BHATHEOLHEEOBEZ W

1 L

MEDOHRT (psychological reality) ORE—FMEEENERT 2
SR EREREE (native speaker) MMM HNTINTEL LU, T30
EXIET D5 E 5 OME——, AERsrEitH o AT H T ST
5.t Chomsky @E 2 1T Vv-o B UhkoTh o, 48 Emaie ks

R e T LR L 5 TR D Bh, TEOLWEE oMl
DT BT, OB AT AR L, &E, S, CofiEER D
BV, 49 T2 LELBHELTALS LB, finoEMoRE R, fIF,
(ko nNEEONRE 0T 2 TEHEE AR —RE 2N E
B B AR RO P TR RS A b A fo R R R
DTS AR~ TR T AR S DA, TEHET, ThLOi
TihSdledn o B ER D BRI T < 2d b T i,

2 AEEIUEOBE L RO OEEEONE

NEOGREEOREN, ARMEERED b BHE TR, &
OB S LS D, FA TEARLAVHBTHSL, 120
B~ ORERE AR 50 Th S, Linell = Xiud, ko de i+
HEECEMOHE LG,

# 1% E oREEr, Radical physicalisin & FEF 5 L o, SEHECLL
BRI AR LRt Db w5 B THS,

Radical physicalism : One claims that thare is nothing which can
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be meaningfully characterized as psychological which cannot be
more adequately described as physical or physiological. Theretore,
talking about psychological reality is nensense. Moreover, lan-
guage should be described solely in terms of overt (or nonovert)

physical or physiological events,

B2 E OPEF, Pessimism rENERA {00, BIIE A A B s

DUIEFMEL T3 m%&%ﬁ,%h%%;?%:ama%¥%mm
RAERETH D, FEFHE TGRS TEETEY Lok bt fe b 7

_ﬁm‘-
EWVATIBTHE,

Pessimism : Speakers are assumed to possess knowledge of their
language, i.e. a grammar with a more or less specific organization
which enables them to use their language correctly, but it is
considered to be an unattainable goal to find out what prop-
erties these psychological structures have. Therefore, linguists
should avoid these problems and do ‘autonomous linguistics’, i e
establish linguistic generalizations by purely structural methods,

(Language is seen as a system of social norms.)?

%3ﬁﬁ®%gm,Mwamemmmla@@ha%@ﬁ,yg@@m$
FELEETD, TS HOMEOL TR, SHFELIOLERNTS biE
LR e S W ETH S,

Moderate realism . Speakers are assumed to have organized

knowledge of their language in some specific ways. 1o attain
explanatory adequacy, liguistic theory must strive for realism.
Biological, psychological and social realities must be taken
into account . . . . However, an investigation of psychological
realities cannot he pursued with purely linguistic-structural meth-

ods. Instead, many types of ‘external’ evidence must bhe exploited
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{whereby the relevance and reliability of this evidence must be
eritically examined). Also, one needs plausible ‘metaphysical’
assumptions about the nature of language, language acquisition
and use, the properties of the mind, etc. The latter should he an
obvious piont, though the limited interest in the philosophical
foundations of linguistic metatheory shows that it is mot olten

considered to be so.®

2 4% ofiEsiE, Naive optimism EMEHTND DT, RO LIRE
MaEs, Ly, FheBmnsERo ko GERL IS Lvdin
BeH b, Chomsky 132 OB A S,

Naive optimism : Speakers are assumed to have highly integrated
and interindividually similar “mental grammars’. Since many
irrelevant factors intervene in performance the best way to
determine mental grammars would then be to apply formal-
linguistic methods in trying to investigate general and abstract

conditions on linguistic structures. ®

Chomsky MWTEOLMEEELZTRELCHDS AT IR D, B
BB EEEREGERS D, AR CEEROREA TIEYRETEH S,
F o AN EE Lt iR it Th D, T, R
o HE S BBETHD

Ao Ly, ABSPHEELTEE LTV 5 B 558 (linguistic
competence), ‘3 75i>%, internalized knowledge of language @ F s
fERET 52 & Tha, Chomsky X% &, coAMASEREILE- T
Az kiz, HAELMRKBIEDLAZ LTAHY, TOLRRECAS LD O,
HH & E S R OER B D B D OGRS (“a certain mental struc-
ture consisting of a system of rules and principles that generate and

relate mental representations of various types”)™ ZF T\5BZET
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HDH, Z@ “a certain mental structure consisting of a system of rules
and principles” XD LS540 EMUEL, FOEFARERTLC b
DEBEACHTIDTHD,

ERET b T B FE IR E 59 2 — 2 T3 (principles-
and-parameters approach) CHEMT 2 LD L 5w s, AR, £15119
?(:—‘}‘.g"‘-ﬁj{?_ﬁi—, (Universal Grammar [IF, UG FEEE) S48 § oo T

o EBWE VI DTHDHE, o UG 11, “genetically determined
initial state of the mind, common to the species™? &%, = o UG 2
AT H7ERM (subcomponents of the rule system)!s LE®REAOT
firfhzf (subsystems of principles)™* mEf- T3, UG ©oohbDT
FERECEA T 4 — & (parameter) 3 D, SEEE, “hbmLs 4
—FGAAL y FORME LR ERT WS, flid, BAZERERI i
Dk, HABEEETITFHEL, ARELYESB T 288 T, BHETE LW
BAZA—2—DAA ,FRVRAL LEABY 285 LTEBDAT 4 —
HDAT » FERERELEH D E, L (mind) i T25E DR (steady state) I
BEL, HOEBYER LS LD, 25 4 — 5 YHE Lifh - 2kl
core grammar & W5 18

AT A =R DA L, FEREE L ot OFERECE LA “a certain

mental structure consisting of a system of rules and principles” 73,
%Ekﬁﬁﬁﬂbumﬁbfhﬁi%ﬁﬂﬁ%D,:®§%%ﬁ®%?w%
TERL 2 ONREWERD A TE 55 b, SR TESEESERT 530 ELHR
MEOINCEL L Coib s 52 S min . Chomsky HE13, 5
HOELIERDIEEELTGB ZEBE vy, ERTENE
2B LT, Chomsky Ao biERELYTELT A3 &

BTHHE L, Fio, 0k (grammar) s h HEL, SESERAER L
MEEGCIESRE, BESEXABRLLTHE LTV A IHEL W3 2008
%K,ﬁﬁﬁiiﬁﬁm?BC&Kﬁbf,CMmﬁy#ﬂ% TR

i min
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Tl & g, Chomsky i GEYSEERYFEERLCHL 2 LT
F A O L TH D, Chomsky (%, ko X 5~ Tw4,

We must be careful to distinguish the grammar, regarded as a
structure postulated in the mind, from the linguist’s grammar,
which is an explicit articulated theory that attempts to express
precisely the rules and principles of the grammar in the mind of the
ideal speaker-hearer. The linguist’s grammar is a scientific
theory, correct insofar as it corresponds to the internally repre-

sented grammar. (BExactly what is meant by the notion “corre-

sponds” in the case of the abstract study ol a physical system is
a complex guestiom, not unique to this enterprise.) It is common
to use the term “grammar” with systematic ambiguity, letting the
context determine whether it refers to the internalized grammar
or to the linguist’s theory. The practice is unobjectionable but

may lead to confusion unless care is talen.'

