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Abstract

This essay presents an analytical history of the
philosophical and scjentific inquiry of acquisition of
language by the human child. The essay aims to follow
the centuries-long continuity of theoretical and empirical
investigations—setting off from the ancient Western
and Indian thoughts—concerning human language
acquisition, and find out its most recent direction. The
discussion has made an effort to shed light on the
question, namely, whether the opposing ideas of the
Nativiss and Empiricist/Behaviorist theories can be
combined with regard to language acquisition.
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3. STF G SR A2 Sifvew

%9d vod worfire f4e wrifaF @l O A2 Cratylus-a (Plato, 1998) @2
AT SAEIBAE SROIFAT FCACRA (F, IFF AN O/ AFSSF (natural) ¢ ASa14
(ture) AW, FF AFI-IEF M8 €I WAL JX A6fTS (conventional) AT
Rl

IY AN O A FORG A AFOT 0 ©f 2T ANGA (regular), FHRE @32
@f&F (logical/rational)| S=A¥ ©f 3@ SfFAfI® (irregular) 8 CI=IGIA
(arbitary) | ST 379 @2 yfb 7RI *723-Roi e Irw3er7 fofdre qft yoqm
W e 61| SIEE Augeel 8 @ifeeey Wit I eSS
(analogists), R@A® e MMM & S @AM (anomalists)
(Bloomfield, 1935)1

SpaRifrers e st e wifeoEee @ aeiiie e e oRr
oA SRR A M- I @ ke (Bloomfield, 1935)1
faPta “Ita @A S SIEE [IFF 641 I [AIMAE AP I3
TGYCT @@ FI2©  Aifod SfE (ste TN ST @ e,
@A —3, FoifemE, ~mfad o A oune @9 ot e gt
b2 e Feel| sAfredt bR afby Srar SNrEw I G-SIFF A Ay
SIfEE S| SR GI-STEE T HI-STHE Qe @ 5o 3o L A

972 YIRS dSvvo I FIGE (G-I FACSB-97 Fi© HCSHZA
(Arnauld Antoine) 5T FLI (FOI1T ALFI AFIMHS TH DLy ) Grammaire
generale et raisonnee (General and Rational Grammar) (Amauld &
Lancelot, Trans. 1975), qt ‘cAG-Iw1el A1’ A0 @1 @3 908 (9T 28 @,

Rfen sram—Rerse T sram—1etea oy Imr 99 JdAfes 394
SfAAA 371 S g AT |

oo TIBSRITA (@B O AL Meno-1 @3 o TUHAT Fraferem: I
PO ALY O (AT 5 A AP @ @ oG 2 @ff S g e
a3 w371, FR ANEEe fofH Mrafeem o Twdw & 99 &=
2 e (Plato, Trans. 1924)1 3= ¢ SBm= =forfw SN i
(Rationalist) #rfae1e, fRT*¥S @ (F1 (Descartes, Trans. 1984-85, 1991)
e f&. Sf3®, @23MY (Leibniz, Trans. 1949) HGR TSIME AN @ &
FIEEA| T8 FISE@ SENF G FG- I, 92 A7 e e o[ @wE
TSI ST PR |
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e, @GR Fy SifReta wEE, e wfvwe? &9 (SEE ®@iHe)
SGT 9FATG TAT (Aristotle, Trans. 1038)1 Srat 2t {7 T=3-37cF 9
(45° (tabula rasa) I7e1 SNAITN® FACH (Aristotle, Trans. 1964)1 @2 et (2B
@ S era-arifaer e SzEte @ (innate knowledge)-93 34
9fre  oend, WeI-srat R wnifsebee 9vew ofneRmy
(‘conventionalist’)” J&T FMF|

faB= wrffie @ @F (John Locke) ©1¥ An Essay Concerning Human
Understanding 37% tabula rasa-7 €5 Jaife¥e s | o B I3-
THCF AWM P& (white paper) 3¢ SfSE® IEF @32 IEW @, TGET G-
afie TR e A o e Sfewel (I 9fEe @i @R M Fee
faifsa@ 27 (Locke, 1960/1975)1 Y™ #F2 SIF 93 a7 WYy ‘wfows_m’
(Empiricism) ST w3 T9101 & (7

SINfEe “@EReRTA (Behaviorist) Sw@afm X, @%. %=1 (B. F. Skinner)-93
9% Verbal Behavior (Skinner, 1957) 231803 SfeweR_if yor32 F9d |
F1R, SHRRIA i S @ Sfte 27 FAtte Sf$wee! (At@F (Bussmann,
1996)|

fRex *orfie Scafiew srarelfgs ¢ sramfae @ Sg 59% Verbal
Behavior 3T%3 IR FAEGAR 747 03 SR 2@l (Innatist) STE-74HH
J@Ars ¥61H (Chomsky, 1959)1 ffF i#r$, =123fay @ coifb-zame oM
SIF- AR SPRFE AN “ISAY ©fFf{e " (Cartesian Linguistics)
(Chomsky, 2009)! fRex #rerffa s @3 ogre saf% PoF FoREEE
AfSDT 7 I, (-2 TSNS G (@-(FIe ©rad G QM afsfFe) @b
#=Br 5% AT (9 ‘@I T (“Plato’s problem’) | AT SRIsHER S2rgeTet
(‘Poverty of Stimulus’) SifSdrae wiyifie Faf 231 7e(o, SF.-OGF AFT

Aristotle, unlike Plato, is a commited conventionalist as far as words are concerned. He does not believe
in the Platonic doctrine of eternal ‘forms’ or ‘ideas’ underlying human thought and speech (Harris and

Taylor, 1989, p. 22).

¥ TEAHE FTS T IR 9% TN G FOG MG & | 7 [T S0, WA i
T Wwy W oY R W T | Sfewmel «B W W frene Wham o @3 gug-idm
(nurture-only) JSITHA tieaig WT{?W’ FoTew TE Qe *TaTE WCAEE WG W@?F s,
O, TE-aq o | fof e o REE @ FET I (“black box’) A Rrasen
FEF, T GR_A (AF 7759 (conditioning) € &7 (reinforcement) ST FE | 9T TAYH (AF
s T =W, oY (nurture) ZET TGRS JEOS, FES R @S [T &
WA —2F( (nature—RRIT, BFeg) 77 | IS P FRGRWTHA FNE HYRASTS @2 SgH
PBe @, aFfs ¢ oy WAOEHHRA T H AN | Terd wEad B [ g
9T M0 (Matsumoto, 2009 p. 554. ) |
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AE FeIM 1y B wfeweRM  (Empiricism) € &SI
(Innatism)—«2 73 *7>R-REd wife Toime g s@ge ) T2 @19,
BAF MI-IABEE (AT ‘A@E (Modular) 302, &idre, Rfew saera o
TR &) FeeHa RSH oot St =™t 31 ‘eF® (Module) fifze
SRl ©MF ALHI® FAPIET G (SN NWEA e @awr frmfes
(dedicated)|

TAfFes o oe eromeR @wWifos Barewf® 2 (799 o My @,
oYl e @ISy g g et wifRe o o INEES 92 4FeE
@51 FTAF (Humboldt, 1988)!

2 A MEA T AP Joifge-oraeifige Edward Sapir-99 2@
Benjamin Lee Whorf (7214, ST¥19 Gifese ey S TS 8 SGACH
@Y SR (FTH (Whorf, 1956)1 @& I 20 ‘SrE-SeaAHPer (Linguistic
Relativity)! a6 3.z ef «Feq’ (Sapir Whorf Hypothesis) I8
ffbe| @3 arrey SnfFsbrR Sraifbam et Heifes)f g3z ora-fRamaTers
SIECIERELEICT

Sobo-F (T 8 d5Ho-aF AAMLTH ‘WHIAP-A78E  (cognitive psychology)-d
Teeifeq T ‘WY SRS (cognitive linguistics) T &l we FCH|
WIS SIAI@H AEd Sifie FSNF T3-AHFT MY @i AfFaead
ReMEE ord, T uE-IRT AFIF (Modular) R 9 Refrs
‘e ArIaeTS A1 (statistical learning) @S SIS 93 i@
cFal ‘WHEe SEfRE@R-97 @3 (Fd A SiEel NSRRI
(Connectionism) *T% TR/

AT SIEIBIT 8 SrE-wR WHHEIR HITe IwE @ THiFe e SRy
oraIfbaEme 2oz TR (@ 2= S8 A ¢ STambbi g T3
e IA Betty Heimann-93 Indian and Western Philosophy (Heimann,
1937) #t2I Heimann (RATHTEN, HeF© oAy “fFamyea sfefMa 4e” (the
dynamic stem of the verbal root) HIf¥® *tA= T4y FR&2 G ;| TA:

VI —» 391, 3%, Bormig, Tl

SIS ©TFIF @2 (If*By 7 &I R’ (organic development) SR T
(ST | SO W (T BEINTSA AT SATICH N4y SITIE sy vt
7¥, (ool ¥ KRR 2w T WEfRe TFe dfefs agfen
TINAI ALEAAE W GO 2357 IeR Boare AR 932 24roe e
NP2 OGNS TISF FI ¥ (Heimann, 1937) S Sravmfem @2
AT AR Ao AIES SO ¥e7 T @2 ABFSR FE SO/
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FETITT ETIP-S7 HTF, TN TF T, 5838 TWIF/2039 FHIF

AR, 92 W BT 7T (AF GFIAMEL el Heimann $F &t 90
IS TTeR AT 2 e FOF Srariea sefraera et frcare—

The Motto of the West:

Man is the measure of all things.
[Protagoras, c¢. 500 B.C.]

The Motto of India:

This Atman (the vital essence in Man) is the same in the ant, the same
in the gnat, the same in the elephant, the same in these three worlds...
the same in the whole universe. .

