCF 3 AAF—DEELER 7RV I TENRL ETEL, HSO
ZZET VRV NOEZOEME BT TS LR R1N, FarAx—
DT VRNV IOFFUTIEL L e W PHDPL DL, RETTIEENLD
WODEMMLE D,

4.1 Izui, H. (1968). N. Chomsky: Topics in the theory of generative
grammar. Gengokenkyu, 52,99-103.

ZIUTTF 3 A X — D Topics in the theory of generative grammarDE=E T
o

Izui CRIAZY) OTROGEEZFHRS L, 7 ¥ KL b O“Eine
Sprache” of the whole humankind (& ANFHAILH L CTHE LT b —2DF ik
BIFEWICERRTH Y, 7 F) MAFIEEN T BAEICHM L %220 o 7298,
FalLAx—IL, 7RV 22T (Izuildbreak-through & FH L T 5),
NS EARINA % S 2 J7did 5\ IZ AR % FEH T 5 W 1B 7%
— A L B R TR X 2B L 72O TH D, 2FD, FaLAF—1L7
> )V h O“Eine Sprache” of the whole humankind % 53 3Lk & R L 72 & v
ITEHRBEDTHS),

But Chomsky did not confine himself within the limits of the Humboldtian
thinking. The gist and core of the Humboldtian thinking of language was
centered around the problems of the “Eine Sprache” of the whole humankind
(VIL, 51). But this concept of the “Eine Sprache” was as much of a
metaphysical character as that of the “Urpflanze” of Goethe in his botanical
theory (Izui 281). Both of them, however do not lack the character of being

entities respectively. But the concept of the “Eine Sprache” is by its very

nature highly ambiguous and elusive (unerfassbar) at any rate, so much
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so that Humboldt himself gave up his mind at last to realize any explicitly

rational (i. e. categorical and specific-language independent) device of

describing objectively not only the “Eine Sprache” but, more than that by

extension, also any natural language in particular, though, concerning the

latter case especially, he had once been very eager to set up this kind of fully

general formulae of complete descriptive adequacy (his letter to Schiller,

11-v-1795 ; 1zui 138). Chomsky’s great merit is that he has made here a

brilliant break-through (“Durchbruch”, to use an emotional term of German

philosophy) where Humboldt had hesitated to take any positive step further,

and has developed a highly attractive general theory and positive procedure

opening a novel way leading to realize such a device or formulae as was

desired and yet missed by Humboldt. (pp. 99-100)

Izui (1968)l&, F a3 A AF =BT VRNV FEFEBFLTCVDLEITE > TV
Vo Tzui (1968)1%, F a3 AAF =7 VRV MHPERLZTIIZLTBWS
EEHESTIHERLZE W) ZEEZRIEVTHW 2D TH b,

42 TEARZEZH. (1982). [7 ¥RV b OFFEEAE L Z0HiE~
D] KRB BV RS D
BARAYIZT VARV M F 3 AAF—DOBIZIETNDH S L) BE%
BT3B,

Z 2 ETHRIUL, HumboldtDWAREX L7z TH A ) L bbb Ll
HH0FT I TS TH S 9 o HumboldtZHENIZAM & FFEHO
RV & 25T L7275, HumboldtOH & O ARIFMIZH F L C,
HLFEDEHEHARIIRT A2 0L L THEI NI A TH o720 &
BOSERNEZE) AHMORBMIIES 2L ) TR &L
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FNEXY REL, BHOOFiEEAANT, AAHEINLFEER, 4
BRI A ORI L CEO@EDHMEED D L) LIk b )
bo 2L B ANMOKME STEOBOMEEN %, Bk b 5iEtS

IBITASEEE RPN E LTHRZ S DA Humboldt DK & 7 B
Tho72lENR Y, TOFEFEOEEIZLI LN TWLHE), £2T
MR (B OMESEE Y 505137 Th 5,

FU L) ICEHERENEMA 72 Al 252 L T TdH, ChomskyDHy
B, ZIUIHRE, WhIEOZRICE NI ABTH o7 1272
— AN, RLAELHCE/ 00— TREDFHENLE AR L TWEA

FWETHD, Lo T, SHOEBIIFBE V) 2 LIXME
2B 2 biddH-oTh, SREOHITEEMEICR S L) ZETIE
o lze (p.445)

Hl[[l

FaAAF—IIHRVICOLESICBI XD TTI VRV M EFATHLE NS
DIFEARN9IS)DIFITH %o

HumboldtH H OFGRIZE N5 FOMIFOER S v ) BERIZL B
[A] ATHA9 %S, ChomskylZA: D I2H HIZ5] Z D17 THumboldt
RHATVDLE LPEZ 0, (p. 446)

EAR01982)D Z OHLHNE, 7 RN N OFGRDIEBRTH L Z & A HFEL /-
FTF a3 2 AF—PEEGERICT ARV N EBR L LS o T D LR
THEEINWTHAI,

4.3 Markova, 1. (1983). The origin of the social psychology
of language in German expressivism. British Journal of Social
Psychology, 22, 315-325.
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Markova (1983)IZ, 7 ¥ )L I Dthe form of languageldthe underlying
structure of language through which the individual languages reveal themselves % 7.
B9 2 EfEFL 72 1T, 7 ¥ R )V |k Dthe underlying identities of language % BH
HEIZ LD o72DT, FaLAF—PIOERZEFELI2EBRT VL,