E ok Bk, CEOOHEAMETERET L LERLDTES
2, U OLRTEEC K LT TSR IEEE SR U L 5 mirhd &
o T B T ey, Botha i X duE, K& 40T, MvIHEEEWIE
BT oAE5 w5 8 UGB L s el EhTwa,

A grammar gives 2 STRONG REPRESENTATION of the struc-
ture of the linguistic competence if there is isomorphism between
the grammar and the linguistic competence. This happens when
for each theoretical concept, rute and (subjcomponent of the
grammar, a corresponding independent mental mechanism or

structural component of the linguistic competeace is to be [ound.

The kind of isomorphism between the grammar and the lin-
guistic competence which is assumed by the strong form of repre-
sentation is called RULE-FOR-RULE ISOMORPHISM or MICRO-
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ISOMORPHISM. ¥

Botha & Xu¥, 1960FEMHE LB C D X 5 Rl IIEREES hic
25 RTINS oh, ok EEeanBit i s Bt h, I
TEDHREEFH, b EFGAUBE L TLSE L0520 ZORVIRE
RO I HEHEE -5,

Currently, generative grammarians provide for, among others,
the following weaker form of representation : a grammar gives a
WEAKER REPRESENTATION of the structure of the linguistic
rompetence 1f the components or types of rules of the grammar
correspond to independent mental mechanisms or structures within
the lingnistic competence. This weaker form of representation
assumes a relation of SEMI-ISOMORHISM hbetween the grammar

and the linguistic competence, *

BAEDEN IrEFEIFCVEL E o Thd s oTh, ik, BED
PR v bl s b AR LRV BTEH T, EHTEOlRDRIE
BB b, ERERFESERT S IER, BENEOSHEN e
—F B LT il i B 0 CH D,

8 STIRODE AR D BT

$EHEOREN L LT, BANE, SHEEINFRT A ELOAYEE
Mool i e Bicye, 2E D, BEEEEVAELL T - Ty 230k
(B 20TRE) A L iudin b0 TH DR, T, SRFENF
B 5 Er L ERE 2o L WA RFERE C S DD TES I 5,

o oSt S Chomsky OE 2 IIHE-BE LTV 5, Chomsky 4E,
BEEAN R LTV A% mental organ® D, A:fho—o0if
BWibzThE), SEFIAEMELAL AL LR LTS, £k
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AL Thiil, H&, SHSEEpRIFEUHE TR Ti v ek
5.0 oD, SRERAARSE TS D, EERSELRCHE ORI
LW Thb, LT, HABEETI, HWEOSREEEMEE binuvda b,
ERERTHMEOLEEEERMER S0 T B M Chomsky M,
“There is no reason to adopt some different standpoint when the

object under investigation is the human being.”® LS\ f)o T 5 50

4 Chomsky @3 % FoORIEES

wEOOWELTOMEEHT% Chomsky o HFaERE—HLTsE D,
PR E2FEL L5 L L2y, FoFL HEn{2hoMEEr s
Do

1A oMBEMT, oA LR TE (mental organ) Win b & BT
bHa, LT~k 5, Chomsky I, CLaOWEE & FC, £WEs
EHT LR 0B ERWRTIUIIGEE T, Lavl, Shikbh<
FCL 2 Ch D, BPEREENIEO—TH DA, EEREESAAEL
LTHE» Tw 53RN 5 0MRER I LTWS40THD, MBELD
DTHB, COLRPREBYRENTRCSFEALEEC LA b
T, BEMASHETLIRALL SR TEd &b IGEITHDTH D, Botha
%, mental computation * %> mental representation :73\+% Chomsky
DEI %, “As Chomsky uses the expressions ‘computation’ and ‘repre-
sentation’ within this context, they are at best metaphors, at worst
completely contentless. ™ »#E¥] LT bv\éc LTLT, 2oXEHLT, &k
D L5 IEER AT S,

Also in his paper ‘A theory of core grammar’ (1978b : 13, 16,
17, 22) Chomsky uses the expressions ‘mental computation(s)’ and
‘mental representations’ without attempting to specify what non-

figurative meaning ‘computation’ and ‘representaion’ may have in
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this context. The (illusory) nature of Chomsky’s mental entities
is analyzed in greater depth in sections 2 and 4 of Botha to

appear c.

552 E oMEA, BE (o LiEEOREBEL 2T Thhi
Law, AMoo (mind) Z BEREOFE TR TEENEINTH LY
Chomsky 13, “There is no reason to adoptisome different standpoint
when the object under investigation is the human being” *5 Tl
53, HARMEOFERSAMOLOWMECLOE THTLE LY Db
M2 E %, Flad, BSREETE, Bl fild s RE s LCHEEDCR
s oy, ToRMEOLEPERMRCLTIRDET LNTELDTH
A5 B EENE BT TS UL E b Pls LT, Linell 15
FEo lexicon AW TW5, ERMTEEENEETIEEO lexicon i,
B B S TIER 2 h, lexical entries (XEGFE - HjEmv, £ L
T, £FRIERT, £THATELE BRE L5 T35, Linell 1
A, SFEEREAVEL T D lexicon MARAYC, BEitMoREREoE
ThTiks bitvoillna,