[Brihadaranyaka-upanisad 1,3,22,c,1000 B.C.] (Heimann, 1937)

TR T-3 @1F, O-FA GEE 5@ A (T (1 ST SIA-GF ALHT SPIE
|2 WP IR (multidisciplinary) FHFTE| I OIF TG AN
TAR-AES oA ARWMERF [REER oz ¢ AARgEW  @hHEmRE,
NPT (A, NHR-AEGE8 SOATSIE Ge®; Ags ¥ 97 Fvd
HE—

That is, we must scrutinize syntactic theory not simply as

a theory which accounts for the syntactic data, but as a

theory which is, at once, consistent with the syntactic

data with the evidence from other fields (whether that be

psychology, biology or sociology).(Parker, 2006)

. SIE IE IR goes ey
0.5 HNEI SIS 1531 7, oGl 8 Fr7

el FISIR THEF SIS T¥, G- AP o el faxifRes fea a0t 7
I IFS oy, T 4B sradme I ke a3, fom gy -
97 93 Tel, wdie @wiel, 932 SIAGHTR 37 Hrima1 et 437 (Matilal, 2001, p.
11)1 #faf7 TR Foaf B 13 MorAre SiEl HE av=e IEREH
@, SrAr T TRNT AET TOEE A8 @F wel (Matilal, 2001)1 =
SIEIF NGO FAAF (essence of mankind) BT REb1 TR 1 42
G E AW 9F AT SRS SRR e werE e
WA SRpEe WISl R oA Ofe I (Chomsky, 1972)!
segfer yiEsfem Y @, IS S ¢392 TeAmAl srafR@s
yfBefein @3 sinpy wrorg orae| Sfnes, ogfm s ResE e
o SIReN Jrewdm SAfifaw srat vE fon wfEsferm srem srear amm)
srogfer I, Sifafig SRR oA FEd e AoelfEE | R R
FRATRY O Frw e W orar Ry ARy ¢ Tofg (e &=y A e

40



B GG BT 99¢ 97 ey

WA I G0 W REWE (Matilal, 2001, p. 11)1 92 FIEH S 20T,
NN FFAAE AT S (explicit) FLHT ROTR—AogH 932 Aoy
ISR ¢ TeAMA SR Jrot w@sfs et sy (implicit) 3091 771
ade, “MfAfy et Fated @, oM T B Sfowe! oy Frwry e
ST #ife I | @A F& TH (@, JIFao O A1 FE @2 13 o yiysfer
3 120 - oS o sreream ¢ wfvesRie Afefife Fam)

S e Y fvwel-fen—ag qfEsfet @ AfN swdw sra-een
s ol oE v S v e feenes Awegersa @
FIRTGIYE e (Visvanitha,-Matilal, 2001-9 €ge) 3f¥s qafe F2 fog
I-ARPS i @2 v AR T A omR O oG @3 EemsfE
faga—

S PR SN JFANAER o TN FEA: A | AW QN
T4 Y4 (root) 932 AN (suffix), AR AYfEer @l @32 orfem oL
A IS AT 12 FIFAT A AT G TR I3 AHI A (I
TS TAMH |

R AP F-ET 9-97 IR -7 @ @0 IFF I @OTF AW
Af3foe @me g7 M ¢ifb7 & (31 afi@) 39641 7011 e IV @ L oF

(= TG A 21 Ceey Agw g B fArs wArea
©. MMCIE: THBONRE, Gft =toa &ef 1917 9 2= Be

8. fSzmae @Fme s 8fF: 3T (IR-T [ G-79% &%) OfF ¢
ersfelg Arst OF e b @ e 33 sieet T s e oo
cita wd I TS 2R Anifeirsta Smy, vod-ew Torwy o ey
@ v 78 S8 O Confessions ST 9-BATHT FA13 I

¢. ey JFENR SIfFF SHRe: [ (Nagesa, 1925, Matilal, 2001-
9 ©g9), #S[®d (Prabhakara, 1932, Matilal, 2001-4 &g®) &I orren
(Gangesa, 1892-1901, Matilal, 2001-9 $§®) afb%3 ST I&E ¥ Ty It
A FERA| Y 7 &L 73ISR Ty, ©1F T95i o7 OfF @3 wersferg
w4 faca P W @me I, I 923 o SR 3 e igee 96T
IaTEr e Fre @me ot fae frg afsfaam Rotamrets seemE
eI S IF 8 (e T Wl G g 7w epieie s
ST B G2 ATAT AP G gl e

b, JTBY AL (FIFS INFTT FLI GrRMA @HS AT qL A
et #Wufbre wotes gdfe T@ 70, 5 I Feat st oot “wby
o {8 73|

yo



T (ETIF-EF HTE, FOTH TF T, 3838 I#F/3059 617

q, g B et Frmdt @Re =R o Re see [0 @ @
ﬁmm,ﬁsamnwﬁazmncmmwma@?Geﬁﬁcwmw
IR A =7 T w23 9L SIS 51308 (R T

b, Afifbe W MR Afere AE: Compew BE WY wE A
MR —FIDTS B B oeiar =+, €32 “TYF FF A MR oA Q@
st SFTe Fed e S @, fore =g wid @1f9s (Matilal, 2001, p. 15)!

BT {2 1, TR IS Srat weeaa wibh Soircaa o sRefferres *towa 9 (1
w2l SRR G (W19 (ST 2R SIASN STaifbaraR st i «2 e
93 RO o 20 @, I TR I AR A AT TR
STHAT 90, A 93 AW 9T BeE wh ) @2 g Rede yeu 2t oo
s ‘ewls’ e Tarest’  ©g A ATl St weR SR
STojefgrst SRpTRS FACS 20 93 Forde Rm ST e |

©.0.5 CFIG ©F

fifeq s Rfen sraif@ ¢ sra-wfRe oram @3l $=es® (Conceptual)
O FA AR 992 O Afew U oA FCACRA| G- ST @2
Y2elTIS oA T4 SIS TS SEPIFH FAT | ST TG FHAF SIASIW TS
SHRTA 92 SPTEI SN

SO SRl SrEa rAetes Foba AN S MR CFG’ (sphota) :

A simple meaning-bearing symbol, which may
be a word or a sentence, is what is called a
sphota. ...The contrast of the sphota is with what
may be called the articulated, audible sounds, the
‘noisy’ realities, are regarded in this theory as the
means by which the symbol, the relevant sphota,

is revealed or made public. (Matilal , 2001, p.
77)

STF ST (724, STEE @2 f&-9097 SIS HIRATS sty AleoisfA @ Tesimar
STEIfAeI=a IAF langue € parole (Saussure, Trans. 1959, pp. 9, 13) 9
competence 8 performance (Chomsky, 1965)-943 {I9eTg ST AGL A
| ASGFE CHG-(FE ST I, W GF KNS A I SrA i (a8
(Patanjali, 1892)1 $1% TTS, SR 2% B2 wiag 430 20 AN RfSs—@E

<31 8, 7% 521 A, g O ($abda)® TSN, Jie-srarerfia ferget
b go1fd® Fea 9 (Matilal, 2001, p. 79) |
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BT G O G7¢ @F ey

CHI5-5g FeTo W7 AT s wfos 2w, fH 2w Few rorfiw sradm ol @
I ©92fd) ©$2fy @17 797797 (Bhartrhari, 1965, Matilal, 2001-4
Tg®) oty CHIb-9rgd [ReE W b A R om-coi5 932 q7-c%is'-
a3 T ICERA | T2 OGF FIGE [T @ 7wy e seei—FofR “sim-c%is’
932 IFT-CHG’(F 9 TN 4FF (‘meaning-bearing unit’) RO TR
FEACRA| O TTS, CFIB-2 1 714 ©ifs 933, [ 9F Ief7 A afSw) oy o
e oo Az 7w; B8t ¢ oI Axee SReRT F0 A s Bur
AfFanes fof7 I ™At (Subdana—‘languageing’)! o918, ©¥2FF vi¥re
SIfYF 9% 932 97 LT T (FHS 2ATSW (W2 (Matilal, 2001, p. 85)1 S
T QT S BN Aesfe S it Wy wpRe v¥zfzg et
oral ¢ 537 Srewes f941% F709 (Saussure, Trans. 1959)!

FoGF-Ffe FHfFIEAT ‘CH6 IS (idealized) ST A ATFF LFA
M| RE S92 AT 8 97 AF A 93 wfIerey a3 (CFi6) Real oF
TS, AT e [ow a7 9 =)

O, ST A1 ¢ ST AW, 42, ITGER AT | Y A7 Fwaios
Gfee2 (ArF T 92 Sfeiey I3 ITT-CIreT Torae A, T Feifrogeat
54 I AW (nada—speech) S LIS 27 ©FF ©TFT JIE (Matilal, 2001,
p. 97)1

©.0.3 ‘Fares’sg

C%I6-8§ AN (Mimagsakas) Reafer o ez Mo
@RS NS @32 TR CFIB-9F =BT @2 OMF TS, ®E{I TG
SIS A7 I2A SR AR-(FS w@ofe g9 @2 (Sabara, 1929, Matilal,
2001-4 Tg®) | FFres MARHF FARENSE Surzad FEH IEF @A @, sy
= 1M 9o a3, ke, ¥o8 ¥ (entity) O CFG T, O (@HE
i fpear I0efa T2y wer2 @b SERA (perceive) T H8I 20t g IR,
Gt I i 3231 If7 T AP® @32 AFfEre 936 FI, @32 @«

&1 T AR e WA= afbq A4 78I F71 FHIF I (¥, *1¥ A
1T A (spatially) 8 I (temporally) Rg® araah SsiwmiNEs (sequence)

(Kumarilabhatta, 1898, Matilal, 2001-4 @WI

bl TSR SR AT W% (sabda) FOS SETIZ @R | Affa a8 Brgrd
*FIAT- W wfeqft s wrdE aege TAE |
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TN (EF- G AT, FITA TH AL, S838 IHY2039 ForF

sfogfe ¢ EfFF (b org IFNE @-wReey W (TR, CFH6-9
ARTR 1o ¢ ud wiierey) 49 B @A TR, M- o Reafee
3 TRl ML TS, Faow A 3 RER IFF 42 T8 94241
R ICETF N AW, 432 (@IS S 2B 3T 8 Giffera e eI
AT 12 STET (191 783 T

