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Preface 

A Child of the Enlightenment: Chomsky, 1992b: 158. 

It would not be an exaggeration if we claim that Chomsky is a leading 

campaigner of modern linguistics. The appearance of Chomsky not only 

influences linguistics in general, but it also turns linguistics towards a separate 

or an independent movement. In this regard, we can say that nothing has made 

a greater impact on contemporary philosophy than Chomsky's theory of 

language. Chomsky, being a linguist, has discovered the scientific analysis of 

language by making a point to point discussion of Grammar. His scientific and 

dynamic analysis of language has influenced not only to the so-called linguists, 

it also has created a lot of impact on psychology and anthropology as well. It is 

Chomsky who opens up our vision by advocating the view that there is a single 

subject of language, grammar and mind which crosses departmental boundaries. 

Chomsky has established himself as important on linguistics on many accounts. 

He has shown that there is really only one human language. He inclines to say 

·that although we hear around us an immense complexity of the innumerable 

languages, but all these things are variations on a single theme. By establishing 

the view that there is only one human language, he thereby revolutionized 

linguistics. Thus he has set a cat among the philosophers pigeons. He also 

makes himself important on linguistics by bringing or calling upon the relevance 

of innate ideas and thereby demonstrates that a substantial part of our 

knowledge is genetically determined. He further goes on to say that the so

called !unconscious knowledge is what underlies our ability to speak and 

understand.· He has not only succeeded to bring back the relevance of rationalist 

ideas, but at the same breath he equally has succeeded to overturn the dominant 

school of behaviourism in psychology. Consequently, he has established the 

view that mind holds the central role in the study of mankind. That is why 

many contemporary philosophers are of the opinions that Chomsky has changed 

the way we think of ourselves and thereby giving a position in the field of 
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philosophy which is on a par with that of Darwin or Descartes. 

It is important to note here that although twentieth century philosophy 

had turned into linguistic philosophy, but the very nature of this linguistic 

revolution is completely different from Chomskyan understanding of linguistics. 

The very meaning of the phrase linguistic philosophy is that philosophical 

problems are linguistic in nature. According to this revolution, philosophical 

problems should be either solved, dissolved, resolved or apprehended by the 

proper understanding of the logic of language. The relevance of language to 

philosophy, however, is twofold. In one sense the relevance of language to 

philosophy can be apprehended from philosophy of language and in another 

sense it can be evaluated from linguistic philosophy. The distinction between 

philosophy of language and linguistic philosophy is so close that it is always 

difficult to come by. Although they are very much akin to each other, but still 

there underlies a subtle distinction between these two concepts. Linguistic 

philosophy consists in the attempt to solve philosophical problems by analysing 

the meaning of words and also by analysing the logical relations between words 

in natural languages. The philosophy of language, on the other hand, consists 

in the attempt to analyse certain general features of language such as meaning, 

reference, truth, verification, speech acts and the logical necessity. Accordingly, 

it can be said that philosophy of language is the name of a subject matter within 

philosophy; linguistic philosophy is primarily the name of a philosophical 

method.! 

Chomskyan dynamic or scientific analysis of language not only differs 

from both philosophy of language and linguistic philosophy, but also Chomsky 

vehemently criticises both of these concepts. Unlike philosophy of language 

and ~inguistic philosophy, Chomsky's linguistic analysis is considered to be a 

set of verbal botany, a classificatory science. In the philosophy of language, 

the very meaning of language is determined externally. Chomsky vehemently 

opposes it. For him language is the outcome of biological endowment and it 

has been innately imposed within the brain or mind. Accordingly, it can be said 

that if the first half of twentieth century philosophy is supposed to be the 

influence of philosophy of language and linguistic philosophy, then the 
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amalgamation or incorporation of Chomskyan dynamic analysis of language 

has definitely turned philosophy into a new direction. More specifically, it can 

be said that if the first half of twentieth century philosophy is supposed to be 

the first linguistic turn then, of course, Chomskyan dynamic analysis of 

language may be said to be the second (a new ) linguistic turn in philosophy. 