It is rather obvious that the generative assumptions of the
economical {unctioning of the mind are speculative and aprioristic.
How, for example, do we know what is considered as simple or
econornical hy the memory or the brain? Which way of sroring
information is least burdening for the brain? Indeed, why must
the brain economize at all? Is it not large enough to admit of
‘uneconomical storage’ 7 Such problems are never approached in
generative discussions where it is simply taken for granted that it
is more simple and economical to store a morpheme-invariant form
plus information about what happens to this {orm in varicus
contexts (rules for deriving different phonetic forms) than to store

concrete forms (phonetic plans) plus information about their various
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interrelations. That is, it is supposed, e.g., that /diviiz/ plus
rules (cf. §1.4.1) is more simple than /divain/, /divin(iti)/ plus
rules. The claim is usually based on some way of counting the
feature specifications needed in the lexicon and the rule system in
the different zolutions (Halle 1959; McCawley 1968 a : 47—52). But
there is no empirical evidence that gross feature countings —even if
these could be performed in a consistent and non-arbitrary manner,
which seems unlikely —are a realistic simplicity measure of memory
storage. Even if ‘brute’ feature counting is supplemented with
some refinements in terms of markedness considerations (cf.
Chomsky & Halle 1968 : ch. 9 and other references given, p. 73, fn.
4) it is highly dubious that such quasi-guantitative measures are
really decisive. It seems quite reasonable to assume that also
qualitative properties of the stored information are essential. And
even more importantly, ‘economy’ is not just a matter of storage;
the information must also be easily retrieved (cf, Derwing 1973 ;
154, fn. 2). From a functional point-of-view, a redundant lexicon,
in which there are many paths of associations between items and
in which, consequently, information cam be retrieved in many
ways, would be more useful than a non-redundant one. Indeed,
there is evidence that speakers can search for information in the
memory by several parallel strategies. Purthermore, if word forms
are stored, rather than abstract morphemes, we would benefit
from the concreteness in that the amount of computing necessary
in both speech production and speech recognition would, most
probably, be drastically diminished (cf. §12.3.2). And, in fact,
modern theories of the human memory do not assume that long-
term memory storage is subject to any limitations in terms of
quantity. The capacity of the brain to store large numbers of
items seems very great, if not unlimited. There should be no

problems as f{ar as word forms as lexical items are concerned
(ci. also Sampson 1970 : 620; Braine 1974 : 297). Thus, contrary
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to OGPh claims, there is every reason to soppose that abstract

non-redundant storing methods would be guite ‘expensive’. ®

3% E OB, PRI SELEROE T 4% Chomsky D&
f#Ch s, Chomsky 1k, BHERE (BHF) €1, FIOEEENLS 50
CHOEGA I ERBBERRGRGES o Tn54, % & IR BT
ThHD, FIEERZEOIR Gkl 2 FARORRIIIETL T kbR
T\~%, Philip Carr 11, Chomsky o2 @BUETT D WTH D L 510l

Wby

If a realist philosophy of linguistics is combined with this
objectivist ontology, it is interesting ro ask in what respects it is
distinct from Chomsky’s version of realism, with its psychologistic
ontology. That Chomsky would describe himself as a realist is
self-evident, but what 1s interesting is the question of what this
amounts to for Chomsky. He frequently cites theory construction
in physics as the model upon which theories in linguistics are
tested and developed, and assumes that realism is the norm in
the philesophy of physics. Thus, argumg against the adoption of

an instrumentalist philosophy of linguistics, he says:

to say that linguistics is the study of introspective judgements
would be like saying that physics is the study of meter readings,
photographs and so on, but nobody says that. Actually people
did say that during the heyday of operationalism, but that did
not have a pernicious effect on physics, because even the people
who said it did not really helieve it at any relevant level, and
they did their woik anyhow. A: any rate, 1t did not make any
sense, and was rapidly discarded. {Chomsky 1982 : 33)%

As the discussions of the instrumentalist tradition in the phi-



202 o FH &

losophy of science in 1.2 shows, this misrepresents both the
content and the history of instrumentalism. Not only was such a
philosophy of science not ‘rapidly discarded’, it is still alive and
well (see van Fraassen 1980 for a recent formulation of the
principal instrumentalist arguments). Thus, Chomsky’s idea that
physics enjoys a universally accepted realist interpretation is quite
mistaken. So too iz his claim that instrumentalism ‘does not make
any sense’ : as we saw m 2.1, instrumentalist arguments against

realism are rather powerful and must be met by realists.

BlEiramc s T, BAR L RETERORFIFTCEH T L1k, BHEEE
#2022 Ronald N, Giere Ok OEES L LW LM CHE 5,

The philosophical fortunes of scientific realism have risen and
fallen with dramatic rapidity during the past twenty years. In
1965 it had few defenders. By 1975 it was accepted by many
philosophers of science. DBy 1985 it was again on the defensive.
Yet there has been some progress, if only hecause the range of
alternative positions has been extended and clarified (Leplin
1984; Churchland and Hooker 1985). %

= = Leplin 1984 & J % @12, Jarrett Leplin (ed.), Scienzific Realism®®
DU ET, TORT, 1982FRpM R REERCH T S SR THES R
eIk, RO TIRE SRR S mAREREERCE T LR RS
T TH A, ¥, Churchland and Hooker 1985 & a4 @i, Paul M.
Churchland and Clifford A. Hooker (eds.), Images of Science : Fssays
on Realism and Empiricism, with a Reply from Bas C. van
Fraassen® oz 27, ZoZFiT, Bas C, van Fraassen @ The Scientific
Image®™ CHT5ERACETRBEHTS van Fraassen OEIFHED
TETHLH, TOIHE, HEHEZOMRATE, FEEERED OHFIR
FEWTWBHDTHD,
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Chomsky #EREFTHARIFETH D, SRS H BRSO FET T
T L EE - TwBLE, # L7, Chomsky PESEEITLEEHD
HEEEM LT B bR E b, BEO KR TEECHATHE 0K
PREOI HEFEL LR TWERRATLD D, WECLNEECHEY
E2DHATELOTEETSL, RATE, FFEFOR CHRERS
DIBEEH ST AP ELTLI S,

5 FHEGST BT D IR D M

s, TrEoLNETOMEC>-T] TIEA L, FEol
AT B TR A A ORI LY, SRR SR L TR (G
HEH) 0= onBas s,

Tarrett Leplin i X % &, BTERMFREHIRTE D, VWAVWERBLHO
ADBI, BERLAES LTS 08 L 5 TR K 0FERERE b - Ty
BEw5,

Like the Equal Rights Movementi. scientific realism is a majority
position whose advocates are so divided as to appear a minority. . . .
What realists do share in common are the convictions that
scientific change is, on balance, progressive and that science
makes possible knowledge of the world beyond its accessible,
empirical manifestations. Unless progress is understood in purely
pragmatic terms and kunowledge is held not to require truth by

correspondence, antirealists will reject these convictions, 40

REFRREPEERCE AT 301, Riko GEBELTThHES, —2
PSR CREEC T 2 EROTNESEETH D, BEOERY LS Vd i - Tk
LE, BOARMREELS SR Tu B LR s bA 0 2L s

i SR, B LW TG AR, £ oF LUWER 4 ZamR



2

204 SR

WEERTGLEE SN, BEIhD2E L, fE- T, EMosEE
EATETS LR TEhREVS L0 CHS, Leplin (1o X 5125
LTwh,

One problem ig historical. Whatever continuity may be discerned
in the growth of empirical knowledge, theoretical science has been
radically discontinuous, Scientific views about the ultimate struc-
ture and lawlike organization of the world have frequently been
overthrown and replaced by incompatible views. Much of this
discarded science was, [or an appreciable time, eminently success-
ful by the standards we employ in assessing current science. The
inference seems inescapahle that the evidence availahle to support
current science Is by nature unreliable and systematically un-
derdetermines what ought to be believed about the world heyond
our experiences. Scientific theories, however well secured hy
observation and experiment, are imevitably fallible. Nor is there
any basis for expecting the future evolution of scientific standards
and methods to provide a more secure foundation for scientific
knowledge. For methodological developments that have occurred
thus far, whatever improvements they have generaied at the level
of human interaction with nature, have [ailed utterly to resolve
the basic dilemma of the underdetermination of theory.