O3 STEl O I SHYRER AfFa FNE Maresrporera weyy 4o F>==-Rend
WeF WY AR, @Ry o wgw wrEw [Reim orede| e 6
(Kumiarila, c. AD 650/1898, Matilal, 2001-4 ®§®) @32 &SIFF (Prabhakara c.
AD 670/1932, Matilal, 2001-94 T§®) Tenz IAIE TOF Tomwre siFe
(composite) TRTeT SIS FFEIR (TS AT AR AfFAR JroAE fom
TS (S8 FEF| ©F 0 (¥, AT A A7 52 937 9 U I AR
wrrr 7l eI wd TERE FAe A1fF ST, deed TS O @, IR
e S o2 I & AT TR WIF 99 ReE—adh ANy 9 oA
FE, AT @HS NHF Fou A AFCS AE A A W AfAS w7
HPTEA (J1-99, O3 @ 7] AT 9| SR, ASIPERA BT AT T
938 @FF (unitary) T, 932 e I REIE AT sjefet are €5

Fed 992 ©YRMIF RANTe o6 O Ifer [ Fwre| 1 (Matilal, 2001,
pp. 109-110) STBH S1TF ALRISII I3%S 930 & 0 YA, (@A SR
fEferers el et o w3 I e o1l Ay Rt w7t 7

S, oS S 2. CATS! STl . ST dwwt 8. caret Adh wEF Wee, ey
AT S A RoM J1 F 2w *~efS 932 erjfern wid e adw
AfSfS TR e A = gre e ot R, Aol =1 (S, @, =,
Aqcdt, 1) GG SIBH ATETH SR AT vzl Tofe bAG AT =T O
wiae 516 37 A IET—

¢. T A ST ©, FIE QST A Q. ST A P b, I (€Tt
1T |

GO TG TG AT Q¥ A& o FIYT 2NeAr TR, @-7F41 7T
o CNT TR GSTR * Fred @32 AT G R (akamk sa—syntactic

pattern) 4 I QM F2 IFT o7 FA AW TeAMA SrAfEFRS 3T
FOTA St 2AfFHR SR R el

9.3 A5 Hre Rt st @t ¢ suifasbe

©. 3.5 CETHIF TON7: FTGTSINHT TSF
8 wrRrt WA (e fE, srEd srafuE ATeR-REf w—cwh’ e
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1 GG OF G GF AT

WA SE—or WG gt ReAe afFww srem om @3B g ora
FJCRF TOTIH HIFAS 0ot AT (CFI5-99), o RW St 9pteg Iy aofh
ST (T2A-99), @32 T[T S TG I(H TO@OF N4 | O TG ©F
PRI ATBICS) S qfb ATR-[ANS 4w o e oAb e wrifae
fodr (A2 2 RefEa sJairs whr|

fi% wrifas @®t 19 Crarylus (Plato, Trans. 1998) #t¥ 97 Fiowd 49f® @
Bl A o QiR @R B eaay ey & 89 e @He
ARPFEF Te Hieg fF F1? FfF @ 5] 419 oiffe e3¢ CT=bIASE 4ve
#55 MG? (ABT Ap-BEH ANS F© dP™ FCACRA, 992 AP (truth)-F
ANTES FCSPIN @29 I MR (Harris & Taylor, 1989)1 ¥4 C¥=Io1a1
#Ffea @7 e @ @R frre AT srfRer wiwm w e
(Saussure, Trans. 1959) |

Rfes T @y 31 SR CrRpIR 2357%7 939 SpmiEs aow A
QR (Holland & Wertheimer, 1964, Kovic, Plunkett & Westermann, 2010-
9 Tgs; Kohler, 1947; Ramachandran & Hubard, 2001; Wertheimer, 1958:
Sapir, 1929; Kunihira, 1971; Brown, Black, & Horowitz, 1955; Gebels,
1969; Brackbill & Little, 1957; Brown et al., 1955) |

AP S ANEISIR Qe F@ @, AR (label) wA©fEs e
(phonological property) sl & A-FMAS IGI (referent) FHHRFNTS
M8 (perceptual property) @3 “¥SR& AW (“naturally-biased
mapping’) SR (Maurer et al., 2006, Kovic, Plunkett & Westermann, 2010-
9 TF®) | O G2 TP SIFR (2BI-IMRAS AFToT T Fofaet I 11 T,
Tgs AR TGS O TeIfEs fofe famn wte 3w swfiee, @or g
(forms’) € ‘49l (‘ideas)-RE¥T ©rg A7 FOy Tt ‘oW o7 (absolute
reality)-99 Q3T 1 AfSTFe Afa, SF SIAF 20 G2 G2 GOTS HHT R IS
AT (Cornford, 1935)1 (AR 3 WSIM (RGIfAE SPARAR IAE 97
FEI

CRITBTR 9 ) ASAMN ST G & ST TS o0 AP @RI IS Meno
AT (BT I (@, F-FIHe W 20 [RiSw wen s o3¢ afte| oz
@8 Py eI o e AL S YRS @A STgEE FA @GR WS, 9@-
FIACIR IS WG FITHF GG FACS 2 A1, (@1 F{&H Sfers & @i A7
AR P WG| G 92 A= FAF G g 2% 913 AT (Plato, Trans. 1924)1
5 AN GG O (A AP 79 @i (SR wH8) &= & (@b
qe3? fMoes|
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T EP-SAT A TE, FITA TG AT, 3838 THF/3059 o7

©.3.5 FIFEEETT FoqT: FfeworITrs T8y

@5 wa wWifesca sy [Ew 933 Rers g [ S\ a9
wﬁmwaﬁwmﬁmﬁ T orar TS Ty fom asfb qfEsfeme
e qI—

His first great contribution to the study of language—

not often mentioned—is the fact that he demythologized

language. Rather than seeing language as a magical

instrument to cast spells, entrance people, and call up

past, present, and future spirits, he saw language as an

object of rational inquiry, a means of expressing and

communicating thoughts about anything in the world.
(Seuren, 2006, p. 555)

WS OF TE IFEEE IEE FO) (truth) FHAE O gfEIcRR
sifewemm, T B AT HOP-4F YN RS | ifFrSorem A Torma
qiBI (AT o 7oy I 7y @RI Ff € On the Soul (Aristotle, Trans.
1964) T2 SStE N 6 (tabula rasa) I I FEH 93¢ ‘SeweT’
T RS- ReRe 7R ToR Ao 39 I, (- T FAgF
@8 @I (492 ST @I=e) T ey A1, Sy @3fo 277 A [ Ay ot
G A SCwS! BT R (AT | I AW, YO, ST TG ALFY e 9§ (7
I (AT TTETS 7L&Tea (Innatism), €32 B1F2 B SHIFFB6ETE wivere
GfSEeM (Empiricism)-43 SIS AT |-

0.9 TR oA TSR A
©.0.3 JE9 APHTENY: FRIS G I

@GR THAE e *erdE @AM @R (Rationalist) A fofE
RO o439 I ST, Sfeersiai arifaed epfssem arife Toxm
ST A | IR W TS, NER S Afews] (A Sies 27 AT, Fe
W3 W Sfowel-sst Tl wrifAe Q@ ¢S AR Tertcs s
e I o7t e WifRg® 271 O Discourse on the Method, Meditations
on First Philisophy, Correspondence (Descartes, Trans. 1984-85/1991-4
#eFfere) BT OrEl €32 ©rE wE REw o fourdrar Rgesia avife
TR (TS A0 M Sy 2ANAF Jerors A1y fae e fie Tres
A1 fze T8 REE R@wa IEE @32 o [#Rs Tqaw 93t dafes
(rational), &R, GO (conscious) 2T R I T ST FAE
wfbrs, AN o2t - (rule-based) 932 G2 FTet A G2 et
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ST N OF G GF 1Y

f ORI @ SAfTT- T (context-independent) | 9% STEI-THTH2 GE
% ST Sraifeer Syt fex Tesiv sraf@’-a3 fefe ke et
#fSf¥® FACS . 2 (Chomsky, 2009) |

Y 2O I AR WS 44 T e wrifae 5 Seeee
izafay, R A @32 *AEPIER orEfwy ¢ sl e
FeIRS FrACA| ALY T IE @, 9 TS T @ @8 Y
®IfTe 23[ TR FFA ATF, (SN I TIAS L I @ AW JCHT
g | F12IfY-97 Tro—

...if the soul resembles these blank tablets, truth would
be in us as the figure of Hercules is in the marble, when
the marble is wholly indifferent to the reception of this
figure or some other. But if there were veins in the
block which would indicate the figure of Hercules
rather than other figures, this block would be more
determined thereto, and Hercules would be in it...
(Leibniz, Trans. 1949, pp. 45-46)

o@sf® A XGTS Y79 I @I (innate ideas) AT FICE AIY-97 ¥
SR A @A el M3y @ ERAE Afea 3@ e, o
SIE SER 436 9GS (unified) ©F T o1 St AT FaCS A7

0.0.% TSI} APHAPNY: TF & RET

wfewei 2@ ¥ o 79, ©few R8T 432 WIfreoE SpRet IEW
(¥, 417 (concept/idea) WHIIR W7 TES 20 2FUT@ WSf® (percept) e
AfS®RIAF (impression) JHTCT (Locke, 1975; Hume, 1978)1 &= UMW, #or®
932 ¢ Sfowsl3 It (932 SIF BITR) 9FAG T

) A A TSI NCS! ACWSIINMS ST TG HLFIT SPTHIa St
Ttz SfeE@eRME sEsfe et Feere Rem R FEE 11 OF TH @,
ACEF A Qe AfFwe e RBiew afFas—as, s Hesa
(pattern recognition), T’ (association)® a1 ‘Fa@ (conditioning)*-
@9 AYCAZ T O oG Fcd| ofie, IfTF W2 I SR &= 447 @S
FH I YA FUA ICwSRAA NI IEA AN 9F2 T 4 IEA

* @iteg Wy fEarils TRIseEd S 9IS 919 G I SRITET ST (U0F T 9F 6 W
w1 ey fbfe FamE el |

 TRIE € ATGI- WLF FLLA FAT |

“apReRrAl iR e Rrafie gt Frm-afe | frar we @R, (i @me e
e TR ~a 8 e a2 a1 9% | (Matsumoto, 2009)

