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One requirement that a grammar must certainly meet is that it be finite, Hence the

grammar cannot simply be a list of all morpheme (or word) sequences,
infinitely many of these. A

since there are

familiar communication theoretic model for language
8uggests a way out of this difficulty, ©»

B YR = E TYY BAE ook sn ge,

T T AT B S5 FYAL FVE ke BUL Fololob b, YA
AL B4 A Bn W & Byo) quAE (listing) 2= 2
o EAGGY ol YL Gl AL QT 2209 A 47148 ST 47 G, el
4L YRS A E Jaste do was AR F23Y 248 e A a,
CEYE olRE R asg an Faelolol txiwl, o] KUY ARALE Sx U B

1) N Chomsky, “Syntactic structures®, p 18
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e Awsor grh. A wad odoisk WEsHn g E5FAY (Recursiveness) & AR
ofut ¥ 24 HBLLEA FYEFE 4T 4 A Ak WF—PA WS WA R
o] BB L oejsto]Eol FRAAFHE Aot

222 Ax Aastx] FPL Fyo7x Chomskyr olefstdtez &4, 47 g
2 grh. & AEFSY F2FYE v BsE A2 aoid AT Chomskysl] <13 4
A4t & 5 det

7ol F2Fe| Hg uH, Chomsky o] Bl =g AidsH 1 WA A4, =23 2
oo]lgg P &Astmat ¥},

I A4 7

J.T. Waterman® %<& 4ye=

If the student of linguistics or the structural grammarian is to become something more
than a well-trained technician, he must sooner or later develop an awareness of his
intellectual heritage; he must learn that the ideas which he find so new and so stimulating
are rooted in along tradition, This is a necessary but frequently neglected part of
his education, *
ga watm ook o e A2 Azu gyEel Ay AL olHE ANA= %H
gloj-¢ Aol g 2 E Wk gobe AL BE Fol 4 o] v el Ao} el gt
a7 ¢ ve] 4 Chomskys] % o1&l & A& = ;‘7‘%3}%%3}9] A s FTLHA
z] 8k 27t £t WA structuralism®] olsl7t A3 ok & Holx L structuralismo] #
AE 42 Saussure® A4 oA T goz A& FEvtel vke AT A 4% o FAq A
ojdte] W AR YayT AgsA sl AolTh

24719 FFANE AH gl (Sanskrit) & HAET A= ste] olejstite] FEEE W
gstgch. & 17961 ‘william Jones: Wel7t #34 agelql sate] gaiole AL A
2 gcotn vagezq waeldd AAdel T A udel o] 2o} F v},

o]7le] = Jespersens] A =

The Sanskrit language, whatever be its antiquity, is of wonderful structures more
perfect than the Greek, more copious than the Latin and more exquisitely refined than

eithers yet bearing to both of them a stronger affinity, both in the roots of verbs and

2) J.T. Waterman, “Perspectives in linguistics® p.7.
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in the forms of grammar, than could possibly have been produced by accident;so strong,
indeed, that no philologer could examinet hem all three without believing them to have
sprung from some common source, which, perhaps, no longer exists. There is a similar
reason, though not quite so forcible, for supposing that both the Gothic and the Celtic
es==-had the same origin with the Sanskrit;and the old Persian might be added to the
same family, ®

o wita g,

Friedlich von Schlegel (1772~1829) < A &o2 waEy (Vergleichende Grammatik,
Comparative Grammar) o]z} = €A A43da 2% o] wwe a7+ Rasmus Rusk

(1787~1832), Jacob Grimm (1785~1863), Franz Bopp (1791~1867) Sol st A ¢
A==k 53] Jacob Grimm-2 29 §v3 3 2% Deutche Grammatik (1819~1822) & W ¥
o} Germanic languagesol 7] e}e] ATo] (EIBEE) ALolo] A5 =z}-& A o] (consonant
shift) ol g YL Lasgc},

o2 o] Aole] Axsle 45 ARy T E = v &t #tads] Aaloieldre]
stel oleld wHaAdyL odan
LB 2eA g 5 A7) o Folr).