Humboldt points out that since all human beings have a universal tendency
to express themselves in language, and ‘since all men must carry the key to
the understanding of all languages in their minds, it follows automatically
that the form of all languages must be fundamentally identical’ (ober die

Kuwi-Spruche, 1, p. ccexiv). By the form of language, or the morphology of

language, Humboldt meant the underlying structure of language in general

through which the individual languages reveal themselves. Just as there is an

underlying similarity in all human physiognomies yet each individual has his
own particular features, so all languages are fundamentally identical although
each of them is always an expression of the individual intellectual life of a

nation. As Humboldt puts it:

The individuality is undeniably there, yet similarities are evident.
However, no measurement and no description of the components in
detail and in their interconnection are capable of summarizing the
individual nature in a single concept. It is based on the totality, and yet
on the individual interpretation as well (Uber die Kuwi-Sprache, 1, p.

iX).

It appears that Humboldt’s notion of the form of language expresses the
same idea as in Hegel’s claim that a universal manifests itself through a

particular (Hegel, 1830; Markova, 1982). Unfortunately, since Humboldt was
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not specific about the underlying identities of languages his ideas have been

misunderstood by the rationalists on the one hand (Chomsky, 1966) and by

the relativists on the other (Brown, 1967; Miller, 1968) as we shall note later.
(p. 320)

FIFTHRNL I, FEHOHWTIE, Fa2AF—1d, 7KLt
Dform of language& WV ) MRS ZRFE L 720 Tid%e <, 7 AV bOZ O
DEEBRTIRAE LCWH I E 2B L2 ET, 7 2R h Oft& % R
ISR L 720 TH %,

& 512, Markova (1983)IX, 7 > KV h ®Oform of languagelddynamic T %
B, Fa AAF—OFHEHFEBEDOBEIET ANV MRTS DstaticTH B &, £
DEVEIEHL TV 5,

In contrast, Chomsky (1966) classifies Humboldt as a representative of
Cartesian linguistics and as one of the predecessors of his own concept of
linguistic universals. Thus he interprets Humboldt’s ‘form of language’ as
a fixed mechanism that contains no particulars. Chomsky’s own concept
of the linguistic universal, of course, is Cartesian, i.e. static, and it ignores
particulars. Humboldt’s linguistic universals, on the other hand, are dynamic
and manifest themselves through particulars just as in Hegel (Markova,

1982). (p. 324)

4.4 Manchester, M. L. (1985). The philosophical foundations
of Humboldt s linguistic doctrines. Amsterdam: John Benjamins
Publishing Company.

Manchester (1985)i, 7 2 & A ¥ — Dinner formD R IZ R $ % Coseriu
(1970)D K% #84 L T\ %5 Manchester (1985)12 L UiE, F 3 A AF—1T,
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%D Cartesian Linguistics T, 7 ¥ R)V k Oform of languageldsystem of rules,
grammatical and phonetic, which are employed in creating sentences % &M L T35
D, TNSOBANIHETOAERBA D 2 WIZZEBHAN KIS S5 & FRL T
WAH, Coseriu (1970)1%, ZFHEOREEMEIE 7 > RV b Oinner form&
TORERE W EGRL TWHEDZ ETHD, 0

Perhaps the most lively debate over interpretation of ‘inner form of
language’ was initiated by Noam Chomsky’s effort to appropriate Humboldt

as part of the history of ‘Cartesian linguistics’. In his book Cartesian

Linguistics Chomsky (1966: 19) argued that by the ‘form of language’

Humboldt meant essentially the system of rules, grammatical and phonetic,

which are employed in creating sentences. These rules would correspond

to what Chomsky called ‘generative rules’, or sometimes ‘transformational

rules’:

There is a constant and uniform factor underlying this ‘Arbeit des
Geistes’; it is this which Humboldt calls the ‘Form’ of language. It is
only the underlying laws of generation that are fixed, in language. . ..
The concept of Form includes the ‘Regein der Redefugung’ as well as
the rules of ‘Wortbildung’ and the rules of formation of concepts that

determine the class of ‘Grundworter’.

In 1970 Eugenio Coseriu published an article, “Semantik, innere
Sprachform und Tiefenstruktur”, which is primarily a rebuttal of Chomsky’s
interpretation of Humboldt. Coseriu argues (1970: 53) that Chomsky’s
assertion of a parallel between Humboldt’s ‘Sprachform’ and Chomsky’s

‘generative rules’ fails to appreciate that Humboldt’s concepts are rooted
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in different ‘Denkweisen’. He examines (1970: 58) three meanings of the

concept of ‘form’ in Humboldt, as applied to language, and concludes that

“The deep structure of transformational grammar has absolutely nothing to

[do] with Humboldtian inner form”. (pp. 9-10)

