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Linguistic theory is concerned primarily with an ideal speaker-listener, in
a completely homogeneous speech-community, who knows its language perfectly
and is unaffected by such gramatically irrelevant conditions as memory
limitations, distractions, shifts of attention and interest, and errors
(random or characteristic) in applying his knowledge of the language in actual
performance. This seems to me to have been the position of the founders of
modern general linguistics, and no cogent reason for modifying it has been
offered. '

ZLT. COVBRZOED—ELTERINTV S,

I once presented what I thought was an innocent and uncontroversial
statement of an idealization that seems to me of critical importance if
linguistic theory is to be pursued along these lines: namely, that “Linguistic
theory is concerned primarily with an ideal speaker-listener, in a completely
homogeneous speech-community, who knows its language perfectly and is

unaffected by” memory limitations, distractions, etc. The formulation seems
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to me innocent, ....

F a AZAF—DW S EENSES - BEIIGEXEELEAD language 2 LM - T
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EIAN, ZD%. FabXF—IEHBPHXED L > RMENESEOHSII. BKTE
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Consider the concept “language” itself. The term is hardly clear; “language”
is no well-defined concept of linguistic science. In colloquial usage we say
that German is one language and Dutch another, but some dialects of German are
more similar to Dutch dialects than to other, more remote dialects of German.
We say that Chinese is a language with many dialects and that French, Italian,
and Spanish are different languages. But the diversity of the Chinese
“dialects” is roughly comparable to that of the Romance languages. A linguist
knowing nothing of political boundaries or institutions would not distinguish
“language” and “dialect” as we do in normal discourse. Nor would he have
clear alternative concepts to propose, with anything like the same function.?®

FalbZXF—cLhd, 7 U FEPL A VECHEBEORSIIBHKTH S, FMVE
DHBEHEE L. FAVEBOMODAEELD bA S UFBOLFEUTHE L, FEEBEOAHE
DEHHR TS VREBERA IV TEBPARSA VEBEV O VU IEOBREHEIZITEL
WEWI, F-> T, HBDEREHOBVWEBEENLRS, FAIVEBDHEHERAT VY
BIYET MDAV, £, PEHEBEOZNThOAERXVEOOMY LILEEE
BIETHBANZNL, BBV, 7T UVXBRA T Y TEPARA VEXE—SEDZ
WEhRE-AE LB AN,

1o Fa L XF—13SoamesDFRICER T AERIC, English ®ltalian WV 58e%
BEEL TV 3,

The “Leading Questions” of linguistics include, for example, the questions,
“In what ways are English and Italian alike?,” “In what ways has English
changed” in the course of its history?, and so forth. The concepts English
and Italian are taken to be clear enough pretheoretically to give these
Leading Questions content, a highly dubious assumption for reasons already
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discussed, and surely not one made in actual linguistic research.*
Z LT, language DB THR-> T30 AN B O EBRXRTV S,

. the notion “language” itself is derivative and relatively unimportant.
We might even dispense with it, with little loss. I see nothing objectionable
or paradoxical about such conclusions, nor do they seem to raise any

particular problems, ....°

FalZXF—i3. DX HiClanguage VOIS, HE - BRI T, HEE - BED
BHDTHBENS,

In the first place, the commonsense notion of language has a crucial
sociopolitical dimension. ... The commonsense notion also has a normative-
teleological element that is eliminated from scientific approaches.®

ZFLT. Fa3l,LXF—I3E-languages-languageE S HEEEXEVH L. E-languageld
B SEETHBH, [-languageld £ 5 TRV E LT, EREIR]-language 2 AT
PEMTHEEFRTBICE-TV 5,
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%o

Let us refer to such technical concepts as instances of “externalized
language” (E-language), in the sense that the construct is understood
independently of the properties of the mind/brain.’

D& S E-languageld. F a3 AXF itk BESER. THOEFEPHRR DM
D7 Fo—FHAURELE-SBETHD. FHhITE. RBE. BREML > HEPXD
HE HEVREBZNERPEREOURRTH %, 7o, V¥V a— VOBEEHRTI.
ZLEADBRREINIT VI TH S, ZL T Th—LT74 -V FICBVTIR, EFEH#
BUEDhTHONBIRIELERTH 2, TNV—LT4 —VFCEEBEZTILT LAY AOK
ARG ESESEINNBE LEEBELEI THol, T5IT, ERENEBHKOFLERL
FFAT 49 Ko LA AKX > TREIBOMANEERAL TV 3HRDE  OHRE
AEEELTWBEEHE-languageTH B EF a3 LXF—13E 5 (Knowledge of
Language, p. 19.) o T DX >7iE-languages L TDlanguageDFELEEF a LAF—RE
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ELTW3,

. languages in this sense [E-languages] are not real-world objects but are
artificial, somewhat arbitrary, and perhaps not very interesting constructs.
. theories of E-languages, if sensible at all, have some different and more
obscure status because there is no corresponding real-world object.®

Z LT, I-language s EBFOHERNRET BEREIEEARXRTVS, [-languagedidid
%Eﬁ%fﬂ? Tv‘ Z>A@¥§?$®Zb 5%;1& 50

The 1-language, then, is some element of the mind of the person who knows
the language, acquired by the learner, and used by the speaker-hearer.?