The second linguistic turn, we think, has turned the relevance of philosophy 

into a new direction. The objective of first linguistic turn in philosophy is to 

determine the meaning of language externally, but the second new turn as 

propounded by Chomsky aims at to determine the meaning of language 

internally. We think the whole credit goes in favour of Chomsky who has finally 

introduced a new conception of language in the domain of philosophy which 

actually goes against the semantic and naturalistic approaches in general. 

We think, Chomskyan position in the intellectual world is unique. He is 

undoubtedly a leading figure in the cognitive revolution and has dominated 

the field of linguistics. His theory of Universal Generative Grammar, in a 

various forms, has been a sureguide and inspiration for many linguistics around 

the world . One may or may not be agreed upon with Chomskyan dynamic 

analysis of language, but what is important to point out here is that it would be 

both short sighted and unscholarly to ignore it .Chomsky has shown that there 

is really only one human language. The only difference among various forms 

of language actually reveals on the surface level, but in deep level there 

underlies an inherent structure which is common to all forms of language. He 

has repeatedly claimed that the unconscious knowledge is nothing but an 

inherent ability to speak and understand. 

According to Chomsky linguistics is to be short of verbal botany. A 

Linguist, Chomsky opines, moves to collect data. He gathers a large number 

of utterances of the language and then records in a phonetic script. This corpus 

of the language constitutes the subject matter. He then goes on to classify the 

elements of the corpus at their different linguistic levels. At first, he classifies 

the smallest significant functioning units of sound, the phonemsl, the 

morphems. For example the word dogj is a single morphem made up of three 

phonems and the word uninteresting is made up of three morphems, such as 
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un, interes~ and ingJ. After morphems a linguistic moves into the next higher 

level. At that level the morphems point together to form words and word classes 

such as noun phrases a:rid verb phrases and at the further highest level the 

linguistic moves to construct sentences and sentence types. 

The rejection of the dominant school of behaviourism in psychology is 

another important achievement of Chomsky. The attack on behaviourism is 

made within the very tradition of scientific rigor and precision that the 

behavioural sciences have been aspiring to. His attack on the view that human 

psychology can be described by correlating stimulus and response is not a 

prior conceptual argument, rp.uch less it is the cry of an anguished humanist 

resentful at being treated as a machine. Chomsky, however, ma:inta:ins that a 

really rigorous analysis of language will show that such methods when applied 

to language produce nothing but falsehoods. They simply take off the surface 

features of science by forfeiting its significant intellectual content. Being a 

graduate student of Pennsylvania, Chomsky has attempted to introduce the 

conventional method of structural linguistics to the study of syntax which are 

very much effectively associated with phonems and morphems but did not work 

very well with sentences. According to Chomsky every language has a finite 

number of phonems as well as morphems and a possible list of both phonems 

as well as morphems can be formulated. But the sentence of any language is 

infinite and within structural assumptions it is not easy to account for the fact 

that languages have an infinite number of sentences. Moreover, the structuralist 

methods of classification fa:il to cope up with all of the internal relations within 

sentences. For example, the two sentences: John is easy to please and John is 

eager t~ please have possessed the same grammatical structure. Each of these 

sentences is formed with the sequence of noun - copula -adjective -infinite 

verb. However, inspite of this surface similarity, the grammar of the two is quite 

different. The difference, however, can not be revealed at the surface level. In 

the first sentence John functions as the direct object of the verb to please, and 

the sentence means : it is easy for someone to please John. In the second 

sentence ~ohn functions as the subject of the verb to please and hence the 

sentence actually means : John is eager that he pleases someone. This difference actually 
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hinges on the syntactic level of the sentences and without admitting structuralist 

assumptions such type of difference can not be easy to dig up in a natural way. 

The meaning of any sentences, is ascertained by the meaning of the 

component words (or morphems ) and their syntactical arrangement. Chomsky, 

being a structural linguist, simply ignores this point. Chomsky appears to claim 

that sentences having uniform surface structure may have different syntactical 

structures which he calls deep structure. For him the deep structure of sentences 

may not always visible in the surface structure. The introduction of deep 

structure is very much crucial in understanding Chomskyan mentalism in 

general. One of the notable merit of Chomsky's work is that he has persistently 

tried to call attention to the puzzling character of familier facts of surface level. 