Manchester (1985)i%, F 3 A A ¥ — 37 ¥ F) b Dform of language % 1E L
CHRLTwZVwEW) EmEHA L Twbd, £9, F3 4 AF—(dform
of language % a set of generative rules & R L TW 5725, 7 2 F)b k DformiZ
I A4 F Iy 7 ERDDH Y, that which is formed & V) HIRIZ W E W)
Coseriu (1970)D i a #HAML T b, SHIZ, 7 RV M CTICHEL L7z
SrEOEN (D) XDIRE) TR CHESHEOENRICH LSS -720TH
0, XOEREW/) F 3 5 AF —Drules of production, & 25\ IFEREHE L
7 ANV DformTiEH ) 2 W ERRT WD,

I begin with Chomsky’s claim that the Humboldtian concept of ‘form
of language’ anticipates the theory of ‘deep structure’ developed by
transformational grammar. Chomsky (1966: 26-27, and cf. 22-24) regards
the notion of the ‘Form of language’ as the set of rules, both syntactic and

semantic, which govern sentence production in a given language:

As noted above, the form of language, for Humboldt, embraces the
rules of syntax and word formation as well as the sound system and
the rules that determine the system of concepts that constitute the

lexicon.

Chomsky’s work has spawned a new series of articles on the notion

of form in Humboldt, perhaps the most instructive of which is Coseriu’s
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(1970). He criticises Chomsky’s view, that the form of a language is a set of

generative rules, on the grounds that, for Humboldt, ‘Form” always has an

active or dynamic sense, rather than the sense of ‘that which is formed’:

In fact, ‘Form’ in Humboldt means always only something ‘which
shapes’ (gestaltet) something, the forming thing (das Gestaltende) in

respect to the ‘formed thing’ (das Gestaltete). (Coseriu 1970: 53)

Further, since Humboldt is concerned with the production of languages, and

not that of sentences within an already established language, Chomsky’s ‘rules

of production’ (or deep structure) cannot be a Humboldtian ‘form’:

The so-called ‘rule-governed creativity’, the ‘production of new
sentences’, i.e., the mere employment of the particular language in
speaking was indeed, in the Humboldtian understanding of language,
not creativity at all, not language production, not properly activity or
‘Energeia’. Chomsky’s rules of production would therefore belong,
for Humboldt, precisely to the produced things, not to the production.
(Coseriu 1970: 55)

What this little controversy points out fairly clearly with respect to
Humboldt’s use of form is that, in Coseriu’s terms, ‘Form’ means in general
‘a forming thing’. Chomsky (1966: 22-23) himself has pointed out that
Humboldt’s usage of ‘form’ comes out of the discussion in the romantic
period of the distinction between ‘mechanical form” and ‘organic form’.
Gipper similarly has related Humboldt to the distinction discussed by Goethe

between ‘forma formans’ and ‘forma formata’; Humboldt’s ‘form’ must not
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be seen as a static ‘ergon’ or product such as a system of grammatical rules,

but rather as a ‘forming force’ (Formkraft). (pp. 83-84)

Manchester (1985)i&, 7 ¥ KV b DformiZiF WA WALRERYH S Z & %
L7z T, F3 2 AF—727 2KV b Dform% grammatical system & 72
L 7z DIX5e 4z [HE BRABVD, HEVIT ELMRTH L LA
DIFTnW5b,

In light of Humboldt’s varying uses of form under this one guiding
meaning, any effort to identify the meaning of ‘form’ by pointing to some
particular location in Humboldt’s theory is doomed to failure. Chomsky’s

identification of ‘form’ with the grammatical system is not completely wrong,

just too narrow a view. (p. 86)

Z 2T, 7 YAV b Dform of language I ST W55, 7 VKRV
I Dform of languageDEFRIIER TH L, FI3HTT a3 L AF—D 7 VKR
MEREZET L, F3 A AF =137 KV b Oform of languages, & 54

BERRRD L, 525G EEELHRL TV 2L 2B L0
g, 7RV D, BRSGEOSFRHEREIOI L E Vo TWwDDN, &5
WL, BWRELEOZILEVSTWEON, HEHWVIE, WMEEEOLLI %D
DOZEHVSTVRLDONPERENL LD TH L, FIT LI bR~ 2s, &
FX, 7RV ML, IR R AR L o T, R - SAERIICA
BASHELAFRO L) koD I L %, FHRAFSHELER T 2BHOZ
L, FLCHHBNLEXDEROZ EEZHFHBL L) L LTWDOTIER W
EWIHIREFES> T2,
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4.5 Trabant, J. (2001). [7 >R s OSFEBM] HHAFK GR).
Bt P JLAL.