FabZAF—DFRICF/ENEWETNIE, Fa b XF—2NEELlanguaged it
E-language® T & TH Y. HBEREB/EEROEENIEE - BBEHIVE - TV 2 language
Ei31-1anguageD T ETH B EVI T LB ST B EREBE,

LML, FabsXF—ickhid, Eﬁi&f(ilanguageth\i‘é‘ﬁci‘ E—language@ﬁ
KTHELNWTEEWV I,

In the literature of genmerative grammar, the term “language” has regularly
been used for E-language in the sense of a set of well-formed sentences, more
or less along the lines of Bloomfield’s definition of “language” as a
“totality of utterances.” '°

W->T FarbXF—13, BROFGHBEINTHIEBEDRBEEDHFELESE- language
ELTHEELTVEERXBZOTRREVWES S ),

Flo. FaLXF—I3E-language T35 <. some finite array of data A5Z Sh
BEED/NF A — 7 —DENREI N SZ EBXTV B,

But the E-language is not “given.” What is “given” to the child is some
finite array of data, on the basis of which the child’s mind (incorporating
So) constructs an I-language that assigns a status to every expression, and
that we may think of as generating some E-language under one or another
stipulated convention (or we may dispense with this apparently superfluous
step). What is given to the linguist are finite arrays of data from various
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speech communities, including much data not available to the language learner,
on the basis of which the linguist will attempt to discover the nature of Sy
and of the particular I-languages attained.'!

UL, FabXF—13ovT7EETIS VRABNIREL-EE/ERTIILEREFED/ S
FA—7 —DENVDEDIKREINL VDT, O EODEEREEICIZV E-DEEEMYY
EELBETEENI T EHBNT WV S,

We should also make note of a more subtle theory-internal assumption: The
language of the hypothesized speech community, apart from being uniform, is
taken to be a “pure” instance of UG in a sense that must be made precise, ....
We exclude, for example, a speech community of uniform speakers, each of whom
speaks a mixture of Russian and French (say, an idealized version of the
nineteenth-century Russian aristocracy). The language of such a speech
community would not be “pure” in the relevant sense, because it would not
represent a single set of choices among the options permitted by UG but rather
would include “contradictory” choices for certain of these options.'?

QY T7EPTS VABNAVIEBL > EEBLRBETREEXED/ VT A — 5 —DEND
EDIRE SV, BICEXE, BEED/ ST A — 7 —PNREIN BB EF
FRDEEN OV TERTI T VABOL I, HABEDEHESETREINRRLENE
W EI B, BOMIIITR, OV TERPTIS VABLEVWIKEDREAIEEDOHFLE
DEEBRDBHRE > TV 5B, DFE D, E-language®FitR e LT, BEIED/NNT A —F —
DENBEINBEVS T LU BZDTRIENWES I D, ECANF I LAF—T, OV
TEPT I VRBOL S, BHEEDELEEEL TV 5,
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Chomsky DB TIE. /=& X, XKBOERNFERKED [ —EBIOVTOHERT
b5, ExNTW: ZOEHVD ] —SEBBRILOBED—BTH %, LML, £D&X
5 ISR S E T, EEBRMINDEHED OLRBETRTNITEERNE LV, C
hht, THBED)] | -SEBEVOLBHRLUTH S, 2D, LEIBEZTDDDITIT, &
BLBEROLRALVESETHAI L. EBZTODOLBEBROBHOHL5THS 5,
LB L, LBEDS D (HEBECHhHrbEINEYD) &b TEBODLDLENEYOD
1 EVWSEBREMICBINRIFESE N, 5L, LBEISHI LI VUALVT,
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KELRZELZHAL, BAEBLRZIZHAMCOVT, HOHMUODHRETETY
B3, FOLIBBREDLBIBVWTHS ), ZOEDVD THKEE| » TEiE]