Theory change alters the characterization science gives of the
entities and processes alleged to constitute the world. Even where
the same entities and processes appear to be countenanced by
successive theories, their descriptions are so altered as to make it
impossible to discern referential stability il reference is at all
dependent on accounts of the nature of the relerent. Thus,
history appears to discredit our ability to identify the actual
constituents of the world as much as it does cur ability to learn

their true natures. i
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HETEREPEERCEHN LT RIF2 4 5 —00lMEL, MERoESE
#: F I OBETE D, Leplin iM%k O X 518 BE LT3,

The second problem concerns the explanation which an imputation
of truth or approximate truth to a theory can give of its empirical
success. LEwven if a theory were true or approximately so, that
fact about it could easily fail to be reflected in success. A true
theory, unless complete in some global sense, might be too
remote from our experience to affect it in any way, or to affect it
differently from some false alternative. Tnaccuracies in the back-
ground assumptions made in applying a theory might produce
predictive failure. And the retreat to approximate truth, in
addition to the vagueness it introduces, forfeits even a presumption
of success should the area of inaccuracy happen to be crucial to
our experience of the world. A theory that gets most everything
right, missing just some fact about photons, say, might easily
number among the least successful in laboratory appraisal.

Conversely. a theory not even approximately true could be
empirically impressive through the invocation of opportune aux-
iliary assumptions or chance agreement at the level of testable
generalizations with one more verisimilar. As alternative theo-
retical structures can often be posited for the same phenomena,
such agreement should occasion no surprise. And the presence of
true statements within the consequence classes of false ones needs
no explanation. One may hope that the application of theories in
new areas will yield differential success, that false theories will
eventually yield a preponderance of false, testable conmsequences.
But whether theories are necessarily discriminable in this way is
dubions, and at any given time the evidential picture is indecisive.
The successful extension of a theory to new areas vields a greater
body of corroborations from which further experience may vet
diverge. And the idea that successful exiendibility has any special



epistemic significance as against the sheer quantity of the resultant
successes is difficult to sustain, extendibility reflecting as much on
the limitations of our initial perspective as on the merits of our
theory.

A further and more fundamental aspect of the alleged connection
between truth and success has recently emerged as a source ol
antirealist argumentation. This aspect concerns the assumption
implicit in realist views based on theses 3 and 4 of the legitimacy
of abductive reasoning or “inference to the hest explanation.” If
such reasoning is indeed legitirnate, it may he used within science
to infer the truth of hypotheses directly from their explanatory
and predictive successes, thus obviating recourse to the explanatory
power of realism with respect to scientific success generally. If,
instead, such reasoning is suspect, if explanatory status is judged
an insufficient hasis for inference, then an explanationist defense
of realism can be no more cogent than the suspect support which
observational evidence provides theoretical hypotheses within
science. In either case, realism gains nothing from its alleged

explanatory status; if not superfluous it is question-begging. **

Leplin 1, FEERENERT SR LOMESITEESRENBRETE
¥ CHE R TG B, B st S BEER & M EER O ILk
AT D ERRL TGS,

I believe it is fair to say that neither the problem posed by
the historical record of theory change nor the problem about the
connection between truth and success has heen solved even to the
satisfaction of realists. At present, the most promising realist
strategies are to argue that these problems are indecisive or to
argue for realism independently, so that one has, as it were, an

existence proof for the solutions one lacks. *
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6 BREmRECHT BHBLAET SO

SEEDLRRTER T BB, L TR LR s 1 S8
BEABE T AL,

Y, B EER ST D RERRFORERNES D b OEERCHT S
BY, 0¥ ¥ EREFCETAEROLHEERCLTERE L0 TES,
BRI S, TOEHRELS D bl BRSO E0F LEE - FESRT
i, ERERARORMAS T, K BNOERTEH D, AEERACS
DIBHRWSILE I O de, Fhbi, W5, STEHED KT 5 L8000
FETDETLEZL LN, TOXFTARFE - THROSEEEIHRA S
Tide, AR, WETHE, FE-RRE AT 2 - 2BE5cE- T,
TEHEALE Move-aw L b —073deih o0, b4 BoER  FEA
BG4 - ARRBEIN TS, DESHALTE TS V3, COR
BABRREAZ 2 — s BHC LR LEREI LR T = F At 5
RTVWBETTHED, T, ERCHETL, FTolfaw, SESE0sE
BEN R RN LT3 SRS AoWIEL, S3LE 5 Cillehaick LT,
FoXLELELA GREREIA T 2D THD, w5 b, BAEOR

SRAE AT A A BRI L ATEOET TG, WThEE S DU
ISt LY, OoOEESRREHTERVWE LI e s,

T, BEo BT, MEtERNEESOREEC O TERN—H L
i (REMEAEAER TS A, L OEEREOLHTLFRMS
20%) Bk, Chomsky 233315 X5, AKEZFFALSERCED
EWRLCHEDF AR ERLTL, o= 4 RL0EEN R 3D /EE
Wi binZ i d, BHRBSEORERS, ©onkR ol L
PERNEESOEEE LR LV D TER N S, 0 FRESE0TER
Dok THERXMRLTE, T BN - oo EEEe e b 5
XD THD,