Trabant (2001)i%, T3 L AF—IZR5F, 7RV MHPIEL CHEBEEINT
WHRWZ E R L T b,

L2 Laehs, ZHHoOFEEICB VT 7 VRV b oiid &R
BIDEIELLDEZATROEND LIZVoThH, IR 5T
Ly, ZVRNVEDT 7 AP ZALKTARATZ) ATHENT WD L
W DI TV, 7 VAV b ORESR D IZHIENRTN 2D TH
D, TOZ&iE, 7RV FEHERE L THEAEVWIIHE LTV ES
2HWATEALHITIL 22X 512, Th v 1 BRI oF L&,
BICHE—OH»SE—UE £ T, TV nns I A=0/E TLLB
AL TWZRWEWIHEPL LHR D,

ZNERKEZ, 7 2RV b OFEONIREEDFH ST nb
FiE, w7 RV EPER SN L) LD, BIREFEFIERBD
T OFEFEOLEEZOFT T EPNTVWIDOTHL, Mot
YORBIZBW T4 ) R, bR O SRS —FENBEG T
BBV LELN - S FEF—DT VRNV b P SEATZ LI
bawePF s Cnieds, BIRERBF ORISR S L - FiE5
SHOFFEFSNR T VRNV DO FEALZLEELNLLDOEZHLNIIL X
HELTWD, ZII2BWVT 7 YHIV ML, SEENZEERICED
LERNMEEEY I ERELSHEBRLE LT, BIZERSINT
Wk 7RV MEIBREBEFOLRE L LT, h%i%% [y}
5T, EBNSHEEOBMAZIGR LA, SAUERRN A BT
137 <, SFEE B OBEAZOTHSETELDTH S, (pp.
184-185)
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Z ZC, Trabant 2001)i&, [7 ¥RV MIBASFEFEOLHRE L LT, &
SHEEIHS - T, HEWEBELOMARITR LA, I T ERGN
RBETIES, SHEOE ENE) ORERZOEALTEL0THD ]
LEoTwBA, THERGHHABETESR ] v HIAELvES 2k
BB, 1272, T YRV MAEESHICNEEZE TV ZOIZFETH
%o

LL, 73 2AF =27 RNVMIEALAZZEIZLS>TT7 VRNV b
OHLLAEE 5722 LIZED TV S,

FaAAF =T VRNV MIERLTERL)IRL, 7 VRV bR
WHRIGIZBICTR LGN D L)1k oTze Ta 2 AF =07 VRV b
FHHLEZE—INERETTZ YRV FOEILH>72bDTlEL
Moiehi—I, 7Y ARV MADFEH R RT OICTEN R EH 2 R L
720 (pp. 187-188)

Trabant (2001)75 [F 23 AAF =7 YRV N 2ER LAl EEoTw5 2
LiE, Fa A AF = PERCEE IS RIS 2720127 )V b & A
L7 TE LD, ZORIZOWTIEESHCHHT %,

5 FalAX—P7 RV MIERTHHEH

FNTHE, B8 FaLAF—E 7 VRNV MNIERT IO EEZTAHAL I,

FALAF=PTANVDET VRV MEFELLGHLE TS DL, Chomsky
(1964) & Chomsky (1966)TH 1), WL D 1960FCDFENETH Y, 1970F4L
D25 s, TANPETZ VRV MIERIZTE2HO0ZMIIEFL LI
LT, T, 19604FEME, Mg RS FEAIINIL, ERCEE
LD RIFNUE% SRV TH 7206 TH A ) o ERLEDIE L/ i
g FIRT 572012108, ERSUEDZEZ BT ANV IR T VRV MZETHl
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n, 3—ay RO RWEHSEOTERICH D L) Wbl [HEBOT ]
PHETH o/ FZ20b L, broL, HAROWERIFHIHS X
BROFHTHLEFRLIZL) I, FaLAF—DENEENLZODE
LT ahrolzOnEbh bz, FRMIE THEROT] ERzEn
THEF 2w b Lz,

Hamans & Seuren (2010)d, F 3 A A — 34 S0k % 1IE 2410 1B L
L7207 ANV MIELELTWEDOTHY (Hamans & Seuren (2010)D 5 A
I )L A%“Chomsky in search of a pedigree” T 5 Z L BT DT L R LT D),
Lrd, THIRARIZKMTH > 72 LT,

Having achieved a unique position of supremacy in the theory of syntax and
having exploited that position far beyond the narrow circles of professional

syntacticians, he [Chomsky] felt the need to shore up his theory with the

authority of history. It is shown that this attempt, resulting mainly in his

Cartesian Linguistics of 1966, was widely, and rightly, judged to be a radical
failure, even though it led to a sudden revival of interest in the history of

linguistics. (p. 377)

L2l F3bRAX =R E T H IV N EBETDT A5 ML Tw»
LELTY, ZUINE LB VELER 5. TN, T3 LA AF—DER
R EADHE S TWE I EIIEER LRV, THNV IR T VRV b OFE
ML T a AAF—OFHMRINNMTHLNHTH 5,

F72, 7RV N OFREEEILBERE TR (vague) b LT 5, flioTWnb
HFEDEFROBEIR TR L LTWh, LA T s NS LIRS 72 -
THHRTHA )0 Fa2AF—DRL DL 5% L DIFRO—2I12F
THhVERZIZIVDOTH D,

FALAF=DT VRNV MEFIEEWVICHTEHE LT, ERCGEOIEY
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b/ IERAL, B \iE, MR 250 5 DIEFEDIZIE LW b e v,
AL, 73 2AF =7 RNV bEFIEEGVICHT (B4, SHEFNEH
PE) BEELZHEANE ) —2db, TNUE, Fa32AXF =BT RVIO
BUABAICHEE L TWwE I ETH D, REITIE, 2O LIZOWTHHT %,