webA uladel o) sl o To] o 4oy ol Fol FHE2 A& WA =gk 19470
olze Adaete AYe el HgaA AT B Aol 4 odolE mAsle] ool 8]
= At s g o] wolr) Aatatee}, ool = shite] o] e AAo 2 Az oix 1}
Watst A5t Ao ¥ o3 4542 ool Fegolztn A g}, o] Ao o}
HE AAteiofste] o] &3k Arkz WAl sz},

Grimm 4] alols} &4 f5aolzx u 2kshod THE & A Aoty PHE e
vl A2 dn F ANE 5 Aoy ARFE s Sk A Fgspgct, ax °l§
A AAAQ #FAel QJdsle] do]E Pz Fiodo ety Aol g, 2B

(young grammarians)®¢] & 4t2tql Hermann Paul MIzEste] & ap%o] =8 dk%o]
DA qAHd 22 g go] He] mE A oy Lo} HEl delg A= 3
4 FAstoz EAFFY Aol dAdos ARk E A gy HFae
FHojsie] mE dAE 5o A EAste 2909 U R ATk ZAU%e] olejaly

3) Jesp~rsen, “Languagec®, pp.33—34

4 In F. von Schlegel’'s Ober die Sprache und Weisheit der Indjer.

5) Websters Third New International Dictionary _
6) Paul, “Prinzipien der Sprachgeschichte”, p.1
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Bxolgta Tt

o] A8 olgA HHYD d4Y dT= aas] A0l A d& 4 At a8 g
o] Aol AR FeHAE YR vladel Wy g4 $del SHFso FA7 A
2 nasojol gz}, oo 2L 4 A3 $1ste] 714 ol dte] WasA A,

u)aole] o1t o eieldte] alof A& adgolt ® A48 ARE FHo= Yo
Ages $A4 olyy T AAss] Al ool8] &g A/Hor DA AR A
4¢ AAgsdop ek, ol Zo] ¥ odols A4HE YHAST AEoR JEd ol 2 3t
ARG &L B AP At B3 gy 9Ae FIsHE Aol ZlEAATd F
Aolr}, Ao wol FlgadolHt W@ dAdelde HxE olEr. FAL ARAHL
2 vof 2xdo2 AR A HAE AAR Aed v AL AsdATL AT
A7 HE 46l gl g7 Aol A 29 32¢ 17z gxrh, FxE ¥4 (dynamic) o]
2 A #A (static) 4 474 7Ha sl

olot o] AAAL FA Agde ARAL WL geleld FAHE Aol Ferdinand de
Saussureo]t}. 2= HA g (La linguistique statique, static linguistic) % 7] 542 o o
%} (La linguistique evolutive. evolutive linguistics) o]zt FFoA ool 479 HHE
o o]F 4ol dvkE Ae Az k. 2E =AW wy o] zolo] YAstd FAAAH
(linguistique diachronique, diachronic linguistic) 3] ¢91¢] & (linguistique sync‘nron‘l‘i
ique, synchronic linguistics) & A& ARste] [F4a w8 A + AL A4S 74
= WAL A s F AY Qi AT A Zst st

A7 B2 we Aoz qdojE JAsE FAA e ooje] g A}E HEL
QAAE 71Fo 2 st HHoR oo WAL AL FAdei ol A Al LAY &
HE 7l&siA A

1025 o Fol S Fag A9 E By $oE FAdl 19334 T 5 3
Bloomfield?] languagesl 1t& # ©]7] =l&elcl,

o

Aol ch.

25 wdsh HEST Aee Agolgth ARE datE AT NI AAE WA e
v, o 8glE o389 Boasy Sapirvh o @ @¥dE Za s+ AAL 44 AR
o] Mol Sapirk &3 2o AxE Bl 4 Bloomfields A AAE A=
ZHt}, 2& schoolelgtE A 4l get.