BVWSETHHL, E-EBETH B, Lid-T, blL. EBEOE-FEI 53H0
PEELEVWETHE. TXHEOI -8 OFELEKELRS LIt %, E-S&
ELTDREBIIODWTORMUERIZ O ZOIRBLRIFANLEBEI T hEbIITHS
N, Fhick->T, alfES | —EBED > b, XFihh b3 | —SERAIIEETE
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DORENEBOHEELZRDIZEEBR YV, COXIRKF a bXF—OEEER CUEEER
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B>, BELTVWSEDTH S, LML, E-languageldF a AXF—DEBHRICE-TE
BTREL, BERL AN OIZWMENRDTH %, KHMIDOLT, FalXF—H,
E-languageZ&EE L Tl-language* ERBFDOHRTH 5 L FIRT 2 DICIIEHND %, %
NI3E-language 2 BHTLE 5 &, ST DDRE Bgrammar G U & 5 iCE-language 4
R 28, ELONELKT, EL00RH->TVENEHMIABELENOTH S, VT
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The E-language is now understood to be the real object of study. Grammar is
a derivative notion; the linguist is free to select the grammar one way or
another as long as it correctly identifies the E-language. Apart from this
consideration, questions of truth and falsity do not arise. Quine, for
example, has argued that it is senseless to take one grammar rather than
another to be “correct” if they are extensionally equivalent, characterizing
the same E-language, for him a set of expressions (Quine, 1972). And Lewis
doubts that there is any way “to make objective sense of the assertion that a
grammar G is used by a population P whereas another grammar G', which
generates the same language as G, is not.” '*

Taking language to be I-language, the grammar would then be a theory of the
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I-language, which is the object under investigation. And if, indeed, such a
“notion of structure” exists, as Jespersen held, then questions of truth and
falsity arise for grammar as they do for any scientific theory. This way of
approaching the questions of language is radically different from the one

sketched above and leads to a very different conception of the nature of the

inquiry. '3

Statements about I-language, about the steady state, and about the initial
state So are true or false statements about something real and definite, about
actual states of the mind/brain and their components (under the idealizations
already discussed). UG and theories of I-languages, universal and particular
grammars, are on a par with scientific theories in other domains;'®

CDEIIKF a LbAF—ME-language* BET Sidkamic X LT, AAUHGENZ

E-SE0NETH. FOERDHEFNELWNEV S ABOMBEREL S, b5
Ay E-EBEURET IEBLRINONEBELHBCL TV AHRETH-> T, EL
FDLIPREPUD A A =X LI DWTE-> TV 32ARETREV, LML, Thid
 XDONENBE SV OBROLEBFERZICRS LT, BELUNEERRTESDTH
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TRV EVITERHI B SN, 1T

ERRLTOV B,

LML, CCTHIERDI, ﬁ&\i&%ﬁ&@ywmr#%mféofmwﬁfbm
MEWVWSI T ETH B, Thid, EEBENERBOLTEMICE>TLEI NS TH %0
SEEIRENIFEM TR, %@ﬁ%&ﬁofh%@ﬁ‘PmMmmﬁﬁET5&w
H3TETH B, LML, i, OVEDDRFETH %0

AT, FasXF—I3, THHE © IRE] OPBENEEHICOVTRDL DI
BTV 5,

One might, after all, study an organism in the world from a very different
point of view. Suppose we were to study the flow of nutrients or the oxygen-
carbon dioxide cycle. Then the organism would disappear in a flux of chemical
processes, losing its integrity as an individual placed in an environment.
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The “furniture of the world” does not come prepackaged in the form of
individuals with properties, apart from human intervention: either the
analysis provided by the cognitive systems that we might call “common Sense
understanding,” or the more self-conscious idealizations of the scientist
seeking to comprehend some aspect of physical or mental reality.'?

CITFalbXF—13. THERE © IRR) AEET 5013, ABOREBEICXS
o, BROSHRILC L ZDOREZI TS, EL5ICLTH. £ RKRABDOAANR
Do TW5B, 2F0. AR SHILT. TEEk © TRE) BEELGTVWEFRE
hTW3, 2995 &, [-language bR U & 5 K ARORBBEN. /213, BROEH
IR ESBThEIEELBVWI LB EDTREVWES M Z£L T, Ao L
Tl-languageNFHELZW I iR, Fa3 L XF—DW 5 1-languageDYERYELEH:
Ei—&, HEEKTHDTHS M,

Tl FaLXF -3 IEFE] ° THEXE] LI MROVEEEEFHHICED LT,
ME3E%) QERBEOHRE LTODI-language TR, 20X H 7% IHKZE) ® THXK
Bl EVOHBNISHRERRT A2 HDILEEERT S EDHRBTINED, TANAC
WIFEEBEN W ER TV B,

0f course, one can construct abstract entities at will, and we can decide to
call some of them “English” or “Japanese” and to define “linguistics” as the
study of these abstract objects, and thus not part of the natural sciences,
which are concerned with such entities as I-language and So, with grammar and
universal grammar in the sense of the earlier discussion. But there seems
little point to such moves.'®

Z295L, FaLXF—DWH, BRBZEOHMRE LTDI-languageb /=[S
W, THRESEME] L LT TEHIEY L5 JEXNHRBIEICHEBZDTIIENWSS
o Ro R\ .

WFhiCLA, FaLXF—DFBERI. FabXF-RKIVEEIhTWV3
E-language%ditR & LT HITERD LB VDTRIEWIES 5 by
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