6 FarAx—L7UR)VOBEBEEE

Fa AAF —HPREOINCBOR A HH L, RESE) 2 &% LT 5 BUATE
BRTHLZEFILLHOENTVDEIETHD FILAF—HT7 RV
WCERTAHMISEFOBEAN ST TIERL, EIL, F2LAF—DKK
HEEOBLE 2L IBE L2 UE RS RO TH S,

FaAAF =BT VRNV MIERTHDIE, ERCEOEZEZ ST ET RV
FOSEEBIZEYEE RV LTWE L THLA, FEik, FarxFd—
137 VARV OBIGRAIZLEL T EDTH 5,

Il (2000)12 7 ¥ ARV P OBGRERIZET 2 KD X ) LREBEA D S,

R0TC, WRE D, EREMALOBRIIE ) HEED, &
WO RIS E S X M [T RV N BEROERKREHET L,
[EROEZIIOVWT—T7 Ty ADFH L wiEkafze LTl & [H
FIGTORRZ PET B 7200 BENTH D, (p.4)

LZAT, 7RO [ERIEEORREIET 5720 ORGH
DL OERL, MAOHHOMBETH 5, [EHRIZABD/ZOIHF
ETHDTH->T, NHPERDZDIZHBDTIE R\, EFXDFT
%) EFEFLMRITENAGVZHNTIE R, AMOEANNIER
(Bildung)|lZZ L3 2 TR /25 12T E vy, ERO L LS i R
Il WROHBEMWZIGEHIIVWEZ P TLEEERITT LIRS
EPLFRFICIETH L, -+ - - FIROS CIFRH 2 HHNIIH 2
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BT EHIL TIW W, &) DIZINE Z K S5 720D EIC
FTELZV] TP 7 VRNV FOEFHRDET TH Do (pp. 4-5)

ZL TR, T a2 AF—=AT7 VRV O ZOBREHICHEEL T
WAL ZEIZDOWTKRD L HIZIBRT WS,

$72, TAVADOEESEF aLAX (—LA—) 1320 [F7
VNROFIEF] (—IUNKE) OFT, ZELHELT, 7RV
b TAHOSREREOMHEME L, NEORMIERIZKIZT Z0%
BizowT] ([h 1 EERFER], —AZARE) L) BEFOKRE
REBFOWE LIBAT, SHFELTEEZCIMROZY, 2o [H
FGBORRZRET 2720 ORE ] 2E T Twb. J2L, Fas
AX—HYg, SHEMETZ84LEXORERE LT, ERED I
TA2MAOHMAML ST 5 L) MEOEEELHEL T zhbT
HHHo FarAFx—3HEIL, [EROFEHABOLDIZ] (—tO
) ORKEE [SHELEAM] ob T, 7 2RV FoZoRCizfii,
TR REICEE INZZDDOTH ) 255, TOMmLITREINTNS
ANHEOEHHDOERIEIAOLOTH Y, ["EFHE & BHERISHT
%7 RNV oL, EAEICA T TE S F S F 2B WA 23
FTAHMEN QR L TENELETHo72L, ROHHOREEL 72> T
WARE R, WHEDPEIEL X0 B ENIEVERET, $TO
PER 2T 2 b0 N5 ] LiliRTw5b, 2L T,
7RV IORMEEATZEZHN, FEEICEO S HRORE LR
NTVWBEIEEDIEHLTEDTH S, (pp.69-70)

FEEIZT7 YR S OBEGEEMEE R TA X D o Humboldt (1993) ([EFiHEI O
R A IET 7200 Gm] OFFRM) &, EZRKEMAOBRIZOWTRD
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Still I hope I have said enough to make my own position in this essay
clearer, or to show that the chief point to be kept in view by the State is the
development of the powers of its citizens in their full individuality; that
it must, therefore, pursue only that object which they cannot procure for
themselves, namely security; and that this is the only true and infallible way
to connect, by a strong and enduring bond, two apparently incompatible
things: the general end of the State and the ends of all the individual citizens.

(pp. 132-133)

Chomsky (1966)i%, D7 ¥ Kb+ ASEFMHE xS A B H % Bi#

LT ZEZE L, 7RV bOSERBEEZHFET 572012137 v KL
N OB A PR T LS H Z L A RHH L TV b,

Finally, we should note that Humboldt’s conception of language must

be considered against the background provided by his writings on social

and political theory and the concept of human nature that underlies them.

Humboldt has been described as “the most prominent representative in
Germany” of the doctrine of natural rights and of the opposition to the
authoritarian state. His denunciation of excessive state power (and of any sort
of dogmatic faith) is based on his advocacy of the fundamental human right
to develop a personal individuality through meaningful creative work and

unconstrained thought . . . . (p. 24)

% LT, Chomsky (1966)iZ, 7 > ) b ASSFEDAIEN: % 5§ 2 D13tk o
NEORBEIZNT2EZEZHTNEELLLDOTH L ERTWD,
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It is clear, then, that Humboldt’s emphasis on the spontaneous and creative
aspects of language use derives from a much more general concept of “human
nature,” a concept which he did not originate but which he developed and

elaborated in original and important ways. (p. 26)