2% ofojoj 2] kAd FAE srlE sgovt 1E AEdAES Az e o} 3%
o oo} 244 techniquert procedures} § ¢} F2& Boasyt SapirelA A & Al

7) Saussure, "Cours de linguistique générale”, p. 117
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aFNE TSR 28 T T2 o sFer PFsie A AL F<& AHA7? 2 0 F
-2 19491 ¢ Bloch7l 4 Bloomfield9) FEeFol4 344 92 Aot Bloch: Bloomfield
A F2E riHE ohgat go] 2z gr},

There can be no daubt That Bloomfield’s greatest Contribution to the study of

language was to make a science of it®

Bloomfield9 “Language”: -2 443tz AAAQd FAZ drulglol ole] o] AoFo] g
ARl A s Adrold o %o 423 Yoo .a"7'“ Holl Bet 5452 ¢geojsle 458 &
o et AL 4 A H,

“Language”d} fa4 =AALAE oA B ey TZ1°1&2 “language”ol 4 A A=
fee SHgAdE, 2 Yo Qaa =49 techniques} procedure® WA ez =z shA 3
et olA g Bloomfield: 2 Slo e+ v F oo sty £}°14 A7 2o] = Ao},

A2k Aol ile o welgte} n Txelodry 28 A Fag 275 )4

e

L]

WA Febst delataty Zmq 2ol 4 v Hc), B F TxdqE d4daq dad 9
% aborigizal Janguagest®] A Ze] 4 field workd] 7] 48 WA AL 73 Adel Z5d o)
B 4T TF 2 Hgleh o)tk @ field work: el £4o]Eo 2l Motz Copen
hagen School?] glossematics2} = 2o Wzetz & Ze]=l, phonemics®t morphologys] =]
#tql Pikext Nidazk =% 4 @slolo H4wqo)y ARLEY ele] o] Fastn Yot
AHdo] 29 2o AL T g},

Text signals its own structure, Vet TAHY HER o] F odo]dto] FUE dxd z=Ao
HEASE AR 2R 288 39T modelo] g o Zolet. ojgste] Phonemeoi] 4
Syntax2 %#l7}= Grammatical hierarchy2} Separation of levelo] ZHE AR text Lo »
€ Zel Slvtn Ae 5L Peis}t ey me etk g Aedc, a9 2& 5ol
#Betd Pk pod =x Pogn oleb717k Aet. a8} Surface structures} % deed
structurest d A et R oo 4™ 249 IC—analysis] 4  anl binary cuttingo] ==
AL e 2Ao] Hsiey wg o Fah A et

A7lel A2 o] Bo] B FHYLE 1 o]2e MIT® Chomskyell “Js]4 A5 = gr},
Sentence % Syvatactical analysis®] 3% o9z ne g § o} yhuslE Jl-&e 40
% Pensyivania o 5+9] Harrism$o] a4 Qo7 213 A, =234 29 FYejygw
Chomsky= Harris® discourse analysiss 1%+ transformation 9 o #7tstn Qe

8) Leonard Bloomfield, "Language,”p, 94
9) M. Jooss, “Linguistic Prospect in the United States, *in Mohrmann’s Trends, p.17
10) N. Chomsky, Aspects of the Theory of Syntax, P. 24
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19515 0] MAS we 5 osi3s 55972 47 Harvards Junior Fellow2 4 F=Ho &
H#3e Ao BFE F A

o] w4l ¢ HAL ¥ AL Prague School®] R.Jakobson® oo o] &3 W. V.0 Quinex
4-2] methematical logico] 1+, 53l Jakobsond] o} &2 field work3 44 ©]& 2w vF
glofatoj 4 2 LejAE ActE AelodA AqH Corpusel} =& o] 29 Fa4, e}
W 9=y £a4, aold Particularityst arbitrarinessel] © g universalitys] #zsSoZ2
%7 x| 9%t Chomskyt oSz alojsel dzdt Al o] ¢ methematical logic®] %
wo 2 785t Q-jtransformation®] o] &=ke] 7H3 gadat $d & A A 5 g ek o)
39 28 o FAFE Logical Structure of linguistic theory® depgred a2%9 ¥
transformation Analysis24 19559 Ph.D. & ukA = Qe

2 o] %8 A FA o] 4 A E Syntactic Structure24] 19579 The Hugedl4 ¥ X%
e ut o] FlFAAE A/ H3te du A 47 = Ak

I ooled e

19209 28 Syntactic Sturcture (1957) 7} £%2 QA= e o 30d7E FlFAASEA=
F2%9 (Structuralism) 7} 2 F%& o/ FIL gt