208 % B

B, P L SENCE, EEROME G D MESRL D, b
Mo EEOMEC2w-C) Th, Toulmin OFHFELME LT, B
AV O REE & BRI O FEME OB Iy acEh T L BHE OHE T
BT FAR-UEAS, * Leplin 2% Scientific Realism k-~ 55380 In-

troduction T,

None of the authors of the present papers either denies that
science is successful or holds the success of science to transcend
human comprehension. But there is much disagreement as to what
that success consists in, how it is 1o be explained, and the role

of realism in its explanation, 4%
Lkttt A XAk, BAEVE, RKEEHRED Larcy Laudan 25,

Tt is important to guard against a possible misinterpretation of
this essay. Nothing I have said here relutes the possihility in
principle of a realistic epistemology of science. To conclude as
much would be to fall prey to the same inferential prematurity
with which many realists have rejected in principle the possibility
of explaining science in a non-realist way. My task here is,
rather, that of reminding ourselves that there 4 a difference
between wanting to believe something and having good reasons
for believing it. All of us would like realism to be true; we
would like to think that science works because it has got a grip
on how things really are. But such claims have yet to be made
out. Given the present state of the art, it can only he wish
fulfilment that gives rise to the claim that realism, and realism

alone, explains why science works, ¥

LT B kAW, TEEE s B RN E KEEROVE ORI,
T 5, BRCERUREEAEETELLELENE LR VHDELT
Bh, REARENDHIMRYERETHS LE UKL L b, ToEmE4L
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BREHRUL 20 THL2 5, TOBERYTHELTRIVDEDTHED, 4
LT, AR DIIToBROb L TR T E20THES,

LT AR, EREOHAE, R, FOREMS LT, =
MPEBER T D3R EEE L B e T hiE e b Ch b, B
OZ A ORE L BB S ORI O MBI E T Ui BlE oM E
THLERTLRVOTHED, COXETIARESL DL LPHNBTEE
T, TOREERSLDERA, THTEXREGOTHE,

EROMRR, WEOOHREEEREREC L LT liteed
L, R ERvEgEEoS (Y, BA2MERT 3 ko LNEEEO D b
REFZTE, WEELPRENESELGIEEC L L TIEOWRE L
T, Lanl, SRIKBEHOHMEIZ L 55F 0, SREFEER. o,
B fELonREEEO b BTz v 0TEhES, F LT,
Baaienit, Chomsky R THRAHE LR L FEHZTEEYHELEN
BEvao T, LT, CTEHN L AREDOLNEEILETL S hi 0 TH
B

TR O LREEEOMIEIL VA, BEEER, S00FRT R ELL
MEEETLIOELGATEEO L L SFEOVTETHniihitn b,
Fopg, Neil Smith 25,

To view the language faculty as one ol a number of modules
which jointly comstitute our mind is incidentally to ascribe
psychological realify to the constructs of that module. Chomsky has
always insisted that the linguistic principles he discusses are men-
tally represented and that linguistics itself is a sub-part of psychology.
The implication of this is that linguistic arguments can be
evaluated in terms not merely of their logical elegance but in
terms of their adequacy in accounting for the details of language
use, of language change over time, and most importantly of

language acquisition by the child. Such evidence will not always



210 L1 &

be available, but even in its absence, the ‘best' currently de-
veloped grammar will always be adjudged psychologically real.
This does not mean that the linguist is laying claim to an ex-
pertise which belongs to the psychologist, but rather that the
hypothesized elements of the language module are claimed to be
‘real’ in the sense of being causally involved in explaining both
our knowledge and our use of language., Moreover, the suggestion
that our grammar 1s psychologically real should not be interpreted
as meaning that experimental evidence of the kind adduced hy
psychologists is accorded some kind of intrinsic priority in the
evaluation of theories. Such evidence is important, just as fossil
evidence is important in evolution, but in neither discipline should
one kind of evidence be ascribed a status superior to that of other

kinds. ¥7

LT B LS, BTERMEAESNST TR, SRES—S R
BEeSEEEOER—FIHT &L O TES H Y 2HITHEMILLE
Moderate realism OILBHCII2OPELLOTHS 5,

o3
1 koD REEORBEY 2 ST, 550877 (competence) & EREER (per-
formance) OEFI& A L TR bV, SR e R o K o
CEOL5 L EAEI o TOSRRARTREL R, b ¥ T, SHEEEOER
T A wE L BESEESN oA LTE s T AIEE OGNS BEEER O
RS LT WA e o) oGO MERR S,
o epIbE, [rEoSREEOET DT, FRZE ST 4] 95 No. 31
(1983), pp. 109-30.
3 FE, rmu”}"& B Bl —— RSt 2 b AR R0 ki—
PRI ese B i oe ] Nos. 44 - 45 (1988), pp. 278-325,
4 FIHE, Fﬂz&kﬁ’]?ﬂi] e Bl SRR O (10, (RS RFREI
EEQFUED Nos. 47 - 48 (1989), pp. 202-34. =538, |$—-I-%Eﬂ’ﬂmﬁm=6&tim3t.ﬁ
BE#ozE (1), TAEHKEREEFR] No. 49 (1985, pp. 115-36,
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& DPer Linell, Psychological Reality in Phomology : A Theoretical Study (Lon-
don : Cambridge University Press, c1979), pp. 3-8

Id., pp. 3-4

Thid., p. .

Ibid., p.5.

Ibid., p.5 P L Eefir ¢, Linell 12, “This, of course, 15 Chomsky's

position and hence the ‘official’ view of many generativists, In many respects,

W =1 3

this kind of linguistics is an extreme form of structuralism or of ‘antonomous
linguistics’ {i.e. a linguistics which refuses to utilize cxternal evidence).” {J&id.,
2.5) EFHLTnE,

10 FFTEETHE LGS BEE, Chomsky O 5 TwWAERTELO - FTHhb,
LpiriE=Chomsky DFEE T A3 EIEFLTL BV, Howard Gardper

B

Before entering into the heart of Chomsky's contributions, it may be
well to say a word about the focus of this chaper. While the work of
other scholars has been central in other chanters, in no other chapter of
this book has so much attention been focused on a single individual. In
part, this is an expositional device —a way of presenting the principal (and
often complicated) ideas of modern linguistics in as accessible a fashion as
possible. But, also, in no ather contemporary cognitive science is the work
of a single individual so key and so irreplaceable. In a nontrivial sense,
the history of modern linguistics is the history of Chomsky’s jdeas and of
the diverse reactions o them an the part of the community. (Howard
Gardner, The Mind's New Scrence @ A History of the Cogmtive Revolution
(MNew York : Basic Books, Inc., ¢1985), p.1833. © @REnzminRlec o,
TOERT, £O5 b TEAEEECHTHRATID,)

LTS X5, AR ETERITE Chomsky &b LCEME LTI D,
BB VTR TS 2 0Wh 2 ik, Chomsky 0 EEASRC - TH LA S &
CinhDTHD,

11 Neam Chomsky, Rules and Representations (New York : Columbia University
Press, ¢l980), p.48. principle OFFECEE L FEIO o5 D, Fab il
hTwn, T eRETiL, principle L WAL EA/HEL CaBEHR T &0
T3
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12 Noam Chomsky, Rules and Representations, p.187.
13 HAlO FEMIMEEO L5 b D TH D,

@
G

Gt
(iv)

lexicon

syntax

{(a) categorial component

(b) transformational compenent
PF-component

LF-component (Noam Chomsky, Leczures on Government and Bind-

ing (Dordrecht @ Foris Publications, ¢l981), p.5.)