Fa A AF =L, BBSUEOWIZE L HOBEATHENIMORILR D 22\ (L
EFOMEE, AL 0T, HOOKGESORELY 351 L5
Fix, 7RV P OFFHEEE L BUERIEIZY) > TH N2 W ERICH
ERHSTEBY, FarAF—DNTRVMNIERTHOL, HFOE
BAR L BUR A7 VoAV P OSHEEE L BIEEENF L TH L5 TH
LEHMLTI VG FaAAF—DT7 VRN MIERTHIERIZIZZ) L
HHEPH LI LEENTIE RO\,

Chomsky (1987)1%, TG4 &, 19704E12 3 71 T2 % Loyola University T D
HCTHLY, TOHTHLF a2 AF—137 RV FOBEEEMIZOWTHMA
LTWwa,

Chomsky (1987)i%, #® % A I )V%Language and freedom” Tdh % Z &2 5
GhH LIS, SHEHHIIOWTOHRETH L, £3, TOMEOFHET,
FaLAF=DREDLHIIIF o TVELERTAL ),

5
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When I was invited to speak on the topic “language and freedom,” I was
puzzled and intrigued. Most of my professional life has been devoted to
the study of language. There would be no great difficulty in finding a topic
to discuss in that domain. And there is much to say about the problems of
freedom and liberation as they pose themselves to us and to others in the
mid-twentieth century. What is troublesome in the title of this lecture is the

conjunction. In what way are language and freedom to be interconnected?
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(p. 139)

FarAFx—iF, SEFLHHOMEZNZNIOWTHES Z LIFH LW
LTV, MEEZHEIOTLORELVES>TWE, LrL, B
JHC, SELHHOBRICOWTHEE §2 D% KE S N/ZKIZIZH 72
(puzzled) 7%, [EFIZ, HBREZ ZZ 57 (intrigued) EF->Tn5H I &I
FHINRETH D, F 32 AF—ITIREIIESENIEE B2 HEEY 5
B EHE IO LDTH S,

FasAFx—IE, ZoO#EEETETNVY -0 [AEAFERER] (&I
Discours sur l'origine et les fondements de 1'inégalité parmi les hommes, JErERE%,
& Discourse on Inequality) 7 HI5%, EDHRIZT ¥R FOFEIZA - TIT <,

FaLAFX—IL, T, SHLHHOMOTRLZHRICOVTHB L T»

o BIEIZAMOL HEHi(mind) & A OB HZBHEE HEEB %2505 T4
MY THY, FEEWET LI LIEABMOBHOERCIEFEIZOLNLDTH
5 EIBRTW5,

Were we to combine these speculations, we might develop an interesting
connection between language and freedom. Language, in its essential
properties and the manner of its use, provides the basic criterion for
determining that another organism is a being with a human mind and the
human capacity for free thought and self-expression, and with the essential
human need for freedom from the external constraints of repressive authority.
Furthermore, we might try to proceed from the detailed investigation of
language and its use to a deeper and more specific understanding of the
human mind. Proceeding on this model, we might further attempt to study
other aspects of that human nature which, as Rousseau rightly observes,

must be correctly conceived if we are to be able to develop, in theory, the
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foundations for a rational social order. (p. 145)

7RV SPHSOFENEE AR FEREEEEEZIE o2 ) &M
TV Ww)S, MEOEIZIZHAOWEN D 5 L F 3 2 A F —1Fk X

o

Humboldt was, on the one hand, one of the most profound theorists of general
linguistics, and on the other, an early and forceful advocate of libertarian

values. (p. 148)

Though he [Humboldt] does not, to my knowledge, explicitly relate his
ideas about language to his libertarian social thought, there is quite clearly a
common ground from which they develop, a concept of human nature that

inspires each. (p. 148)

Galiged 5 2 L IEANHDAE EIEE) LT 5 ElARR &ttt
TREELBRTNG, SR EHmind) 2 ETHEHLZDOTH 5,

i}

T

Conceivably, we might in this way develop a social science based on
empirically well-founded propositions concerning human nature. Just as

we study the range of humanly attainable languages, with some success, we

might also try to study the forms of artistic expression or, for that matter,

scientific knowledge that humans can conceive, and perhaps even the range of

ethical systems and social structures in which humans can live and function,

given their intrinsic capacities and needs. Perhaps one might go on to

project a concept of social organization that would—under given conditions

of material and spiritual culture—best encourage and accommodate the
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fundamental human need—if such it is—for spontaneous initiative, creative
work, solidarity, pursuit of social justice.

I do not want to exaggerate, as I no doubt have, the role of investigation
of language. Language is the product of human intelligence that is, for the
moment, most accessible to study. A rich tradition held language to be a
mirror of mind. To some extent, there is surely truth and useful insight in this

idea. (p. 155)

FaLAF—12EoT, 7RIV IMIRAVIIBIT A ABEAOHER &

B ERANDRPLE ) IMFOR S Hl L 7R LD TH %,

In his book Nationalism and Culture (London: Freedom Press, 1937), Rocker
describes Humboldt as “the most prominent representative in Germany” of
the doctrine of natural rights and of the opposition to the authoritarian state. (p.