American Indian languagess A 2% ao T2 Jsted ATHA o] &Y “leave your
language alone” ®al HMEE colE A& 2HE AEsHedH grie wAAA (discovery
procedure) o] A&sA Az, 53 AAA 2a A A G FE vlFolA 4549 481
& stk grte w4 TAFAFE st A 289 £9 “42¢ PE” (2E %A
49 linguistic method) ©] 5 5314 5 g+, The University of Michican, Ann AiborE&
Z402% Pikedq 2L AFAA 08 A F =9 72 (surfacestructure) & 71 &
o] AAE AFsHAt. Aol HEHAL Al F4E vy, “A language is a system of
arbitrary vocal symbols by means of which a social gronp cooperates™®

30472 "F odeld we 2 423 (Phonological system) el =] %o,
ol @t TAAQ HEs Ay 43 & AFAZHL = stole] oty .

dolg o] 2L AW AEWE A4sE Aol HAME gxcl, Sz e A=
2335 4% & dolok k. Aol el A7 o] 23} o]9 Mzt aojdtFd o]EE
ol g g o Boll Zukg FA greowd s A4Ad Aol Ha vl I E FHAHoE o] 8} 3} i

11) N, Chomsky, “A Transformational Approach to syntax,® p, 240,
12) G.L, Trager and B, Blcch, “Outline of Linguistic Analysis. ", 5.
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V4T T Uvte AR 27t olsistn JH st ol myo] 28 ABY AP HEC] oF
et o] 8L AR AL 29 mFole] g Aol A FAFE shAla
Tolrh, =el A ol gt delel AT WAPAY YJASA ddsH L dojgto] Bl HYH
o grx}. Wy —P 422} (transfor mationalist) 7} F3rete T2A o] 29 sx& 17471
8 o] 459 (Rationlism) ol 4 ] ztsle}, o]o] uksto} 1920w 28 5042 3774z w
F AR FFE ClRAY FaFdE 1 olEH 2AF 18~194Y APFgme

(empiricism) o 1 ¢},

BTG ol AT L A7 A9 Lol W Aoy AME Ui k. APFYA
qlZ4l, “That There is nothing in the Understanding, but what has past through the
Sense”sell waw QY zAols A4 AL (Cognition) & mF7t IAAY Ago] gloj:
of o A F gt Zolet. FAAQ A ®: A%, o4 @5ty ¥4 2T (external
stimuli) o] =& o4 atge 7ol HArcle Zolt}, ol PEFFAA (behavioristic) g
AollA & A dejs 2AZ dej5d (linguistic performance) o4 FA =+, HAsjdog
A7 Aol AP delxmrt dojd o] B =& 7159 o] ¥ IR g dele),
ety Frool e dofAEE dditn e 2IF FAHEY $9L FHn, =
adE FANY 484729 FEAAE s Feted A2 2ot} _

A ol AT A4 B3lE A ol ugol g AYY FAFYAA HAA}E T8
Aoz chac, $4 AL A Adol A A2t 2 ol H L A
AFgAA AL 9¥AQ 2AFaAE A AA I gk, clA] DA QARLL SaAH
Sl AA (mental reality)®o]s 2212 s}A¢] g 7o} 44o] Q4ste Ho] ofy] t}.
5

“Cognitive Power”as a faculty which is not purely passive and which is properly
called mind when it either forms new ideas in the fancy or attend to those already

formed,” acting in a way That is not to Completely under the control of sense op
imagination or menory, 19

olst ZE lAFAAL JAEL A 2A L FHAY AdTFo| 4 BE Ho] ofe} ol
el AV e AAAQ ddsdo)q oo YA AFL thak oYy YAl A e 4 &
AlEAT e 8L wke Bolgm ¥}, o) &4l (communication) =} g
edeis AAAE 2 5 Ak FEY ASde 9As 9% 3o 9@ Z2A4E
(Conditioned reflex) 0. 24 §4lo] EAste Aztoloj: Wrolz $4xq Aol el 4