450 p



T EIF-2AT AGE, TOT TF Fe AL, 3838 T 3059 BT

SRR TSIl 992 93 SR [GE @R T (A7 I oAgf~F
Beowal SRR Rerw 3@ vufF wrer i sraae 93z oF
PR (TS 5 (@, IBEFF RO 99 (module) APEFSIRE SIAR &=y
faffe @32 @2 e faery fafea soce) 3ge, sfcweRitE @y
Mraee! TR @92 AN OA ARETSIHA AL (- T Awe! g7 40
A=A

©.8 T ‘o6~ @ FITSAT I

AN SRS FRI G- F0o5,-a RO 95 Frset-+wfog spmd 43
| 9% Fred-AefS SprE IR ‘the goal of devising new, less painful
methods of learning a language’ (Tsiapera and Wheeler, 1993, p. 109)1 F134,
9% FG4 FRrpafe o W IEREW @, FPY Reey IGh @AF wHE
I3 (1F, 932 T AR -3 FAfHHTe 8547 AT (@ 0o #ME| o2 Aosrag
Joa ©rE w1 FAr7 TeF? q9rW | [Reay 30 weAfaconfew Femrn o a-3
O @M 9y (Arnauld & Lancelot, Trans. 1975)1 9+ “&fors 22
TR S e REmefa «te oo 37 e A w6 are orar e
AT G949 |

AT D ©rFt FFpmia T ib-yie AIF0-97 SRS 77 f&e| o,
92 JIFAEF O A ANFIAA G2 AFITSIFIETH SR A7 AT | I
SIEIREERL-*mf® e o Pree b me Jead-a3 e @-are fofe
FEAMRER ©f T AFA STAE FFeS TEEe Soiwia 1 (BRI (features), (-
] ToAmIS It CAMBICE At “oral-ReeS (language universal) SfS«r (a3
TRl oy e e SofRfere aman < ar T AEgst aifes
FIITITA ARG —

From a strictly logical point of view, it is possible to
define universals as any statements about language
which include all languages in their scope, technically

all statements of the form “(x)xgL O...,” that is, “For
all x, if x is a language, then...”. (Greenberg, 1963)

JIFAY FHCE AG-TWIS GIPR-93 AT 2AAAFSIR AR L1247 (A 3R fom
| @2 BRI YF=e A A6 5 (art of speaking) | STAr O FAT ZCEA
fg forza 2y fres foars 14t <41, @-5) ©F W97 o2 Smwe2 Sekw
FERI JRFIACR 1@ 0T & 77 BrEd opfe 31 @8y, 932 @-dfFwm g3
©ivd fo3ie ol (131 & @ fweffens 37929 9, ©f & T4 (Arnauld &
Lancelot, Trans. 1975, p. 41)1
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I GG BT 972 47 AT

S (edfR @, B9 sy Sordfice oo oM Aifafe Aige o
fRrFt (MO T AFAT AT FERREWI O #fafTm Soaely 8 Sy MG
oGS G2 (G-I JTFACER Sy @ wfer T GlifeT oo A1y |
A 2y FFS S RIS ST SIS &) FRFS SIATST JFAe
A1 FERCEA | (AG-IWI A IS Sy @32 Bt fee e =)
Shia SEYfB A NISTEE AR IHEIRE S 999 kel 39S
AS- T PR RO g9 OrE-Rea=-a9 {6 990 (Aeud WKy
CIECH!

A 9-FA Y (7, SIF-FRAAGAA IR %y AG-T01F JIFANL 4FS I
T—fFemr e @3 oM o ot srEfer AvEIeTE, @32
fRIEeI, 9% 9 8439 I

5% ICETW oEfREE oAt TeomAl JIFad qREN @F Gib-amE
JFAER 9F0 T TAES FEA (Chomsky, 2009)1 IS, AW
FIFACR FTTT GAF-FAS e JFa (UG) 932 STER “fSIoe 7o’
(Deep Structure) € TAfFST ALHST’ (Surface Structure)-99 {HT ST
AT @32 CNfers wgore f$fE i FafRe |

5% O IS ASIqoe AL -9F FAATH (AG-IWIS IJFACE Fory
ToifEe T S T S, O @3 wefe w3k uFf Iffe e aw
a3 e g6 4 @ Ressd w3 w9, b Frene B a1 Feor
a3 qo1E, 43, afbr ST wPfe) @i, AAwl e ITr wd
(‘semantic interpretation’), f@SIafG 2t I wWiHTI@wI{F G (‘phonetic
interpretation’)| 5%, ©1F oA, Ar=gfE$F AREA’ (‘recent terminology’)
A2 (A AANBTE I AR o 8Awe 7259 (‘Deep structure’) | @b 2e=t

" If it was the aim of the Port-Royal Grammars of particular languages to make the learning of each of
those individual languages easier, the aim of the General and Rational Grammar (hereafter referred to
simply as the Grammar) appears to have been to make the learning of any (and all) language(s) easier.
(We might thus concieve of it as something like a ‘master’s guide' for the teaching of languages.) For the
Grammar is an inquiry into the foundations of the art of speaking, providing an account of the nature of
language. In this respect it is a ‘general’ (or ‘universal') grammar : it is an explanation of the grammatical
fitures shared by all languages. (Harris & Taylor, 1989, p. 97).

¥ .the study of the creative aspect of language use develpos from the assumption that linguistic and
mental processes are virtually identical, language providing the primary means for free expression of
thought and feeling, as well as for the functioning of the creative imagination. Similarly, much of the
subtantive discussion of grammar, throughout the development of what we have been calling “Cartesian
linguistics,” derives from this assumption. The Port-Royal Grammar, for example, begins the discussion
of syntax with the observation that there are “three operations of our minds: conceiving, judging, and
reasoning”.... From the manner in which concepts are combined in judgments, the Grammar deduces
what it takes to be the general form of any possible grammar, and it proceeds to elaborate this universal
underlying structure from a consideration of “the natural manner in which we express our thoughts”
(Chomsky, 2009, p. 78)
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JreeTion (ENP-2= AGE, FITA 37 T, 3838 TEF 3059 6%

IR st s Frorcat, I @3 ot et Rfiwe w31 GO R =
‘TaAfgeet ALH6w’ (‘Surface structure’)! @6 IFIBA ToAfFm wHa® Feavw, =
o wfFste gt A 3 @2 T8 o2 ciret I/ =39 Feaw, w2 @2
o2 It @B TE TN FICS BIA|

5% 43 TF-9F0 PEMNY L7 S I (¥, IARTA AOIST 7oA
932 AR Aenotam wfew zoqr o< w31 W, AT wEefe w -
TG NS AN GBI VI RNAS TR T4y ARAFSIE fifEre 7 =1
(Chomsky, 2009, p. 79) b¥%-gws (iG-awiel JFICR Toget I
R TR 2R, 932 ARSI 5% fres IR 4 on fon swe
SERIRIECILE e

o.¢ SR LS B

©.¢.5 CIFTT & FFET

G wffae B2femrs o 2eEEs-93 SElfosa oy Srawcaey (af ey g,
©f S-S T TR (MY W3R @3 S ©f SRR Sfeweramiy
RCETe S A0 | FHE6-93 B3 201 MEReeiE s [REw wgore o9y
932 Sfewses sifye SHrea ofefafe Jfrewer g seew R s
FACSA, ST ST AR W 932 Jw3@T o0y Rt 7 9t Ao
I @ I =0 Ty, B ey @fShes oo 7w Afew e
FFN TAREW (Chomsky, 2009, p. 79)1 ePisfs, AT T #fE61Es
gl el wffema Jfefwifsfes ReeRm 89 (‘Universal
Grammar’)-93 S [gwa| 92 0, ANEES W FI094, SNy
o7 @3t Reai s o= 3@ (Humboldt, 1988)!

fofq by Fares, @R <99 (concepts) 932 SFERA (understanding)
FPPTR SIS AT @32 o afegifie ¢ Megfes qbarafea s 7@ 2w
80| IR REEAIme @2 [{er g 891 T T3-S9 @3 (@ ary S5 939
A ORI HBOY, g3 A By ‘Ruerae d=eis e Aeifes)ef| rar
@2re2 93 oz-fofes dve 77 (PP @G T FACSH), TN @I &=
IS | TP FINEG-9F YIBIS ST ST (148 25 79| SF HS, 9-75
571 436 oo SAiea e bifers 20® Ata @, S1EF AR{EEd {2 [
THCE g6 ATYE 417901-R04F (‘a shared conceptual world of objects’) S8
f&e| GFTOIC, ST AT 4w RONI [ T30 41 o2 #Af3pifee 2w
1, FRA @297 [ B g o s 9o ffe gve cammid

LiEiSakl

YO, INRH-97 SHHEw o [Mgame v Rewst ¢3f e fiafis
)



ST GG ©F G7¢ 7 e

| G-FIACE O 48T, ST QAT TR G oiwe @ 7y; @b 2
Gi2 AR Y (I TIET S @ TR N2 932 N=IAABay 93
fafers za1 @2 gfEsfer ster Seomar S SrE-RewAEme 49E 9@
T (LT W M| YAR6-9F 4B, o y g @ 71294y, T foans arera @)
ToRg, 2O SIEE AR 930 v Pegf®® | geart-an vidts, wfdwery
AP ALIF STARY (F-¥B1R) G2 T 391 I &IPS (7, Srarrs [yl
E G-ARE HeI{eE @91 TAg, @-@afE @3 ol oA W9 QA Arerh
©IE9 fAerd pfeg Seaifae 23, cigfa MeReeIr 93l afen ¢ uss e oo
FEI YAR6-9F @2 ‘Gfeq 8 43 NfE’T Y9 TeAmar Jiaae e
FIFACN LR A T I ]

2 (@, OrE, B ¢ GISWORIWA K > oA I ANERT F-yieie
OTE 413, ©f Serg QfAveiE pifsoas sramiEa A FiFe| g sramfirs,
oral e @ TRETS HBA FAre— B Aol HFF© (FHe I AH
Y, AT STEIREA (FIF—EES 53F) 9% JfBANeera R9E 2294 FE=A
Es! A ord, W FANRG-97 T ISEH (*F AT F GRS | @1,
WRG-9F JBTe FETeR 4R A= I3 (@, S @He FeifFeRi
(naturalistic) YBTI1Y (AF AEFEGAFOIE S4F7 F91 Y 91 (Humboldt,
Trans. 1988) |