435, note 15)

Fa A AF =L, FUTEALAENHKOEHOT T, SEFONE &
WAL T oK EPRE S 5TV DD, ZOFMOTT, BOSHESRE X

HAEE O BRIZOWTERD L H 12 R T W5,

BB L RO EGER OBRE L EpNDE DTS, T 2 B
MHiExd ) A, TH, ZOZDIHBLTNELDONH 5 &3,
MPROFIHBORBED L) 2 bDIEDHL0b LT A, ADE
W2Vl NIIMBoEY LM 2 132 W 2 03H 5 &
W) ZLETT, TORNIE ST, SEXHBIERD, BRERMHR
BUIEASNTITHFLELE) 2EHFTELDOTT, ZLTH LW
HEAEAMTILLTELDOTY, TORN I ZVABORIM L &



FILAF—ETAIANIL - Try - TRV —SEEEAELEGE A 49

HOFRTIERWVWTL &9 Do

FaAAFX—iL, SEFLAGONEER I IEOEBED LD L OnH
LEE-oTwh, HEi, Fa 2 2F—-0FHIHLBEERORIZIX, 7~
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bbb, L, FTaAAXF=H7 RNV FOBGEEBIZIE L Cnidh oz
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mhrolzmd Lt v,

Chomsky (2015)i%, F 3 4 A ¥ —72920144F35H L3H6H 12 LR KT
o7z BHASHO [SEOMBEREEE] L3H6HO [EAREHRWRE
HOTTABEHIEEZENL D)) 2P L2 D THL05, TOMHEED [
L0 T, FBHEHKDSF 2 2o AF -0 EEE L B EAEO R ILRE
oI LERIEHL TV,

TLMHACT a A AF —HBIRPG TR 0 2 O DHHIZOWTE
EOTHTT, [FarAF—1zAns] Li3Enrs L CHMEE
Tt BHEEL L TCOF 3 AAF— EBUAHESRMER L LTCOF 3 &
AF =TT, TlE, TNHZADF a 2 AF—1ZEIEBRLTVED
Ho TNLLLKHPNBEMTTD, ZHIZOVWTIEF a2 AF—#
B ldo &Y L LA ZIZET, MAEEBI TV LI R L
ZHMHYFE L. L LA HOMETHO T, F3 2 AF—HI%id
COMERXERICHEZ T, [ZADFa 2 AFx—] 202155 T
FiELFE L. F0UE, A EDL ) BREEWHONP] EvHIR
AREBEICH T AHEE L TFEPT LD > TL AT DEXTT, 2D
PIEEIC B 2 85— T3 [ X0 XD R BAMBEEWARON] L
ALDOTTA, THICE LTI, F 3 2 AF—HIR I TR0 ME 212
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IZBWT, Fa b AF—RE, WP ER L ANHOREIZHESNT,
FANBIZEDL ) BHAWEESYWTHLREDP—ZLT, HoTL
MBREDP—E V) ZLIZDVWTORLEE-S72DOTT, MEHOHHE
TRELCIBRENZL 912, R BbIEZFDEWZENEE L L TSiEk
FEE VI AN =A% 52050 TnEd, SAEEEEAMPEBEIZE
ZL, HHICEHAT2Z L E2WREICL T3, AZHD 2 OBMNA
EWE LTCORBIZEDNT, RAbidamEEmE LT, Hl
TRER T OMEIN A ZW TH S TLPRERE LD TT 2N,
F 3 AAF—HIEPFEORERN (L VERTO) [HE] 20T,
H A, BHFNEH#EASBUBNRE L/ L) LT 5L 213,
FIWHEHETRITNE AR ) A BENIZINS o0z i >
F5Z L RATETT, F 3 4 AF—HIZORFHZE & Bt &R
ML TY, HEMZERIIAELETA. LAL, D) OH#
ANDOWIZH 2 ZOOMETE & LT, foRmse s Bt & BHEO
BUIZEB Y 2B AMDR 2 T NE RS W T L ) [ ADF 3 A
AFx—] OMICIZBERBEEUI—Z L TBZ L BRVER»—H 5
EWHZED, HEHESHD ODOFEHICB W THRFIREN LR
WEF T, (Chomsky 2015, pp. 115-116)

¥ 72, Chomsky (2015)D#FIIETH A tRH LT FIL, CORDHD [ — 4+

FaLAF—OREAMICONT] LWVWHET, IROLHIZHRRTWVE,
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DEFERIEIC X > T, AHREROSERB AN T 5% 38T
&%, TLTC, B ESNEROSHERIPAMICHRZEEZR) &
MO %52, TORHEHEICLT, ABIZIRPIIHE L 72— L2
WL > THEIZLIES N TIRWARW—SHTE 2172 ) 2 &8
Wskz, 2% 0, SFHEEIEICL > TABIZZOARMEE L CHHTAIE
W7t BEEDT) 252560 TWEDTHbE, £ ThHiUL, AR
DRGNS E R RRISTEPE S L) R THE LR SN TV
RETHY, ANHORETHLHHEIZ O 2 L) Ritadkblic
B A L TlE b vk w) BEMNEEHENL, 2ILT,
A RCCED RIS 5 SREE AMBLE BUGIVIS E LCOT T4 A1) -
UNRFY) AL, Fa 2 AF—0BEoF T, [HE] oMezEL T,
DI T HDEEH S o (p. 198)