14 FHE-BEAO FAERTKD X5 R0 THD,

(@
{in)
{iiD)
(iv)
)
(+1)

bounding theory
government theory
a-theory

binding theory
Case theory

control theory (Noam Chomsky, Lectures on Government and Bruding,

p. 5.

15 E@ic=5 &, complement—head LWV ARERICED L AL 3FA—F DAL »
FERETH LN LTH L,
16 Chomsky OFEEHERO X H TH 5.

When the parameters of U are fised in one of the permitted ways, a

particular grammar is determined, what T will call a “core grammar.” In a

highly idealized picture of language acquisition, UG 15 taken to he =

characterization of the child’s prelinguistic ipitial state. Experience-—in

part, a construct based on internal stale given or already attained-—serves

to Ax the parameters of UG, providing a core grammar, guided perhaps

by a structurc of preferences and implicational relations among the pa-

rameters of the core theory. (MNoam Chomsky, Lectures on Government

and Binding, p.7.)

17 Noam Chomsky, Rules and Representations, p.220.
i8 Rudolf P. Batha, The Conduct of Linguisiic Inguiry: A Systematic In-

troduction to the Methodology of Generative Grammar (The Hague : Mouton
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Publishers, c1981), pp.141-44.
Ibid,, pp.141-42,
Ibid., p.142.
Ibid., p.142.
Noam Chomsky, Rules and Representations, p.1B8.
DLE kD, Chomsky BEORMHEE|HLTEZ S,

I think that we should swudy the problem of language and mind very
much in the way we study any problem in biology. We can take as an
example the ways in which we study the characteristics of organs or systems
of the body. If we were to study the human visual system, we would first
attempt to abstract this system away from its physical context. Although it
interacts with the circulatory system and many other systems, the scientist
iries to identify and separate the visual system by the process of idealization.
And it had always been that way as long as it's been called science.

Having done this, the scientist then atrempts to discover the structural
principles that determine how the system functions, the functions that the
system attempts ta achieve, how the system develops in the organism from
the inital genetic codes to its mature state, and the physical mechanism
that enter into the system and how they interact with other systems.
There are, of course, a variety of other questions.

The method of approach is reazonably straightforward, and even if the
framework is not good, the general method is at least clear. You certainly
begin by discovering the characteristics in the mature organ, and then
workmg with the harder question of describing the deeper properties, the
inpate properties that lead to the growth of a mammalian visual system
instead of, say, an insect's eve. All of this would be investigated largely
by looking into the mature of the environmental conditions that are avaijlable
to the embryo and the growing organism. We must afse ask what we must
assume concerning the initial state of the organism that led to0 a mature
eye. On the basis of that inferential, derivative research, we could
speculate and hypothesize about the initial state as well as the other
questions I mentioned.

T think we should study language in exactly the manner of the physical

scienceg. I think the scientists have the right appreach to the problems. In
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this case we should be asking ourselves what kind of cognitive sysiems
there are in the human mind, systems of belief and knowledge and
compuiation and so on. In the case of the human body, it is not easy o
identify them since the process of idealization and abstraction is involved.
But just as we can identify the visual system on the physical side, it would
be reasonahble to identify language as one such cognitive system.

When we view language as a cognitive, that is, as a mental organ, as an
enalog to a physical organ, we can ask the very same questions and proceed
in the very samc way as we would in the case of smdy of a physical
system of the body. In other words, wec can ask what are the stuctural
principles by which this mental organ functions? What are the funeciions
of the system? How does it develop in the ontogenelic development of the
individual from embryo to adult? What kinds of interaclions are there with
other mental systems and mental organs?

Then we can proceed to the deeper and interesling guesiion that you
have pointed out in your comment about the Innale properties : just as we
would in the case of the visual system, asking how Lhe structural properties
and uniformities that can be discovered and discerned in the mature adult
system might have arisen on the basis of an interaction of genelic cading
with environmental conditions. When we find, as we often do, that the
environment i8 just far too impoverished to have determined the kind aof
stuctures that humans develop, we reasonably assume, as we do in a
physical case, that these are properties that are in some way inhorn.

Ultimately, one would hope to be able to iie in this investigation with
general biology, but that's a long way into the future, both in discovering
the actual physical mechanisms involved and the related aspecs of the
genetic code. But we can barely begin io do it in the case of the visual
system and we certainly can't do il vet in the case of the language system.

All of this is the way I would approach the problem of langnage, and
for the general problem of mind it seems to me we should simply generalize
this approach where there are other identifiable organs we should procecd
in the same fashion, and then the mind will be nothing other than the
sysiematic interaction of the wvarious mental organs thal comstitule 1t
Uliimately, we will want 1o relale this o rich enough studies of the

physical body in which these abstract systems are realized and substantiated.
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(Noam Chomsky, Language and Politics, ed. C.P. Otera (Montréal :
Black Rose Books, c1988), pp.253-55.)

24 b, S LE{ARSH, Chomsky HIEONATSEEORMET >, KEO#
BRI L O REEOFAE ST THE LT3 aes AL TEZ S,

Now, as far as the matter of psychological reality is concerned, in my
view there is a very serious confusion that is very deep seated in the field
and goes far back, back to the first time that the notion was introduced.
I believe it was probably firsi done by Edward Sapir i his paper on the
psychological reality of the phoneme.

There is a general point of view which is very common among linguists,
psychologists, philosophers and many others, which I think is tolally wrong,
and it goes more or less like this. Tt says, "Suppose that someone comes
up with a grammar of a language that has interesting principles in it and
explains a lot of (things with pretty good empirical coverage, and suppose
furthermore that that person comes up with a theory of universal grammar
with general principles that explain properties of language, ete. Suppose
it's the besl system you could imagine. Now someone comes along and
says, That's fine, you have a theory that works and explains things but
how do you know it’s psychologically real?”

Thai's the standard approach. What is thought is that you have to
get some olher kind of evidence—processing evidence, or evidence from
the psychological laboratory, or neurophysiclogical evidence, or whatever —
ta find out whether it is psychalogically rezl. Now, I'm all in favor of
getting ather kinds of evidence, but it seems to me that there’s a logical
error al the core of this reasoning.