TNRIG-97 5fEre Srar Jfefe, @1 ot @3 =i afewm, = e 3o o
@9 S22 Ofers e —Ae s s e fag fam SAmies st =31
T, SR TR TE P Ofers oifFe @ieg aiefHie g wg) J&iefy, ot
0 TF WIHE & 132 SIfEr Jo=as| 42 VIl €-8 [T I(F, (@ Sraf
R AfRIf®e 7w oram 3oz A (ideas) 3R Afewm -
AfSTee AT (-5 49T wEefe groi Afefafiw v wae G-,
QAT N IR, (9 +¥T SIE 25© @32 71 2 906 AfZrers Jay

0.¢.3 TS [SEroT o137 @ SINFIE!

fSBuirees o @3 AfoMa giEsfel @@ sfess s R s
Fofe AR AATNG RETI (RA 1, I (A =19 @ IR FoAfoszew
2 932 OIS FOFE ARISTN S @3 wiKa BT @2
PIOTH W& WR I, @I, S, SR, AWM @19, ASIM, 932 @GP
4| STHPISIR IFR JACS 30 [fSw ok wray (@51 3137 feaa erfes

"2 G AHEISIE—a9e FAER geeIE— Sr-wieeer wfeym ewifite zul afre
AT SIEf@IE 2feey a7 9 #e Atete, ©F €3 W TAERG-9F JF BIR
TSt ¢ wiboest oe afFe el

S0



T - AT, TOT T F2YL, 3838 T®/F/3059 RBIF

JIA TF FA AP FE Q-G S[AE ATNACE T @3 e s
AR Y A AweH @ -AfSEeT W ¢ IFRE I3Te W, G
ST 83 7, F1H SIAIFIST ©A Srat §B AfErs eS|

fEBrioida SR @Me TS FEy o2 @FHe JfEN© SEF (private
language) Wf¥IeR O Afor I @1 IR, @B Frow wy FaAa
@Fe AN JRFETFSIE 200 2R AR 309, CIRIT APE TS| A1,
GFF (TS FTE- TG PRI (S a9 APCS AR 711 ©ifys oipast @32
SIfye T opel SEE Jfeere Faer [Ef [orreEa- s
93 RerFa REw s ) 92 Red Ruwe IR R ofsws i ¢
wFgereArl (&) ifeFem Wy ShrRERs e ok SmaRm
(behaviorism) €38 WHRM (mentalism) AB@2 FoiLr" I@RA GiofferR
GITMAIRSIR G @32 SIS IFIST (F EToYfa FANTSIR T SEH I
e | fOBTITBIaEa 4Brs, Srul-FIe! SN 2iFfed ISR oL, FIF @1+
RFEF AR FoR I IJITS W, O BN oA o wegw I
(Wittgenstein, Trans. 2001) | @ &8y yf¥efe eoraw w=Pse o3t AEs
SRETEE @ 309 A0l ReF I

0.0 AT SR 53t

. 8. TG 77 7

gofom-feaer 32 caIfiet Ww3-oraE 96 CNfers af¥Ey) sdrReeI, 9 96
ey A7=R-RE o, T srmee Tt W e gt sEw
Sfafs I EmMb oFe ot IR 7 FPER AEwd 99w, orww e
(‘sign’) #Ffs CoEFIRN OrE, SN CRRIATSF AS ANES @4 SR @2
caRi=era fIfSw W@l (‘degrees of arbitrariness’), IF FAH g2 2 TP |
O ©fFm, JIFAC SR SAFFE oredr (‘relative motivation®) (Saussure,

Trans. 1959, p. 67)*1 e, FPI-9F 5f3rs AR FB R FTRATSR AfS
OV, SR O JIZFCEAT 20 TR A1 WS HCACAT AN, (@ S5 20
SAFOHTE AT OrEF JIeA
In fact, the whole system of language is based on the
irrational principle of the arbitrariness of the sign, which
would lead to the worst sort of complication if applied
without restriction. (Saussure, Trans. 1959, p. 133)

M’F‘Iﬁ' % (‘sign’) I°T00 @A *=-5@ (‘sound-image’) €32 ©F RTF TES fF230 f 9121 231f3®
et (‘concept’) WCH FE AW TS| ww-foars B I ignifier’, SR AR
T ‘signified ' | T FTS: The bond between the signifier and the signified is arbitrary. Since [ mean
by sign the whole that results from the associating of the signifier with the signified, I can simply say :
the linguistic sign is arbitrary. (Saussure, trans. 1959, p. 67)
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BT TG ©F G7¢ IF 1eny

Sfafe *éTayz 523t ora coibifiel—@mes Jfera T w1 widie, o
&S J0S A A1 @ FIFCE, 7 I, ST 38 PR T
The arbitrary nature of the sign explains in turn why the
social fact alone can create a linguistic system. The
community is necessary if values that owe their
existence solely to usage and general acceptance are to
be set up; by himself the individual is incapable of fixing
a single value. (Saussure, Trans. 1959, p. 133)

AT AR (@, Hro1Eae JETe sraR ey M I [ RAfeso
THAT (@, TeomA Sy I MS SrEF (‘Private language’) SRIEH
AT, FifbA S GWSIAF (‘Public language’) ey @32 &S oA
37 391 1 TR (Fodor, 1975)1

Freefm s$zfFm qrol, orar ¢ s Seey @ F= I o BofF
Ol PR G BITGF Arerd el SAreibr 7Y Il 2 fbw, o= eww
1=l T *=Rfer Fees 93 M3 1 @6 @6 o9 MIHE FHS A"
1 STETSe (SN =3 ¢ HBiF A= (AT A FA 7SI J/| FPPERI S,
Q-7 Reiem (@30 783 RYSIHS F0o (‘abstructedly’) | &F @-73% ReEE=
FE (I SIS IR @ =g, 31 3w ®fog (Saussure, Trans. 1959,
p. 113)

o 9o 9w R @e [fME Xe3 sfen 3w 91 O o AHAE O
REEe (AT O SIE QG €I O S+ F1 (A S|

FER FI ©FEF &I 9T (‘human speech’) I=AMRF (‘many-sided’) @
fAf9xef®= (‘heterogeneous’)! 32 #A-RFEE @b 28w wor @b Fa=h
AT —STs, AT 432 AFIfGF—aF2 et #if AfTea =mez) F1791, @ft 933
S @3 AP B2 (‘social product’) €32 ATHEAN LB A1 A FAB
(‘a collection of necessary conventions’), 2f$f Fqraw I=IE=T & @G
GFfe e S e @92 929 PRl 9 92 AN JEF 932 AATES
A FAfES | RRES [ReIE w1gH, @1 @& 191 (‘Broca’s area’), A1 909 &)
fAdifTs—@=T (Broca) @2 92 SIf@F FAF ARE 7 NI & a1 (3,
IFER (speech) IR AFfsFed [ifie @3 sqaae @@ 3@ 96| <9
%if3, SR ot @ A6 G AfRSES, AWM I (S FE I AR
oy SAfFefEe w7 ¥R¥Ee Sfafte Refy webe BER A AR 9 9w
fFga st F§T | FRIF SrAR GRS 39S (langue) FPER B e ¢
#5eTsETe (‘acquired and conventional’) (Saussure, Trans. 1959, pp. 9-10) |

SIS (P8 ARPFEF CREW A FfSNI I& I A N IEA A1 I32
R



FIETTT CTIP- S AGF, TOT0 TT T2 3898 T®T/3059 [F51%

o Sra1E @3fb 25e1 932 TG 2918 (phenomenon) A3 NH FE| G-
fRBTCR SIE1 SR ©0F TP AC@SRIA BEN 403 (873 Feiw|

©. 6.3 faeTrT gafeEs

ICAfEels SrRifRera e gafFrse, S A0l SIEE L=y 932 25e
I A IERA| O TS, AN FHSTO2 (S Eow Fw @, “Srar e
Afree 8 woreE @3 AR (Bloomfield, 1935, p. 34) | (FIHG-A-FiHe
FRCDBIS & @eq 2o e SR 2w I=feie ar =1 932
TR AR IR oG I WHE FACS W FAFT-9F ACS, G 9L
FRAYCEMTSY PR STt O e, “AREISIR TR @ IRReT Few”
(Bloomfield, 1935, p. 29) | 9% 7f¥sfe s, ©rat o e wwfe Fr7Fe
AR I 71| GTS (@I AWE W FARR e oA’ ‘g e
ST 2SI (‘an inherited trait’)| ST T& RIW FAFS JAAT @FHe o7
fasltel stafa o o7 srat o R el st fAga afeura g
2ef1 facates (Bloomfield, 1935, pp. 29-31):

>, AIg TR oot By & BwiEd I 932 oI AR I
bt g M FEF 93 GPpa Aeqt 2Reret| Swrzad FeTa B 9w -
41 T, BB @3 *131 (‘noise’) THRY T @B RS do-Feot of
3 T P = e Fare A e Gt Ry fre S s
FACS A | GO Gff O TSI RIS 2| A 9F2 IFT B! 77 G-TFF
(FHS *9 (LR (ATF XA O O FeIHANcsl Gife THIRS I 93 SCL-@re
T G fs ST 2 N7 ©F TR FACS (1A

3. W et ooy @ R I @ @ te 9 == Twed v, @b
OfF SICH-RITTH (F18 G A G| By ==4fe 7w siw eyt e e
G3R (1 ARG PRI SCH-RI0 071 O =1 3 (@, e szt Face
=g IR

©. I (FHS IZ (431 T, 93 F9e1| Y0 o4 G THITd 18 F0H)
e fca RBe stest Gifbw srca w2t 3w Aot R meits muite et
fats fire zarer fofF ‘doll’ =6 B9 FEFI AT 8 (I @2 Foisie, &t
IR TGS ACF | G Frfba @ T wrop tofd 201 @2 of g e @
M X THIAY I da | @ 94 @I = (word) | TEOE TR GBE 1%
T AT 208 AN, O3 ©f e g6 (‘imperfection’) | S = w0 A1 @, B
e 1R =1 Tl FACS A