Chomsky an study of the structure of language being in wondering at such similar 

facts as that I like her cooking. The inability of structuralist methods to account 

for such syntactical facts eventually led Chomsky to throw a challenge not 

only the methods but the goals of linguistics. According to Chomsky the 

objective of linguistic description should be to construct a theory that would 

account for the infinite number of sentences of a natural language. Such a theory 

would show which strings of words were sentences and which were not and 

thereby would give rise to a description of the grammatical structure of each 

sentence. Such descriptions would have to be able to account for such facts as 

the internal grammatical relations. The description of a natural language would 

be a formal descriptive theory which would contain a set of grammatical rilles 

that could generate the infinite set of sentences of the language. Such a theory 

is known as a generative grammar in Chomskyan mentalism. The aim or 

objective of genarative grammar is to construct a device that would generate 

all and only the sentences of a language. 

According to Chomsky, although language contains an infinite number 

of sentences, any corpus relating to that language would still be trivially small. 

The proper object of study, opines Chomsky, is the speaker's underlying 

knowledge of the language, what Chomsky elsewhere calls linguistic 

competence. The underlying knowledge of language helps the speaker to 

produce and understand sen~ences with which he has never been acquainted 
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beforehand. Chomsky vehemently rules out the mechanical procedures of 

discovering linguistic truth. For him no science has a mechanical procedure 

for discovering the truth anyway. Scientists, says Chomsky, very often formulate 

hypotheses and then test them against evidence. He also raises question against 

linguistics because he seems to have believed that the linguist makes 

conjunctures about linguistic facts and test them against the evidence provided 

by the native speakers of the language. The uniqueness of Chomsky was 

revealed mostly in his book Syntactic Structure. As one linguist has said, "The 

extra ordinary and traumatic impact of the publication of Syntactic structures 

by Noam Chonsky in 1957 can hardly be apprehended by one who did not live 

through this upheaval."<1 ~ 

The objective of Chomsky an Syntactic Structures ( 1957) was essentially 

to describe syntax, i.e, to specify the so-called grammatical rules underlying 

the construction of sentences. Almost eight years after the publication of 

Syntactic Structures, Chomsky has written another book, viz., Aspects of the 

theory of syntax ( 1965) in which Chomsky explains the relationship between 

the sound system and the meaning system of the language. Chomsky goes on 

to say that the grammar of a language must have three parts, namely, a 

syntactical component that generates and describes the interest or inherent 

structures of the infinite number of sentences of the language; a phonological 

componen~ that describes the sound ·structures of the sentences generated by 

the syntactical component ; and finally a semantic component that describes 

the meaning structure of the sentences. According to Chomsky the heart of the 

grammar is syntax, phonology and semantics are purely interpretative in the 

sense that they describe the sound as well as the meaning of the sentences 

produced by the syntax but do not generate any sentences. The prime taskof 

Chomsky's syntax, as we shall note, is to account for the speaker's understanding 

of the internal structure of sentences . For Chomsky, that the speaker's 

knowledge of the internal structure of sentences are not unordered stings of 

words, but are grouped into functional constituents with some rules, what 

Chomsky calls phrase structure rules. Phrase structure rules are very simple 

to apprehend. For example, any sentence (S) can consist of a noun phrase (NP) 

1. Maclay, Haward: " Overview" in D. Steinberg and L. Jakobovists, eds., Semantics, 
Cambridge University Press, 1971, P. 163. 
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followed by a verb phrase (VP). This can be stated as : S --7 NP+ VP. Now, owing 

to formulate a grammatical theory which will generate and describe the structure 

of sentences, we can read the arrow as an instruction to rewrite the left hand 

symbol as the string of symbols on the right hand side. The NP again might 

consist of an article (Art) followed by a noun (N) and the verb phrase consists 

of an auxiliary verb(Aux), a main verb (V) and a noun phrase (NP). Thus on the 

basis of phrase structure rules, a very simple grammar of a fragment of English 

can be stated like this: 

1. s -7NP+VP. 