To see that, I'd suggest again transferring the whole discussion back
into the physical sphere, which is usually a good device for seeing what
makes sense and what doesn’t. 8o let's imagine the following possibility.
Imagine a scientisr, a solar physicist, whe is interested in discovering the
structure and the processes of the mnterior of the sun. You can't gel inside
the sun any meore than you can get ins:de the mind. So what he does is
use the evidence that is available from the periphery just as we use sounds
that come from the periphery of the mental system. So he looks at the

light emitted by the sun and does all sorts of experimental analyses and
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so on, and he finally comes up with a theory of fusion, hydrogen turning
into helium or whatever—and that's his theory of the sup. Then he
presents it and somebody says, “If’s a very interesting theory and seems
to explain things, and seems to work very nicely, but how do vou know
it’s physically real 2"

Well, that question is never raised in science. It’s senseless. What would
it mean to say that it’s physically real other than that it’s true? And how
do we koow that it's true other than on ihe basis of the ability 1o explain
the evidence available to us? There is no oither way, There's no avenue
to physical reality other than the way that the scienlist used in the first
place to discover and establish the theory. And exactly the some is true
in the mental sciences. If someone comes up wilh a grommar or a theory
of language on the basis of some evidence, and then you ask him how he
knows it’s psychologically real, all he can say is, "I already told you why
I believe that it’s psychologically real; here's the evidence that supvoris
it.” If somebody says, “I don't think (hat’s enough cvidence,” that's fine.
You can always look for more evidence, and the evidence may be from
other domains or maybe from the same domain. (Noam Chomsky,

Language and Politics, pp. 267-68.)

25 Noam Chomsky, “Knowledge of Language,” Language, Mind, and Knowl-

edge, ed, Keith Gunderson (Minneapolis ¢ University of Minnesota Pross,
cl875), p. 304,
26 Chomsky @ ©FEA Botha 2% 2 THHD TR LTHRL 5,

Rather, Chomsky adopts an indirect approach to questions (5c¢) and (d).
Specifically, he fakes a number of indirect steps to clarify and jusafy the
empirical status and logic of validation of mentalistic theories. Firstly, he
constructs an analogy between linguistic inquiry and a particular form of
physical inquiry, viz. astrophysical inquiry. Second, and once again with
the aim of clarifying and justifying the logic of wvalidation of his version
of mentelism, Chomsky constructs an analogy between what mentalist
linguists and psychologists do and what certain biologists and neurophysi-
ologists are claimed to do, Thirdly, Chomsky presents a cuse against the
position of those scholars who have ernticized his menlalistie approach for

having an evidential basis which is insufficiently wide. (Rudolf P. Batha,
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“External Evidence in the Validation of Mentalistic Theories : A Chomskyan
Paradox,” Lingwa Vol.48 (1979), pp. 305-308.)

(5c) OREA LT, “What is the episternological status — empirical or nonempincal
— which the claims expressed by mentalistic theories are supposed to have?”
oo ttho, 34y OFELE Y, “What is the logic which is reguired for the
validation —i. e,, confirmation and refutation —of these mentalistic claims?” @
Z&TH 5, (Rudolf P. Botha, “External Evidence in the Validauon of
Mentalistic Theories : A Chomskyan Paradox,”p. 302.)

Ffz, Botha 13, SREGEAPETHS S5 Chomsky OFZTHRO LD
ECEEH TS,

Chomskyan Cognitive Biological Natural
linguistics SCIENCes sciences sClences

(Rudolf P.Botha, Challenging Chomsky : The Generative Garden Game
(Oxford : Basil Blackwell, c1989), p.205.)

27 Rudolf P. Botha, “External Evidence in the Validation of Mentalistic Theo-
ries : A Chomskyon Paredoz,” p. 318
28 Ibid, p.318.
20 bR, TS0EED LIEEORT-2 T, p.125
30 S TXEOLESEEOMEC 2T ».126 TLEA LI 5, Linell i
o P RS DR TE R L E o T D,
Ultimately, the simplicity eriterion is based on a metaphysical assumption
thal Nalure is slmple. Thus, it does not involve an empirical argument,

(Per Lanell, Fsycholegical Reality in Phonology, p.73.}
Bt o 8RB M EF O Ths C EERe ) £ T, Thelgioamed s s,
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iz if, Alan Musgrave i3, “Nature is simple” 52 Ric2w T, RO L5
ARt B,

“Nature is simple” is a metaphysical principle and a hopelessly vague
one to boot. But scientists have made various auttempls to say more precisely
what it means and to construct theories which conform to it. This trans-
forms it into a metaphysical principle which can, at first remove so 1o
speak, be empirically assessed : roughly speaking, it is acceplable met-
aphysics if theories constructed under its aegis are empirically successfu!,
while theories which violate it are not. In our postpositivistic age, we
should not regard the intrusion of this kind of metaphysical principle into
science as illegitimate. 1f vague appeals to simplicity cun be transfarmed
into precise principles of theory constroction and if such principles are
acceptable (in the sense roughly defined), then the virtue they indicate is
nol merely pragmatic. It may not be absurd to think that Nature is simple
(in some carefully specified sense or scnses), if we can poml iv the
empirical success of science in vindication of our belicl. ¢Alan Musgrave,
“Realism Versus Constructive Empiricism,” fmages of Science : Essays on
Reahsm and Ewmpiricism, with a Reply from Bas C.van Fraassen, eds.
Paul M. Churchland and Chliffard A. Hooker (Chicago : The University of
Chicago Press, ¢1985), pp. 203-204,3

31 Per Linell, Psychological Reality in  Phomology, pp.73-74. OGPh iz
orthodox generative phorology ™= X ¢dh 2,

32 H 24 5[ L7 Chomsky o Bexpiz, “Well, that question [=It's a very
interesting theory and seems to explain things, and secms to work very nicely,
but how do you know it's physically real ?] 18 never raised in science. It's
senseless.” L\ 3 FEMNSRS,

33 Chomsky 1982 1z, Noam Chomsky, The Generative Enterprise @ A Discussion
with Riny Huybregts and Henk van Riemsdijk (Dordrecht : Foris Publications,
c1982) Oz L CH B,

34 Philip Carr, Linguistic Realities: An Awionomist Metatheory jor the
Generative Enterprise (Cambridge : Cambridge University Press, c1990), p. 47,

35 Ronald N. Giere, Exploining Science: A Cogmtive Approach (Chicago :
The University of Chicago Press, cl988), n.7.

36 Jarretl Leplin {ed.), Sciensific Realism (Berkeley : University of California



BUSEOLHEEONED ST 219

Press, ¢1984).

37 Paul M. Churchland and Clifford A. Hooker (eds)), Images of Science :
Essays on Realism and Empiricism, with a Reply from Bas C. var Fraassen
{Chicago : The University of Chicago Press, cl985).