8. A9 (T4 da IAIF oI (AF R ST SSHie™ & 2W1 41 T,
R o7 faw B9 it 17 P 2oaifs (rer 2w, €92 67 967 507 da, da,
da | 94 I SN AR G 2399 da, da, da IR @H6 aF0F TT
A TS o oiee| o4 B da, da, da I B Fave AN W

49 )



BT G T JT¢ IF oy

A ‘8 AQEbT BRI’ W 092 JeEW Bred’ I2AM 93 HAfEew 9ol
qPFPS Gibe AT 93 b oiam Send 2w [YS (abstract) A
FARRS (displaced) &, ava @36 f&fNem #3416 0o B, T iR
S FTAIA S|

¢. 9379 PR et SR wereer fSfers fitr fw e e g @
FTAfER FA SfEe ofF Srerwige vArd OfF IR GB SFT G A,
o7 o ¥ W [ATMS| @ —da I G At AW A, Y doll-99
IR g I (7 A A1 92 AfF 503 AT

932 A 432 SAfFET fry cire gfaere o7 II0S oY1 @3 q3 oSt @
GATS FS AT | GBI GFAAH (1 TG 24 GF2 A IS 32 IS (Y| 97
BT 2ifFFaTe QB | TUHE GT QA *1 31 0T AT FATS (T, AR AR GF Toye
AR PR *THR JILF FAC9S (|

TG #3131 AT *TA IAIASIE AG! e AG1ee gafes wfiees wbe afFm
I A FEERA| F1E, A7 G QPG H AN G 1] JACS A, A
Gl AT JI2E I@ A, [T Ivifoe I awe AR g srer
medt fFear a7 AR e @-FHafEF sw 3, gars-ag G of 472
SR’ | 17 FRfTEels ‘el SRR AR (IR IACRHE 1T FACS AGE 7o
oEd T gAfFw F@oeA (Bloomfield, 1935, pp. 32-33) 1 @36 =eat
WAIfSfEF ©§ (mentalistic theory), 9= TG©fEF ©F (materialistic theory) |
T WHifefes o8 GeaAmA sEifqwms 7 M 2_eTei@ o= 2w v
Tpfefes o5 39t #fF orEE SApeRM (et oy o sfewsRm) spmie)
(B3, AT TS STl G (-2 I L=TR 31 FR0RA, ©f AGeIraT
oo SfeweRR BIF FrHe o9 S 2fere @)

9.9 STF-T8If G ot
©.9.5 &t e

32 GRA@IN @ AR o e (Jean Piaget) VRIS SO H&t -
TG YT IR PRI S+ SiFe ReET 92 S8R (AF (T,
A7 G SIMA BRAR ARECR M SEssm=E qary el 93 4|e-Rm
(AT T FE PRI oS o @ B o s i@ Afen g
AT IR SR @ T WA A & W @92 OF ffere At s@iee
LA 8 SFefd 57E| PIEera S {9TYR (Phenomena—3IH, 319,
S, AL, IR TO7f%)-97 AT GNeF 97 (Piaget, trans. 1959) | @7 7
@, P WRE EPR AR M (et 21, e PR 9t (AR AT 932
AT @ FrE PR @99 e e 5231 wifRER Face = 9=, @ [
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FIEFTITH CETIP-LH AGF, T TF T, 3838 T 3059 [FHrT

et P e @ fre =w, Reeat e vt o tiRR feejeee
SIRACR <27 AL o @ Foew 7y fiew) Pramcern @2 g
‘iR (constructivism) ST orew TrACR) IFS, R PETEE 933
A FPIw SfSEORM @ SREredm (F 2% IRl Prures Fuferm g
AFn @ 8o ew @ om I @ gfre-ad
TR —STH WEw R TG 00T e Prov—srat oo Rrgg ey
s R Pmies SRR A Fpefere Aeifes)f| iR e o
R X famapfercs feg @¥ fefieet ezt w1 e qf¥ce et @3f serme
o, I 932 TS SRS Wik FEF SR @i @ gi¥fer fferoEfE
TR AFR TG R O PRI TP 1 O Zeem: g @
SETTR (T-APTCR T4 R 1 @38 (IR 4oTR 3-FfHE & ohpie 30,
IS et

s ot et st oo R P @ime sz o e R R
P, S BIR AFI0R @I TRITT T Wy @92 ©IfF @ B [T
ST (P18 AT 9T 931y R SoAmwe T390 rar ogw afiFwr g
MRS e R eom e, Joare ¢ty 9+ @i dfEFas
NA—HITE 92 TS ST TG 5517 (i o 0o S| 9-coea e
fRANS Crre T TR ST TG LGSR ©F | IV @3 FAE dv90-99
CIeRR fwes s 5% e e e 2w (Piattelli-Palmarini, 1983) |
mqsﬂﬁrﬁwmw,wzﬁTWﬂﬁsmwﬁﬁfﬁw,mﬁa
NT-@317 ey famw IR oreret, 5% siay 93 Toure et wEite Raeds
JIFAEAS 4T I

©. 9.3 (@ oot

AN AR @ CerE g wEiRe  REem (psychic
development) *FiTPTza w¥ra= Ftave| By qfFw- s B wmw o
e @6 4% 71 I (Luria & Vygotsky, Trans. 1992) | @3 sicg et
T (ape) , A T (‘primitive’ man) €32 T W& (psychic
functions) S *RIPTYZT G2 <9t R REEA FEF1 ST 8 1wy -
AT 058 FeYf SR o w-wsarew «af e et o
fRETR (T @92 O e ROy @19 o1 O 92 R MR- 8 (Rl
(consciousness) RIPIIT oI =Syart N ©f THGT @ oEF [FHeE
Wmﬂw{qﬁmﬂqmﬁwﬁ%mﬁ@@rﬁvm&aﬁﬂqw
AP AR TR oeys Y, AeHE AMfee-MeFew ARfyon a3 FoPTCR
qEE W ST ¢ foIw W e e wmesze (dynamic
functional interconnection) f&&1 feribfFs Yo wpaw Ry, o o Auoy
A TFHS AR (Vygotsky, Trans. 1962) | @3 &% SMr @ fBal—Tenz

2@



SBT3 GG BT ¥T¢ IT NEHY

Rfbe T ANGE-MFes AfEe Mubs HeEwel Rew; @We
49l RO T ATSIFHE 2 G Gk eI, T TR TS 2T
QT e s fof siffe wpaeR Tog 93 dicnfie oo e
o1 afp, O e, MeFfor RAeR @3 woy i @32 G-FEeR AN
75+ (oral speech) (At fom| B3t @ SIEE JH TSR @ oM Tgefe
A LI 20 it sRew cfers saw | b we, Ffrw @ i
sja sRficre oIffe SibRde AT SIEeAe@eR x| IgS 9 o fmme-

s firg eieTef@ 6 (‘egocentric speech’)*-dF HIFAH G FATCAGH
g ST odN (SR R s ity AIfER AfeR M
SRS W frw oiorE sifie wwet e F fark, [ AT IR
e S| ey Burg Refite ot wom, ber ¢ sraF e FrE
gt 2 RS (@ TEfe sipdee Féwed e F@n o, P @3
riER Soug ey AEe sfaare FAwE @A 3% Mores (Piaget, Trans.
1995; Vygotsky, Trans. 1994, Smith, Dockrell & Tomlinson, 1997-4 T§®)|
77, B3t @ SR TE Rraw RBrbHET TP 7 J&EE JeNge IEE,
EF—ATeEEE  (psycholinguistics), FYSTAE@E (neurolinguistics),
SesrsfRe STRIR@ (structural linguistics) , 5ER (semiotics) , SI-5TTHIA
fI@19 (cognitivism) |

©.b FEFINT ©F: 7. GF. BT

ST SIERERIA NoEfy €, 9F, B FG-S5aeeE R sewet
(Experimental Analysis of Behavior—EAB)-2 4=l AqE IR 93 A
fofs RoE R @7 oRems FE4, Ot 90 28 ([2RF 699 (radical
behaviorism) (Skinner, 1938, 1974) | EAB &dfl, (3-(FH8 SBIIE oo

or (STe (FA UW: AStee TWSE (discriminative stimulus—-ROTE

sifafafen W G w=EH Fa0R), wvad aAfSf@F (operant response)”, 9%
o 93D TRPE—9FFRS (reinforcer) FLA #FHIF (punisher) FFIR
T PEN, HIY FHES (Operant conditioning) ZCM @B A= -
FEEE (learning mechanism) , 37 G161 $992 906 I3 9T TS (TFES
freat *fewe) oo TR Sififers sAwifs §eb-3¢s e a3
w5 SAfSTrT AiRe I T T IR o FE e S

* forgee i sraE 9 AN cafics Rews FoE: e PlE® 39 (egocentric speech) €
IS T (socialized speech)| ST TER AAfaee FoTs Fra B wracefye 2l A
fia @ AN O €32 AS 87 FWOR e PR B T T 3l @ o =
(Singer & Revenson, 1996, pp. 57-72) |

2 gz oS AT OF G SIEI W@ ©iF A Bfers AfRad a1 Fenss w3 I
wffe, Stz & WHs FH (AT (AN A Q@ (FFS ) BA!