2. NP -7Art+N. 

3. VP -7Aux+V +NP. 

4. Aux --7 (can, may, will, must, etc.) 

5. v --7 ( read, hit, eat, etc ) 

6. Art --7 (a, the) 

7. N --7 (boy, man, book, etc) 

On the basis of the above structure, we can introduce the sentence S into 

this system. We then go on to construct each arrow as the instruction to rewrite 

the left hand symbol with the elements on the right and thereby construct 

derivation of English sentences. This process will continue upto a point of 

terminal string underlying the sentence: The boy will read the book. This is 

reflected with the following procedure. 

s 
NP + VP (by rule 1) 

Art + N + VP ( by rule 2 ) 

Art+ N + Aux + V + NP ( by rule 3 ) 

Art + N + Aux + V + Art + N (by rule 2 ) 

The+boy+will+read+the+book(by rule 4,5 ,6and7). 

The above procedure can be reflected more vividly with the help of a 
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tree diagram in the following form: 

s 

~ 
NP VP 

~ /~ 
Art N Aux V NP 

1\ 
Art N 

I I 
The Boy Will Read The Book 

The syntactical representation of the sentence under consideration is 

called phrase marker, which gives rise to a description of the syntactic structure 

of the sentence. It is important to mention here that such phrase structure rules 

are also present in many structuralist grammar, but the ingenuity of Chomsky 

actually lies in other point. It was Chomsky who first tendered them explicit 

and also tried to show their role in the derivation of sentences. Chomsky further 

inclines to say that a native speaker has internalised rule of sentence 

construction. He has unconscious knowledge i.e.,tacit form of knowledge, of 

grammatical rules and also the phrase structure rules constructed by the 

grammarian represent his competence. 

Although phrase structure rules play an important function in context 

of revealing the component of the native speaker, but phrase structure rules, in 

isolation, is not all about of grammar. On the basis of phrase structure rules it 

would not be possible for us to way out from the ambiguities of the sentences. 

Phrase structure rules alone would provide only one derivation for this sentence. 

Since the sentence is syntactically ambiguous, the grammar should reflect the 

fact by providing several different syntactical derivations and hence several 

different syntactical descriptions. Moreover, on the basis of phrase structure 

rules we do not find out any significant difference between John is easy to 

please land John is eager to please. The phrase structure rules alone would give 

them similar phrase markers irrespective of the facts that they are syntactically 

different. At surface level two sentences may have the similar structures, but 

there underlies differences in deep level, which can not be detected with the 
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phrase structure rules. Even phrase structure rules fail to detect the difference 

between active and passive sentences. Chomsky himself is very much aware of 

the limitation of phrase structure rules. That is why in addition to phrase structure 

rules, he requires a second kind of rule what he calls transformatio~ rules. The 

prime objective of transformation rules is to transform phrase markers into 

other phrase marker by moving, adding and deleting elements. With the help of 

transformation rules, it would be possible for us to show the similarity of the 

passive to the active mood by showing how a phrase marker for the active 

mood can be converted into a phrase marker for the passive mood. 

We have already mentioned that phrase structure rules would provide 

only one derivation for one sentence. Now with the addition of transformation 

rules, it would be possible for us to show that a sentence like I like her cooking 

has not just one phrase marker but several different underlying sentences each 

with a different meaning. More importantly, the phrase markers for these 

different sentences can all be transformed into one phrase marker for I like her 

cookin&. The phrase markers, e.g., I like what she cooks, I like the way she 

cook~, I like the fact she cooks are underlying in the sentence I like her cooking. 

Now different transformation rules convert each of these into the same derived 

phrase marker for the sentence I like her cooking. Accordingly, it can ·be said 

that different phrase markers produced by the phrase structure rules are 

transformed into the same phrase marker by the application of formation rules. 

In view of transformation rules the so-called grammar as proposed by Chomsky 

is called transformational generative grammars or simply transformational 

grammars. Since transformational rules apply to an element only in virtue of 

its position in a phrase marker, a transformation rule maps one phrase marker 

into another. Transformational rules only apply secondarily after the phrase 

structure rules have been applied. They operate on the output of the phrase 

structure rules of the grammar. 