2
X
of
i
L
oft

13) J. J. Katz, “Mentalism in Linguistics,” language 40. 124~137
14) N. Chomsky, “Cartesian Linguistics,”p.78.
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a AE A ek Gy g3AQ AT v E AT goy 22 AL Aol 7]
A<l 2532 (mechanical automata) o £ 3}5}9 Switch& Qolof W% 59 switch7t &
Holt AR 532 Fo dep ARE A Aol B39 A3 deFH L YBAq T
4 Aoz st WAL F3L FRE FHY AsAE AR ek o4 2alw
Truly active minds will be“such, that assisted by the subject Only, [they will]

without the help of any body, produce a thousand concepts they never heard or sp
oke of, "%

32 B4 29 Q4% hE w2 Easty 9%d AT AWEH: Aol FEojnd
Az el % B o
It is important to distinguish “appropriateness of behavior to situations” from
“control of behavior by stimuli,” The latter is characteristic of automatasIt is The

former that is held tobe beyond the bounds of mechanical explanation, in its full
human variety. !®

TFT2F G AP~ Pygol B ool 4G dyztx d4H AF3 HAA FHY Aol o
o} &t o] Bell FHAZ AL W2 =g (model) o] 2tx 3}zl =)

Zaldog F2FL Ao o) 2 71#2 A4S APR ddAR (A4 A
Foleta stah) o] Fa glor Wy —ggdol2L Fo dojy WPy APE T2 AP 2
2] F3% (infinite) Aol 5 3d & dojed o] 29 Fxz Lt Hed F2FYd4& 3}
o delA g} o]e] dfste 7l B: 5 (analogy) B4 9o d4¢ 493tz g,

Bloomfieldg ol 2 54 azte] 2F74 Solud %3 Aol xd (utterance) & A44¥ +
$th= A& “he utters them on the analogy of similar forms which he has heard, """z} =
AHNE 7442 g}, A3 Bloomfields altelo] g S8 %10 2202 Fdsitle AR

9

=R = ol grkd FTF U] Ao GA4rES dehy sk ABL ojueh 4

7b grle A ®oic}. Hockett= 94 Bloomfields} A9 $d3t AL 7=z gd&g ¢ 5
At 29 L& 43,

“ovrene it has been said that whenever a person speaks, he is cither mimicking or
analogizing, +-----when we hear a fair long and involved utterance which is
evidently not a direct quotation, we can be reasonably certain that analogy is at
work, 18
15) Ibid., p. 79

16 ) Ibid.,p. 77
17) L Bloomfield, “Linguage,” p.275
18) C. F.Hockett, “A Course in Modern linguistics,” p. 45
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FeAt A4V Ageta 9 dlE:L Fo] AL 2, $Aol4 Bloomfieldrt
Hockette] F7& A3} o] ooy ¥e] W4 (repetition) =% (mimic) == £30 94
Ak obd & g4A o 5 e

Descartes®] o] 4524 olo]g o] g 2L wwl,

------ verbal behavior’is free of ident if able external stimuli or internal phys
iological states, so it is evidently not developed in the individual by cond
itioning, %

olzha geh. wetA AR At AFAA FARAE 29 A EWE 59 & 4 o535}

I E2 A7 Al o]y Ao EHE Y4 (generate) St #2254 (creative aspect) 2

Ao gdetn v Aotk =3 o]y g A4 dole s F5% F 2o, 24, 2y

TE FAHH FL B2 oyl $7Hq AE2AFY LT A Y= F2Y A (anorganic

system of rules) shokat b, adlol Forak A9 Az T4 AT + Yob, =,

a language is not to be regarded as a mass of isolated phenomena—words,
sounds, individual speech productions, etc. —but rather an“organism”in which all
parts are interconnected and the role of each elements is determined by its relation
to the generaiive processes that constitute the underlying form, "2

°lH g ddolel w3 Aadrk Humboldt?ne] ole}mare] 7] o| o o7e e s ol

Chomsky2] &g —4 429 o] Eolzta 7},

Descartes—Humbolt—Chomsky$] A @& wet& ol o] 22 242 @wlgz o Azt

Q
ELY

FAS
Adold “F2A54"E 7J2ow s Ao Yt s}, 2349 FAR =24 E4¢ o
T A F9% e T AA (system of rules) <l 4ol 324 54, F o9
FEAE 22Y F gt 2944 (grammatical device) 7} glojok o] o ¥ 5}c},

------ an essential property of language is that it provides the means for expressing

indefinitely many thoughts and for reacting appropriately in an indefinite range
of new situations, 72