I



eI (-G AGE, FOT I AU, 838 ToIH/2059 RBrT

WP SFETE (inner mental states) SHAE F1E BER a1 (T4 792 G2

Y54 (operant responses ) RBETE @2l T, 9= @-(FHe AAET ol @B
Ifsfe T A RaEd St T ovae e 2 9 3 afew, o
SPDT AiPfe® A5 (natural selection)-93 NTSt, 7%= Aol vz e
fAdrast o031 weRe FEES-97 NG @F-@FES FFI-WH AT F40 78I A
=g W v IR i (e (EAFF TAMA e -9 AfReE=T
7 19" 2[eR W) O Discourse on Method 4T N=I-N=A AFS I
3T At fAdraet T3 MR @@ T 3097 @, (@198 NP2 M
ol 8 YFAFA (reasoning) SRAMTATS (productivity) 932 IRFE

TSt (pragmatic appropriateness)* T FACS #A1ca 11 Fg FAF (Skinner,
1957) EAB- HI7el @ 2&fS3 AT MATS G I (¥, ST e qers!
@32 FATF gt AfaFeid Jrt w41 78|

SIEE FIEFE Ao 1Ty T I 90 AN @I FONI 439 I,
@32 (F4H, e A7, R @ offF 0% (verbal community), SIfE®
e 3o AL e 432 MR @t orF Srat SreAmea 3fary f&Fare
%18 e $TH T (word) ¥, 932 (IR BB I, ol g sifie
TAG- TG AIAZFS FHIFS @ HAS THAMITTIZ A3 A5 ST A=l

SIEA SHRAR I FArEs Soafe Sour saiEe ofwe wiEwen el
(Chomsky, 1959)1 53f%a SRI%NE @St (poverty of stimulus) Ro%F
S, S6Re FREEe-9F AR AIFIPTTS SifyF Ao (A, AT A SEF)
GG e TRAMER STwAST JrAT FA I AN TEHANT SAGAO SIACS,
©IfE A e 1Y 2oT8TR 2l TWless IR F0 91| Toi e, T
TR (2 5N OfEMT, evidence—2AIY) @ e @32 9ol (¥, Ry oI
BRI A SIEl (AF @ SIFF I TG FACS AR A1 SIfFe Tmisis
e (unsystematic), IFI SIS (PS8 F@SAGE AN (negative
evidence—(T-2T1Y JFIFINPIGSIT &G SIFF TRAM-(F JIFINITSIE &
0 fBfFe F@) M =11 91rE, ofF TRee 436 (weak), I3 Gt S5 e
-9 (positive  evidence—@-2WY  [IFAPTES  SIfFF  TAM-F
FFIPTS A BfFs @) = Fu Awy, @y Fry e sl e
JRFIPAAS IR GI0B @5 AF© A J1g *HCS A, Joai 7 @8
JREAPTAS AT TR ST JFRNTS SHFerd o1 REfa 42 F0S A
1 wg, fres siffe AR @ g TR 231 ao Rw 28w Mgs, ey

¥ SIERERIR TS SIEE 996 Sivee B e 3 73!

* rwe A S WG e A ARFEfere sam A 397 FAF @-HAS 5ATH-
FAS FCSAY SHEIRGIH—a3e FAFT fArea WASe—a3 FASEL ANE6-9F SfF ol
341 TCATE ‘AT PIEER 5B S (Chomsky, 2009) |

{1 )



BT GG B9 G7° IF ey

FreifIF SgH 75 gooId eiZ ¥SAl (native language) =& I

Borfe OBl @t 8 28 @, FAES Verbal Behavior 1 @R SEE
T AL IR (W (FHI-THF S At 78I F7 I WIS F-
wIf3, fH=ER It o @3 T9), @198 26Ee ey of s #iitd =t o,
IR SPTEE SR SeemMeTee (e e It Mre 2iE =t (FPITeR
gog W) I vufF @-Red FwEms, of w2l O IR IJAE 5AFF
Besiwal FIFR I T TS 7 FACS AR AT [EIE, SE oG-
SLPT OUFH (L SHF 3L FHFH A7 FoT Wi FA0S M|

9.5 STl I

SHIR®N €32 SE-Os NRFW @-@FHE TP I SEADAE GAFI
FJALTRR SrEd wefae | Ige enifRwras 3feaer o Srel geRiReEd
el A F7-FC wiiige zafd| SR 4fes “goARaym-Tesmal s’
(Transformational-Generative Grammar)-93 & Tr—

S, TOTF WA SIA-AFE Wfen @i A2 e 93 WHE 6A% I
‘Af®’ @ TN (Principles and Parameters)| Waa ¥R¥Fa Rody a3
2 (Module) 9271 NS @ TANTS (7t F0a1 AVEFF 93 HNF 5AF AH
9 LAD (Language Acquisition Device)! 23 ff $&3 9619 UG (Universal
Grammar) 43141 5% & Language Faculty ite wfef® wwa
(Chomsky, 1995)I

. W UG @2 Language Faculty fAfW® @9 13w siffcaeas sty
fAfrY 21 13 ©fFF “TANS R (Parameters) UG-G AFH F@ (ST @32
c12 I 12 ot | TANfSTR 2 RfAE @we o e iesed| 92 o
“s5q 8 A4T®g” (Government and Binding theory) 1 “ffire ©g”
(Standard Theory) =T sifafow zm (Chomsky, 1965, 1981)1

9. (251, (BT [P @ FITSNT SIS 41092 W 5AF
G| Aol SrEifReidiar IR ALoidd ReAre 9 T AW
(Phrase-structure—PS )-93 {19914 5% 17 ©g A1t 93 «1=elq et i)
oR SN 93 4R A0Sl I FEA ‘AW (Transformation)-93 4R 5AF
S IXFAS FHAT -9 AR & (AAG-TWI PP FICR ¥ (Chomsky,
2009) | JFA TS SR LRACE 6 *y 24293 S, CBIE 961
599 37 s O fcweRiM ¢ e SRR tabula rasa-3
RN T s 2o ¥ ol (¥, 9FHT ~MAEF @ 9361 JfS 20 T3
FeIf@ @St It TWRA! AT, (oNf 93 FreFe AT ot wGEe Fwel| g
5% wify e (@ fofF e, “cira 48S” (learning readiness), 39!
(biases) @ WI=-94 (dispositions) ¥ Fejx wRfEAFeR A, (SAF AE
AFn ¢ AfMe 9y “sif¥e W@ (linguistic mechanisms) (Searle,

(3



LTS P-4 AT, TOF 7 FeY, 3838 I= /3039 8%

1972)1 Q-S40 5% o7, “STFRIY”(linguistic competence)-43 F2, T faw
R oo A7 IS @ i FA0S A1 9T SIfFT wAOIT FAF O
ST AL WS “AS@e 79" (Deep Structure)-a3 EYE I, IS
WIS (phonetic) 23 G “BoifFes A25o=" (Surface Structure)-43 JLT|
Ton OEd I IS FLL 2IF @R (Transformation Rules)! {63 g
TeAmAl JFRA-2TITS 9FS (Chomsky, 1965, 1975, 1981) Sl ATSTH
G3fB e 9 TorgIeiT Il TET—

=P1E (Lexicon)

*IST®e 72519 (Deep Structure)
F#i192 3[ar3fel (Transformation rules)=

Boifq®e 32909 (Surface Structure)

A

s g9 Anfes g5
(Phonetic Form: PF) (Logical Form: LF)

fba: &9 agaers 99e GeavAl 37 (Jackendoff, 1997, p. 85 @
g FIYTIT T JferaE EAFAe) 1 9 el ST JIPAV-SENTE

#7398 (Chomsky, 1995) S131-F6rT7 (93 Fqeen [Fg A7 Ergi7e)
el P (T A

IFE2 GAF ST AT R IE@RA| OF 240 e B 4%
Syntactic Structures-4 (Chomsky, 1957) ff4 &3¢ " “JrFaew
Hi®=®1"7 (The independence of grammar) #=eira| SR, I3 S FIR T
TSR I Ta, (F-TF NN AP TAME (R, *+1) [ A AYF &
932 (T 4@ T AT FAE@| 93 FIFANS o A7 9df Aww srovpef 98/
e (e LA

T4 @<= 5W%92 T9 G. Lakoff, J. McCawley ¢ J. Ross-3f6® “Besimal
wferga” (Generative Semantics) 2SR 591% SIF SIF-F(SE 9Fe HH I
| B wifergd AR@ T I FEH (@, IAFT-ALNT @ TLSFI N0 (IS
Reemed MNEe ¥y @21 Joaie sAHF-FAS ASHee e fiew
(Searle, 1972)1

(W



I GG O7 G7¢ 97 oy

afegFersid, SeAmAl 9eg (Generative Semantics) SReMWMAl STEIfAEI
R W 932 IS 936 2ol Formd R ey o1 e afte
9 AR A @21 ST TG ©g P abd @-drifess (e
OIS HLAIHA RN #IfRACS) TR, AN (@ G1-9]ta2 aiba Srae @ 3=
TR WA, @2 OF WY IF (@, TSRS HAIHR #Y M [{REpTR Afes
AR (logical structure) @36 Ry$es T M ™FS (Levine and
Postal, 2004, footnote, p. 215)I ©=y 2%, i FIOCAGYR (semantic
structures) FOFfE YIS TG (aa o TeAUS 27| @2 AV TesAMa
oTifReieg @2 wifke s Mee{e @ FreaeE 9d-572 A8 SAMTR v
AFIAG ATy IR @@ AF7E Saee2 Tog= I (Katz and Fodor,
1963; Chomsky, 1971)1 @2 RerFa fRuifi® [uase #fexw ;¥ Newmeyer
(1986a, 1986b, 1996), Harris (1993), Huck and Goldsmith (1995)-41 I8S
IIEF JIFAIF (Case grammar) T2 George Lakoff, James D. McCawley,
Paul M. Postal, and John Robert Ross &9¥ EeoMAl Ser@d 2@ e
NS G WIF T AETST FALACAA el ARSI AV ey T
FFISITICE HAF O PAoNSF (Minimalist) ©0F o439 F= (Chomsky,
1995, pp. 150-151) | G2 ©(F ©IF SN NG (AT FOTOT ALHIFE (ML,
ToifFes  Feree) IM eFE I R swfF I ResEe
“sifaff®”(economy) @32 “#jsf JMATT” (‘Full Interpretation'—FI) 4R4MGTE
e IR ARTGST g o, o SRR IR A “IATEI
A" (as economical as possible), LT IFT JTYIT FAGAT (F118
fCTa 2Tars 23 A (p. 150) 1 “ojf Iyt Wt s, A S @<
(72 THMIHE I IR, I ISR NS (properly “licensed”—p. 151)!
feFee e fofa wifSuifae it @ des+wta (‘simply..a
projection of lexical structure...”) R0 RIpAT T ©fF, FEASETI FH @TH
@3e o | 28 f5rg oral SAMR PAoAwF (Chomsky, 1995) 34
TorgIo Tl ZE—