38 Bas C. van Fraassen, The Saentific Inage (Oxford : Ox{ord quversity
Press, ¢l980). f-» Philip Carr 5|50 H1ZiT < %5 van Fraassen 1980 X
LOEROZETHB,

39 whHFE, MOhkoLNEEOMET 2V T, pp116-17 [Eo G O MiE
T T, EETE (realism) AaEBTEHE (nstrumentalism) & LTS L
Foit, MAERL G ENEEEBRFRELTLE N DL LREOT, 22T, K
HEIEEREL G HTRMEERT 5,

SEYeF e b REERIT O, RO Rz, Ronald N Giere OFM3EL
Tk <,

Here T will simply characterize scienlific realism as the view that when
a scienlific theory is accepled, most elements af the theory are taken as
representing (in some respects and to some degree) aspects of the warld.
Antirealism is the view that theories are accepted for some nonrepresenta-
twnal virtue, such as “problem-solving ciicciiveness” (Laudan 1977), or
[or very limited representational wvirtues, such as saving the observable
phenomena (van Fraassen 19803, (Ronald N. Giere, Explaining Science :
A Cognitive Approach, p.7.}

Laudan 1977 Y, Larry Laudan, Progress and s Problems: Towards a
Theory of Sciemtific Growth (Berkeley : Universily of California Press, ¢1577)
@& LT, van Fraassen 1880 i1, W A8 THlIFoAD L THD

40 Jarrett Leplin, “Introduction,” Sciertific Realism, ed. Jar:ett Lepln
(Berkeley ! University of California Press, ¢1984), pp.1-2.

41 Ibid., p.2. REECEFEOEIERCHE A SO R, Ronald N, Giere I L 3%
S57EiE @ Larry Laudan OFD & L i ddod by {HITZh TV A,

Cne point of agreement between Iogical empiricism and the historical
tradition of I{uhn, Lakatos, and Lauden iz the relection of secieniific
realism. But only Laudan made thal rejection explicit (Laudan 198la;
1984a, chap.5). Indecd, he regarded his arguments against sclentific

reahsm as an example of how one can use facts about accepted theory and
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method to argue against an axiology, Here we see the reticulated model
of scientific rationality in action !

Interestingly Leudan has not depnied that theoretical hypotheses may
refer to real entities and processes and thus may be literally true or {alse.
This he called semantic reahsm. What he has rejected is epistemological
realism, roughly, the claim that many of our current scientific theories
are in fact at least approximately true. Such claims, he has argued, are
totally unfounded. His arguments for this position are various.

Perhaps Laudan’s main concern has been to rebut the widespread view
that realist claims are justified by the empincal success of science. This
he has dome by recalling the many theories that were empirically very
successful for a time but later were rejected as fundamenially mistaken —
phlogiston, the ether theory, and so on and an. Why, he asks, is our
posiiion vis-2-vis our curent empirically successful theories any dilferent ?
Indeed, the fact that most past theories have eventually been found
wanting provides strong inductive evidence that the same fate will
eventually overtake our currenti theories as well.

To such srguments realists have replied that our current theories are
better approximalions to the truth than previous theories. And we can
expect that future theories will be hetter approximations still. So the fact
that all our theories eventually prove mistalen in some respects is of no
great consequence. What matters is that they were “approximately” irue
and thai our approxzimations are getting better (Boyd 1973; Putnam 1975).
This is the thesis Laudan calls “convergent realism.”

Laudan regerds the appeal to improved approximations as mere whistling
in the dark. If the ether does not exist, there Is no coherent sense of
approximation according to which the ether theory of electromagnetic radia-
tion can be said to have been even approximately true. Many philosophers
of science remain unconvinced by Landan's arguments, but no realistic
theory of science can be viable if it fails to account for the historical
evidence Laudan presents. (Ronald N. Giere, Explaining Science: A
Cognitive Approach, pp.45-46.)

Laudan 198la ;%, Larry Laudan, “A Cenfutation of Convergent Realism,”
Philosophy of Sciemce 48 (1981), pp.19-49 &= ¢, Jarreit Leplin (ed.),
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Scientific Realsm W B EHh TV 5, Laudan 1984a ¥, Larry Laudan,
Science and Values : The Aums of Science and their Role in Scientific Debate
{Berkeley : University of California Press, cl984) @& Z & T&H %,

Jarrett Leplin, “Introducdon,” pp. 2-3.

Ibid, p.4.

FIRE, [ ko DESEFED R -2V T ), p- 124 and p. 128,

Jarrett Leplin, “Introduction,” p. 1.

Larry Laudan, “A Confutalion of Convergent Realism,” p. 48.

Neil Smith, The Twitter Machine : Reflections on Langrage (Oxlord : Basil

Blackwell, c1989), p.3.

Fi% i, Joan Bresnan 4, FHEFHRETLED €7 ARHEOAMOE R

4R TE AL TR RIERBAVE LT, WOl s~ Twva,

If a given model of grammar cannot be successfully realized within a
model of language use, it may be because it is psychologically unrealistic
in sigmficant respects and therefore inadeguate in those respects as an
crapirical theory of the human faculty of language. (Joan Bresnan, “A
Realisue Transformational Grammar,” Linguistic Theory and Psychological
Reality, eds. Morris Halle, Joan Bresnan, and George A. Miller (Cam-
bridge, Mass,: The MIT Press, cl1978), p.Z2.)
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Synopsis

On the Issue of the Psychological
Reality of Grammar

Satoru Nakail

The issue of the psychological reality of grammar — whether the
grammar proposed by a linguist corresponds to the gramuar internalized
in the native speaker’s hrain — has been a favorite topic discussed by
anti-generative graminarians against the generative grammar. The
reason why this lssue is considered to be specific to the generative
grammar is that the task of the generative grammarian is to propose
a model of the “mental structure consisting of a system of rules and
principles.”

According to Chomsky, linguistics is a natural science and it should
be studied in the same way as natural science. Since the physical
reality of theories is not at issue in natural science, the psychological
reality of grammar should not be a problem in linguistics, either.

But there are several problems in Chomsky's way of thinking., First,
though Chomsky compares a grammar to a mental organ and proposes
to study the organ in the same way as a biologist, this is merely a
metaphor, To compare a grammar to a hiological organ does not
guarantee a linguist to study the grammar in the same way as a
biologist. Second, 1t is also problematic to study the human mind in

the same way as natural science, The criteria in natural science do
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not apply in linguistics automatically, Third, Chomsky is mistaken
about the controversy of realism and antirealism in science. Though
Chomsky says that in natural science the physical reality of theories
is not at issue, there have been and are debates among philosophers
of science on the issne of the physical reality of theories,

One of the main problems in scientific realism is that the theories
are discontinuous. It has occurred many times that a theory, which
is considered to be true, is found to be false and is thrown away.
This is true in linguistics, too. A grammar, which is considered to
he true now, may be found to be f{alse and be thrown away in the

future. Such a grammar cannot he psychologically real.