2T BWOl F5 dol bl Aolotobdt o H T F2H FUAE XY 5 b A
2 4 gloh oA waa,

19) C.F Hockett, “A Course in Modern Linguistics-® p. 45
20 ) N.Chomsky “Cartesian Linguitiscs.” p. 80

21) N.Chomsky, “Cartesian Linguistics.”p. 26

22) N. Chomsky, “Aspects, ”p. 6
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“....e.linguistic studies implicitly contain recursive divices and thus provides
for infinite use of the finite means that it disposes, as any adequate theory of
language must, "23

Wehd 74 alelol flR e E A ww chest Zeha seh,

---+:a2 language to beaset (finite or infinite) of sentences, each finite and
constructed out of a finite set of elements, "

Aol® BFY “43” mE “F97Y AFoE4 FUAE 2dl AL AAY A4 A
od¢] (mechanical language), & &9 7] 5o} A=A 27 o] (computer language)
T4 715st zato] &A= o] YAV 71l 2 F(menory storagedo] A g} gl AolFE 2ol
B st QY AQdel s Aulgct. = o] Mol £F Aozt féte AL
AAH Aol £ 42 Lol B Wat: Aol o] EHost 4 Aol Fyoin, E
Ze Zolst Fgsietes A4 L @ Aot 2@she T4 Fob T qdoe ¥4
€ 3k s o] EAl TA A

BT} o)y FY AAL G Ao o] By FxFod Y44 ol E doja &
dge A4 d2m Qo A, o Fdo] odeld £AL AY AFHL Yok e
A= A4 A9 W= F2(deep structure)7t EAojEE AL dx A=
b ol =& A delsdF adol sy (performance)e] chix ojUEo2 4
. F,

we thus make a fundmental distinction between competence(the speaker—hearer’s
knowledge of his language)and performance(the actual use of language in concrete
situation)---Hence, in the. technical sence, linguistic theory is mentalistic, since it

is concerned with disceringov a mental reality underlying actual behavior. ”2?

a4 2Ye st FAb AUn gk QddF¥dE eI e Adokok geh. ohAl ol
,

“A grammar of a language purports to bz a dzscription of the ideal speaker—
heavr’s intrinsic competence, 2

AZINA B U AL AY—4Y o) B4 Behe Ad5DA Ao oA F

23) N, Chomsky, “Cartesian Linguistics”, p.41
21) N. Chomsky, “Syntactic Structures”, p 13
25) N, Chomsky, “Apecsts”. p.4

26) Ibid., p. 4
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o] Saussure?] language—parolest 9= %3l o] 2} saussured] langued 319
#59 ALAE eisn dohs Aoleh olo] Wt WH—H 4O EY AJFFL WA
2 4 % (generative process)®| §7|xole}, &

The distinction I am nothing here is related to the langue-parole distinction of
Saussuresbut it is necessary to reject his concept of langue as merely a systematic
inventory of items and to rerurn to the Humboldtian conception of underlying
competence as a system of generative processes,

°lel% Saussure®| Aajol4 Arhul, ViAo T2 aleld o] L& Spussures] A Lo]
2l 31712 Chomskian Generative Theory= Humboldt®| A 3o} Zslcta spzlv).

I Chomsky o]g9 x|

Tl 2 T2 el 2L Aol Yegt HY 2 dwel T S Lnam 2 Aol

sieb. HEEHAAE F o4 FaUt AbF pRetn /249 84 (pattern) o2 Ho] o =
A, & =HA F3d A=A T 2(deep sttucturedst Tl Tz (surface structure)®] o] 7} 72
A& 5‘1?"_ =2 o] 21 & & ¥(Kernel Sentence) == 84 4 (Kernel Pattern)o 2 4w, = 9

I RE 2 ol AFUA YA AYoldn wt ol Wed AL BAZ AP Tz
T ANTY ac2 Bqse) 4Usl otychs QNG WY FAE Agoel off ITAF2E

72 & Fos wFL A4S vt Aol Wy Ry zejal Aolel., o A4 St &
24 stelok 22 AP EYelA AL F23 =9 Fz(surpace structure)s} W 2z (deep

structure)ql ZHolr}, &

[The theory claims that sentence have a surface structure and deep structure, |*%

fdeep structure . The grammatical structure of the base(or bases)underlying the
surface structure of a sentence [2?