-

CDEHZ, FarAF—L TRV FOBRBBIIZIGEEN S Y, #
NICF a2 2AF =137V EN PRI ZEVICHTOTH S,

Rai (2005)DF 3 4 A F —OBIEEEIZET 2RO S 20 2 & % Zhk
LTwb, 2

The Enlightenment was a broad, scattered, phenomenon, but there were
certain commonalities to the thought of the period. Chomsky suggests that
the ideals of the Enlightenment were the ideas that “people had natural
rights, that they were fundamentally equal, that it was an infringement of
essential human rights if systems of authority subordinated some to others,
the insistence that there were real bonds of unity and solidarity among people

across cultures,” and so on (Chomsky 1988a: 764.) (pp. 231-232)
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Wilson (2005)b, IFO L HIZ, 3, Fa 2 AF—OBEITHIV D
HFNEZREODOTHLZ L 2IGH L2 LT,

Chomsky, like Descartes, thinks of the person as an intellect associated with
a will that freely chooses its course of action: humans are “free agents” who

probably have a corresponding “instinct for freedom.” (p. 241)

KDOEHICTFabrAF—L 7 ENVNOMBREIAL TWA,

So how do these premises and distinctions influence particular social
practices? Unsurprisingly, Chomsky admires the libertarian-romantic
Wilhelm von Humboldt (Chomsky 1993d: 19), who observed “It is the
prosecution of some single object, and in striving to reach it by the combined
application of his moral and physical energies, that the true happiness of man,
in his full vigor and development, consists” (Humboldt 1993: 3-4). This kind
of fulfillment can only arise when an individual has the opportunity to choose
a particular goal and when the path to that goal offers a variety of situations:
“Even the most free and self-reliant of men is hindered in his development,

when set in a monotonous situation” (Humboldt 1993: 10). (p. 244)

Wilson (2005)(%, 7~ 2 & A ¥ — OHIAH L 3 214 [ HH £t 3:5% ],
Horwig, [7TFNVT - T4 H)AL] THAEEMRL TS, 7TFIN
YT ) AL ENE, REE (BN, DVD-ROMAR) (2 &iud, [(7
FUT MBS TR, VT H ) ALEIHEAS TR0 TR TOBIA
M) % BEb: L7l & O EIC X 244 % Hig3 AR - s8] <Th 5,

Reflecting human beings’ need to exercise choice and to associate,
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Chomsky’s ideal form of social organization is based on his view of the
individual as a creature that needs to be creative and to freely associate with
others for the fulfillment of common aims. Thus, for Chomsky, the ideal form
of social organization is one that minimizes external authority (anarchism)
and allows for free association of individuals (syndicalism). The result, which
he calls “libertarian socialism” or “anarchosyndicalism,” maximizes the
opportunity to exercise autonomy, freedom, and creativity on the one hand,

while finding friendship, solidarity, and love, on the other. (p. 244)

TEHEA [SFEtREIT A2 EHHICEZ L, HEICEHT 2 2 L 2 HEIC
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HAEZYWELTH, HHTHENTYLOMAN A ZY THoTL2ERE
BOTTo TN, F 3 A AF—HEDPFROERN (L VEKRTO) [T
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7 T
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DODPERTEIRE LTSI EIZREEAPH L0905 THY), FasbAF—
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W7 YRV IOEEEMEEMNL TWAI LR L, 72, FaLA
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*
1 BPERFEE L TCHEART VXY ¥ — - 7% - 72K M(Alexander von
Humboldt) T 4 .

2728 20X, BRI L L TCOFREY L 0L FELEH(psychological reality
of grammar)® [ X I (1999)12, F7E O A 15 M(innateness) & €2 2 — V%
(modularity) D [HFEIZHH: (2008)12, T (recursion) D BEIE 1 (2015)I2F &9
720

3 22 CHRALZZMOARD HAGFEOEFLLIZRILIC L 5 S DTH S, Humboldt (1836)
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OfINC X 2 HARFEROFS L [Seh L fth— 7 1 3BTl Lo Twa,
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Synopsis
Noam Chomsky and Wilhelm von Humboldt
Satoru Nakai

In the 1960s Chomsky often referred to Wilhelm von Humboldt besides
Descartes and argued that his generative grammar originated from
Humboldt. But he was criticized for misunderstanding Humboldt’s
conception of the form of language. Actually, Chomsky did not
misunderstand. The cause of this “misunderstanding” is the vagueness of
Humboldt’s definition of the form of language. Chomsky knows that
Humboldt’s ideas are vague and he interprets Humboldt’s ideas in his own
way.

By referring to Descartes and Humboldt, Chomsky seems to have
succeeded in justifying his generative grammar historically. Of course, it is
not clear whether he intended this or not.

Chomsky also refers to Humboldt because he finds that Humboldt had the
same political thought as he does. Both Chomsky and Humboldt argue that
the individual citizen should be allowed to have the freedom against the
state.

We should realize that Chomsky refers to Humboldt because Humboldt

had the same linguistic and political thought as he does.