According to Chomsky, the syntax of language has possessed two 

components, viz .. a base component and a transformational component. A 

base component is the outcome of phrase structure rules and a transformational 

component is the outcome of transformational rules. As the base component 
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contains the phrase structure rules, they determine the deep structure of each 

sentence. The transformational component, on the contrary, converts the deep 

structure of the sentence into its surface structure. The sentence, The book will 

be read by the boy and the sentence, The boy will read the book are two surface 

structures derived from one deep structure. The two components of syntax, 

namely, the base component and the transformational component generate deep 

structures and surface structures respectively. Deep structures, says Chomsky, 

are the input to the semantic component which describes their meaning and 

surface structures are the input to the phonological component which describes 

their sound. Precisely, it can be said that deep structure determines meaning, 

whereas surface structure determines sound. The whole picture of the language 

as proposed by Chomsky can be represented in the following manner: 

~ I Base Component I 
c::; .! 

~ 
Transformational Semantic 
Component Component 

.! 
Surface Structure 

'.! 

Phonological 
representation 
of the sentence 

Semantic 
representation 
of the sentence 

The sole objective of Chomskyan grammar is to state the rules (mentioned 

above only in the boxes) which are supposed to represent the Speaker's 

competence. Owing to produce or understand a sentence, a native speaker must 

have an internal representation of these rules. 

One of the revolutionary aspects of Chomskyan mentalism is that he 

always, unlike many others, makes a clear division between syntax and 

semantics. Chomsky consistently maintains from his structuralist upbringing 
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the conviction that syntax can and should be studied independently of semantics. 

The tendency to keep syntax autonomous springs from a more profound 

philosophical commitment. Chomsky elsewhere appears to conceive that man 

is essentially a syntactical animal. The structure of his brain determines the 

structure of his syntax. Accordingly, the study of syntax, opines Chomsky, is 

one of the keys, perhaps the most important key to the study of the human 

mind. Since man is essentially a syntactical. animal, men should use their 

syntactical objects for semantic purpose, but in no way the semantic determines 

the form of the syntax. Chomsky inclines to say that the study of language 

being a formal system is a marvellous way of studying the human mind. 

According to Chomsky the syntactical structures of human languages are the 

products of innate features of the human mind and accordingly, they have no 

significant connection with communication . Language is defined by syntactical 

structure and syntactical structure is determined by innate properties of the 

human mind. The Chomskyan over-all vision of language actually hinges on 

the issue, of course an important issue, of whether there is such a thing as 

syntactical deep structure. Chomsky is very much vocal of claiming that if there 

were no deep structure, then linguistics as a study would be much less interesting 

because one could not then argue from syntax to the structure of the human 

mind, which for Chomsky is the prime objective of linguistics. All these things 

regarding grammar has been outlined and explained in the First Chapter o~ 

this thesis and it is entitled as : Transformational Generative Grammar 

(T.G.G): The Linguistic Foundation. 

The Second Chapter is entitled as: Creativity, Competence and 

Performanc~: A contrast. By acquiring grammatical knowledge, a native 

speaker thereby acquires the mastery of that language . Acquiring the mastery 

of a language is a process of gaining competence of language. Competence of 

language is an outcome of creativity of language manifested through the process 

of performance. Linguistic competence since it is associated with grammar is 

held to be a mental state of a person which is essential for linguistic behaviour. It 

plays an important role in the production of that behaviour. Linguistic 

competence together with other various aspects of the speaker's psychology 
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produces linguistic behaviour. Chomsky in his Language and Mind, says that 

it seems clear that we must regard linguistic competence-- knowledge of a 

language --as an abstract system underlying behaviour, a system constituted 

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

potentially, infinite number of sentences. Competence is associated with the 

concept of creativity as without creativity a native speaker can not produce 

and understand new sentences with which he has not been familiarised 

beforehand. Creativity of language, in this sense, is sparked off by competence. 

That is why Chomsky has attempted to explore the tie between grammar and 

the productivity of new sentences in order to show in what sense competence 

which is manifested by TGG can be a most fruitful device for understanding 

the mechanism of creativity. Chomsky elsewhere says that the most striking 

aspect of linguistic competence is what may be called the creativity of language, 

i.e., the speaker's ability to produce new sentence, sentences that are 

immediately understood by other speakers although they bear no physical 

resemblance to sentence which are familiar. 