[Surface structure : the apparent structure of a sentence, as opposed to the underl
ying structures which have been transf ormed to produce it. The surface structure
determines The Phonetic character of a sentence. |3

i Cattelle ZeiFzst Wiz 43 A% debin doh, 298 B4 T3 yu

27) Ibid., p. 4
28 ) N. R. Cattell, “The design of English”, p. 19
29) Ibid., p. 111

30 ) Ibid., p.116
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Tz §2 BFERY Awol 28 g W YA AdAg 24 o=oid] oy
ZE 22 ¥4 245 Ted. 29 e ZdFzet & AL Al AAE 2P
¥ ¥ Sl& F93 Fz(Syntactic stuctures)®] FHFAE 2@}, o]fTL ATz Y
WF2E 94 A3 ¥4 FHdA 23E b5 S 24 @9},
o] 7]d| A & Cattell®] The design of English&® a2 3o "z Ao nuA v},
HY TP GES AN TH 42 FASE WA At A EYelAEe 2T ¢
=& FAE 5o st WA YH Ay oJAE FAd R Agsa vhedt 2,

My Son will be the leader
Det N
Be I P
Det N Aux VP
NP PreD Phr
Sentence

A8 Fyol4 & My son will be the leaderst: ®12-¢ 92 3lo] °o|AE $4 my sonz}
will be the leaderzt 374 8 42 ¥43te] Fo](=Noun Phrase)s} < o|(=Predicate
Phrase)2 viw}h. Folt oh4l A 7+H 242 5ol my(determiner)?} son(=Noun)2
2 ¥43%, $9% 25A(=auxiljary)®  FAF(=verb phrase)2 UFiAL FATE
bes} /the leader/#}+ = 4}7-(Noun phrase) 2 veoial v}-g HF2 JA77+ a (=deter
miner) S 942 2eWeh. HebA my son will be the leader& A% DET-+N+AUX+BE
+DET+Nojet F2% 7bn dvbe A ¢4 Do 43 EYdA€ ol H= oF
T Aol st BL wEe] vrlusl: FAE hEo] o Foll Aol st A,
A T JATY €0 Foll Yilo] o] Foi] ] o Fell A 130,

1. S (=Sentence) »NP+Pred PHRe} = Fo] 44"}, 2 ©t& PRED PHRzl: R
ojdal oA 2FAd FATE Y50 97 = Fd

2, PRED—AUX+VPel: F3o] 499}, = 47 & BE+VP (=the leader) & 743
A7 | Foll

3. VP-BE+NPel: Fao] A5 stn slz]eto 2 NP DETS 98 745E Hel7] a4 &

PR W—

31) Ibid., p.91
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)

4. NP-DET+Neo|at& FHo] 4 A5A R},

A7 TAY FAE FEA 29 L3 Fo] HE6] A3 AN FYL dAG A
ole 3L cleg FA & A gslod Az o] HArste Al st (derivation) & e}
e Ao,

7% sh4 343
1. S-NP+PREDPHR 1. NP+PRED PHR
2. PREDPHR-»AUX+VP 2. NP+AUX+VP
3. VP-BE+NP 3. NP+AUX4BE-LNP
4, NP-DET+N 4. DET+N+AUX+BE+DET+N

Hete F4¢ otz say DET-+N+AUX+BE+DET+N¢ 549 (final string)
TR S A3 Rl Foldle st S aLE T4 (formative) n weh, o 3
A& sl AA2 A= 2R Al Yo Fol Hid olYA H4 Az Fo]
445 Ao,

DET+N+AUX+BE+DET+N

! i l ! 1
my son will he the leader

o] A& UF74 == (branching diagram)®™=2 13# x= den Zo] Rk,

NP/ S\PRED PHR
DET/\ / \

N AUX VP

GIBOBH HY—4Y2YY YA FHE Y YT Fo) AL FAHY Bog
°TE IRAAE AR T2 FRolte YA HEe AN FY o2 A s,

32) Ibid.,p. 92
33) Ibid., p. 92
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rir
]