*7cPE (Lexicon)
AYENFS g = AFTEoA
(Generalized transformation) (Spell-out)
wfae g7 Afes 3

(Phonetic Form: PF)  (Logical Form: LF)

foa: SiEt Sgama PouarwF 39 (Jackendoff, 1997, p. 85)
oA ey AT SEee Jfeare SorEfre) | @3 v
Besiw wyreacid o1 (Chomsky, 1965, 1975, 1981)
S-S G

¢ 00 »



T EIT- T AT, FITH TF T, 3838 I®H/2059 RIT

5% AT TR F7E, NAI-STEE A2 NI TS (MBI T4, A A
AR (communication) (FI8 wresroef 1 (72 (Searle, 1972)—3Me
WE (@A A e ¢ BuEe TR o IR P! iz 9t NP
RGTE AA8 The Minimalist Program (1995)-4 I (AP (MR JIPACE
@ | G SIS TR M KO8 (13rS & F71 Seuren ITT+—

His (Chomsky’s) denial of the communicative function of
language and, in general, of the social context in which speech
utterances have semantic effects,...make[s] for...unclarities,
uncertainties, and distortions in the basic conditions to be met by
a language system.... (Seuren, 2004, p. 6)

0.» FIFF TIFI9

AT AOTS AR WA ARG e A6 SIS TSP
el St @eafet| 3gS b @3l ey I FIF Y (Case Grammar)
AT SRS 5 (&, e IR T AIFOGA 24T | oS WS WEF
wIER Y o 7Tt e F@fa (Fillmore, 1968, 1969)1 9 ARFSTEH
wles g “ae F=1F” (Case Relation) ¥R S8F FTIH| FLTHCA,
IEF TF TS @IE ASfeSTRd (case inflexions) Wift f@n (e
wd—prototypical function) |

FIIT IR 4R wewr, @3 Fu- [ET (neutralized) (TS A
mm«wm%@ﬁwmmia@mawwﬂq
Anderson, 2006)| @ 531 59f%-+fS (Chomsky, 1965) 1SS 72515 (DS)-
93 W WL I LR IS I [P0 244 Wt (Chomsky,
1965, 1972, 1981, 1986) FIFF I FOIYTS TE(REA| AW FARTLFT
31e79% (transformational syntax) “FIEF 9$” (Case Relations—Thematic
Relations, or Theta Roles) SI8IFS FTH @32 (¥ *¥T @7 FT AGMA USEICE
FeolITAR 46l #ifFene (Chomsky, 1995, p. 191)1 @2 wed sufEa 5{ew o8
(AFSATF, 93D FHYG—program) “PISAEE G~ (Minimalist program)
1A ATFACIAT G Foitew 0 [e-1 T ;W (Anderson, 2006, pp. 1108-
1109)1 o1, ST TGR 2PiCs! FIFF FIFICET JFX G (, AFE 1Swea

eoi5 qrRe ARSI @Ba @PEeTe S ARl LS, AEET AT
YIS ARSI F1ae A9 @ B Sferas Ko 3w Fez

©.50 FHCFOT TTaH
G =8 @, oA Fey ot oge REwe w3l o @-Fe WHTRE A0
TRoeT 2% TG A9 Y, [WEIEE @I 992 AN GO AT AeMCTH
mmmmwﬁwwa@ﬂmﬂﬂwmmwﬁw@ﬁ

{9 )



1 GG BT G7° 9T ey

SEPTRAET @ SRl RREE, YEikeEw, AR o4y 932 oy
WIHCFY AT SRS ©A S qEGH ALFT TPiae IS FeF @-
(FIH8 FACAI o HeH <2 [NSTN Forrwst 2y Fac=) ©rat o [awe
T TP Rofe FTe (AF g CHizRe SR QA G 4111 AW
cieafR| fAEge SRR G2 el AR SACEBAR CFaby 4FS b
IO AR FAR 932 F FABIY T TG12 Fac0 RO syl st siem
FAQI

Tef® FHRRM I o oM 93" J9= I3 T APRI Erich Kandel
PRTR A o1 7fF Hrom—_w-BR9R (sensitization)*, TRW o=

(habituationy* €32 wERS fAFms (ciassical conditioning)"—uife &1
(molecular basis) (Kandel et al., 2000) SifI®¥ FE= 932 @2 WREER T
BfreNRErE 2000 1T FIE J7%F TS FEA|

Ty, VEF-ATOw 9= 2fSFot AFFENFIA (neural modeler) 9247 FEa
RIS 19 TFITA (Skinnerian learning mechanisms) 7T Seeifae 2w

G FHEASIA (cognitive capacitiesy* ALTAMRIA &fSgst fsfice Foir-25ras
(back-propagation)*-9% #fRCS &#9* Yo7 A eI (reinforcement
learning algorithms) (Poirier, 2006, p. 804) I3 FAT2A |

92 T AfFA FAET AfFAR G SN (computation) SHE @R AT 941,
T b FLAWR (A —rH) R @3 s wEe @ SH I Wi
TR AES o2l Fua I FI GIR-ABRET 49 gerarn
92 AfFa ST QP el I T M 0=

Tog, SREee AR MARIE FHAFR ISANE CHABEI (BB berrg @2
oie @Efw (93 aeIERE TWRe) w3 Eenfiw-Ree  dmmR-aey

* @He e @He e TRees aRRTs et (e wrm T Fw ot afE
* @6 TR FFA1gS P21 A4 e et +ifire @ =retfees zarm sifEF

> AR TEIET T ATeeTs-aq AN ©E; Gre Wit T Rreat et ARRSER Woet Wy
ST AT P 1T 21 et #6f% Tprai 9z© 23l

¥ agfe FE oF, @ Fi 2 TR 8 NS Wy F@RRS ALl @y wwers o
R (X, ST AE-AY 2-J039 ALWOR A Ad—@1=e T2 aers feear Afosreng
T 93 94 &I 7" 77, {Ye 932 @@= e G 9Tt gy [Ty sesE AeEen 93
Gt AlFEesal @2 swfors Ffaw Jawe tofire w=3-afwa b 4fegst I<z7 w3 =l
AYREE, TE TSP 3T 73

* gfaw Arysre e AR fEFa s 3300 R Ty 929-39% - oafel

* @G BN SFFS F0A (178 TR C1B3 oIy 231 i tofa Fil

{9 )



FrOTITHH (IF-ZT AGF, FOTH TF T, 3838 TE 039 [ForF

(reward system—3T @36 2I) SRS T I [E6AT F91 20 ST,
@GR (Robotics) @GR TP @ 9o J2HTA (representations and
computational systems) F3=t 317l (92 927 WIH-2j&i Rera 913 (qea
e WnA-fofes  @Rbfw—(Behavior-based Robotics) SIbeRTAN
TAVGT FHAGI® JILEI 936 43T 72T 7% Al T (Brooks, 1999) |
Q3 ST FAFTT ARSI TGS SAMICA (ST 97 A o) S5l
-2 Friwifer @32 ABRAE @@ fofe ezl

Aeifes Rorss srarea oge oy @R @@ o QR (Scholz and
Pullum, 2006) | FC¥ F2&T® FHISZ SrH-AfE (language-specific) F1F
R 9-eNT (domain-general) W-efEFwae afFwms w1, of faw Red
@RS TR RO F@ @G0 FAeR I ey ARSI wefres g1
8 FHPTE FACE WHIZAY T, CT-7T0F FPTai= 5oR|

@3 NEEA-FAFICT S TG HLFT G A STF T @ AAG
AR (social context), €32 TS 12 4= TLF (learning mechanism)
I F(E, T AFI-NBEFI AT Wgew #12q ToFa9 (cognitive learning
apparatus) JI29 IR 9P TAFAAL AT ATES (Bates, et al., 1998;
Tomasello, 2008; Ramscar, 2007; O’Grady, 2008)

Ar2ifes Affsted=Es M99 (statistical learning) ©% @2 ALHB RIARTYR
@A @, O wEw Aefiweny AdRd g sEfEuce e s 9%
(Saffran, Aslin Newport, 1996; Reeder, Newport & Aslin, 2010; Gleitman,
& Newport, 1995; Saffran, Newport, Aslin, Tunick & Barrueco, 1997;
Aslin, Saffran & Newport, 1998; Newport & Aslin, 2000; Hauser, Newport
& Aslin, 2001; Creel, Newport & Aslin, 2004; Newport & Aslin, 2004,
Newport, Hauser, Spaepen & Aslin, 2004)1 “ARHL LTS o aifgFara
HLTALRM e FFeTe@ *MHF ¢ A 2fpel TS AN (Seidenberg &
McClelland, 1989)1

GFAI FEAF O GG AT AR R oGeE AL ) B
W% 8 IPT-ALNI 2 FHF® @Rt (Saffran, Aslin & Newport, 1996)
S o9 W IE@| Ofen FAwE (A AW O GG 0TI oG
(Chunking Theory)! #fseargse figm orgq M wiFs 92 ©rg o
TG A wefig S oem @ ArafeT AEEiE a-srEd AN
(G o #f18q I (Gobet et. al., 2001; Freudenthal, Pine & Gobet,
2005; Jones, Gobet & Pine, 2007)!

* qifgE fér TreE A7 @18 ToEd (SR R ©ifvE Torg) sferaners fRrase s ey
TRy I TFG ST (predict) FACS AT |

99



I GG BT GT° G7 e

TR 2FIRE ST TG ARAEA SRR AT FE—Goi0-97 @2 AFEHER
MR &t SRS 2Rl @ s AMew T BFY iwwarT (Bloom, Hood &
Lichtbown, 1974; Miller, 1977; Masur, 1995; Gathercole, Baddeley, 1989)!

8. T2

STl WG RTae 9 ¢ SEAEa SofE RUawenee Sy @bt =8 @, stat
TGS RO ©TGH AN A3 A w2151 €32 Fomedz afey
HRATER R, @32 AAfeT (q@IfE SpmE OfE SGEE IABIST AN
ARETSIA ©rgd RIS (weare) oy ot Fez)

oy T
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