4 A 3 A

V Z 2

Qutd o2 o] AL ¢ujd] sulE T AN oo o]EE HAE (mentalsim) o
ule S ANE wEs) Fusior sk, F2FA (structuralistic) o 4&E] A AM=

fvle A5t 9tk Chomskyd ##¢ 2% 4zsd Chomsky =H4e] #4284 42<
Aot de A4AF 24L o] 23 Y A Fo| wol7] A A EHE Anldl fEshe
Eﬂiﬂl.v"rﬂ%zﬂl QB4 olojdt o] Bg P At WAL ¥I3] el ¥ EL

A =g Fa2F ouw wd—PyolEY AL dddezE FE T 19504HE A
3 °d°1i}°l o Agoletm Aot olHG FdA AFL 2 AL AFHA el
] o] obde 4A o 4 ¢iv}. Chomsky=}4le] Cartesian Linguisticsell 4 H
Eo] Lozt upolw Saheiete 1741719 o} 4Fel4d wWF—44el &Y AL 2T e
72799 Aol 4x 164714 Humed] AR To4 29 2L HEd & 5 ek 194
716l o] 2# Ak $uke] (Romanticism) Aol Aol dte] o] g Fofdd 24% AFHAL
AYL Trondte 9% T Aol FaF oo AR wAAATL A

gie) % o] 28 AelA & o oje@ FoA FFAA A WAE AR

o

R
0
2
rﬂ
ot
N
r‘ﬂ

A (analytic—inductive) ¥ Z§¢—a 4 (synthetic—deductive) °] 2= = Zuog 7
¢ F2% 4 Yom A2ecH 2AAGAL Y BAAE AdTied ARAA A, T
2L QFolete Aol oste] o] Foj urte stiul 4 FouciE gl FzE ARHL
2 3YY 442 wol=Eex 9ok webd ol Zx: deidag e o F

qojAA (& Fz) o %l vrted Fa gleh AdAq Y BelAE A
ARE Aol Gx A4 stA vg Fojadr Aol frk. whk AelAsL Ao AAZT
A9 o olew A} o] UL ik aAAQ ool Fyy 3 AFTe Aol A

o

2 Qle]@txpg RRo] o] Rojx = Ao},

9, 2A—F¢dal elatsh: “God’s Truth Scheol”eldt st FF—A4AL A¥
“hocus—pocus School”o] g} @& ol 7]e] Q-fgrh. olgd ouols 2= hocus—pocus
School?] = 24 ql ol ¥o] Z.S. Harriszbm s}Alz ol gat A5 HllA Chomskyd 18 —44
o] o] 4R gctn A= ael.

olojst o] Bo] AEalo]?] AwEW (particular grammar) o # & ¥ oleje] AL A
A3 7]eatn At Aol HrhsslA = Qe A z 29 A4 (linguistic universals)
dl 7128 § <03 dulo] & (linguistic general theory) & 73 ok Prle FAE Y —
Aol &o] A At .

o
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—Summary—

A Study on the Background

of Chomsky’s Linguistic Theory

Yang Woo-jin

The few modern studies of the history of linguistics have typically taken the
position that “tout ce qui est anterieur au XIXe siecle, n etant pas encore de
la linguistique, peut etre expedie en quelques lignes, in recent years, there
has been a noticeable reawakening of interest in questions that were, in fact,
studied in a serious and fruitful way during the seventeenth, eighteenth, and
carly nineteenth centuries, though rarely since. Furthermore, this return to
classical concerns has led to a rediscovery of much that was well understood
in this period-what I will call the period of Cartesian linguistics, for reasons
that will be sketched below.

Linguistics and cognitive psychology are now turning their attention to appro
aches to the study of language structure and mental processes which in part
originated and in part were revitalized in the “century of genius” and which were
fruitfully developed until well into the nineteeth century,

It is important to bear in mind that the survey that has been presented here is a
very fragmentary and therefore in some ways a mis- leading one, Certain major
figures-Kant, for exaimple have not been mentioned or have been inadequately
discussed, and a certain distortion is introduced by the organization of this survey,
as a projecton backwards of certain ideas of contemporary interest rather than
as a systematic presentation of the framework within which these ideas arose and
found their place.
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