According to Chomsky, performance is a direct reflection of competence 

or more precisely, it can be said, following Chomsky, that competence is an 

idealised model of linguistic performance. In this sense, competence is 

understood as an ability which is directly reflected in performance. In this sense 

it can be said that the relation between competence and performance is very 

exhaustive as competence directly refers to performance. Linguistic 

performance includes not only ability to produce sentences, but it is also the 

ability to use language correctly in various situation. It is a systematic account 

that explains actual performance patterns. Chomsky , in his Aspects of the 

Theory of Syntax has said that the so-called matters of performance may be 

just as legitimate objects of conceptual and scientific study of matters of 

competence. Since competence is an ability manifested in performance, it is 

not supposed to be a model of performance. Thus the trio concepts, such as 

creativity, competence and performance are so intimate that one can not be 

explained in isolation without the reference of others. That is why the second 
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Chapter of my thesis is entitled as : Creativity, competence and performance 

: A contrast. 

According to Chomsky the rules of language which constitute the 

competence of a child are mentally presented as they are derived from some 

innately possessed organising principles. Chomsky seems to have conceived 

that a substantial part of our knowledge of language is genetically determined 

or innate . For him that our knowledge of language is innate and self-evident 

from the fact that unlike cats, spiders and rocks, babies do acquire language . 

Since a child is innately acquainted with a set of substantive and formal rules, 

he is also able to form, even unconsciously, an infinite number of hypothesis 

about how sentences are produced and comprehended. In this way a child 

gradually acquires the mastery of his native language . For Chomsky we will 

always find a system that is universal which expresses man's unique intellectual 

attributes. For this reason it was possible to maintain a rationalist view that 

language is not really learned and of course certainly not taught as behaviourist 

holds, but rather develops "from within " , in an essentially predetermined way 

. Chomsky claims that one cannot really teach a first language, but can only 

provide the thread along which it will develop of its own accord. 

One of the most notable aspects of Chomskyan linguistics is that for 

him the nature of human mind results from the seventeenth- century rationalist 

philosophers standpoint that there are innate ideas in the mind. Rationalists, 

viz., Descartes and Leibnitz and others claim that the knowledge of human 

beings is not derived from experience, but is prior to all experience; the 

empiricist tradition by contrast, from Locke down to the contemporary 

behaviourist learning theorists have apprehended mind as a tabula rasa 

containing no knowledge prior to experience. Thus both empiricists and 

rationalists have taken a contradicting standpoint regarding the locus of 

knowledge. For empiricists all knowledge comes from experience, for rationalist 

some knowledge is implanted innately. Chomsky, however, takes the shelter of 

rationalists standpoint and thereby refutes the empiricists standpoint. 

Chomsky has justified the rationalists standpoint in the case of children learn 

language. We have already noticed following Chomsky that the grammar of a 
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natural language will consist of a set of phrase structure rules that generate 

underlying phrase markers, a set of transformation rules that map deep structures 

into surface structures; a set of phonological rules that assign phonetic 

interpretations to surface structures, and so on. Now, Chomsky quips, that if 

all this is part of the child's linguistic competence, then how does he ever acquire 

it ? 

According to Chomsky the learning situation of a native speaker is based 

on several features, but neither of these is fundamental . A child may be helped 

with the information received from other people, but such information is limited 

in amount, fragmentary and imperfect . Even it would be the case that a child 

can acquire the language at a very early stage before his general intellectual 

faculties are developed . The ability to learn a language is only marginally 

dependent on intelligence and motivation. It may be the case that both stupid 

and intelligent children learn to speak their native tongue. Moreover, it has 

also been revealed that a child who does not acquire his first language by puberty 

due to certain reasons, it is difficult and even perhaps impossible for him to 

learn that language. Chomsky elsewhere even goes against formal teaching of 

the first language as he holds that it is necessary for a child to go to school in 

order to learn first language. According to Chomsky, the child who acquires 

first language equally performs a remarkable intellectual feat. This is made 

possible through the process of internalizing the grammar, Chomsky opines 

that in internalising the grammar, a native child does contribute a theory of 

language. All these things go in favour of the view that human mind or brain is 

not something just like a tabula rasa. Rather it is prudent to claim, as does 

Chomsky, that the child has the form of language already imprinted in his mind 

before he even learn to talk. The child, says Chomsky, has possessed a universal 

grammar which has been programmed into his brain as an essential part of his 

genetic inheritance. Chomsky says that a child is born" with a perfect knowledge 

of universal grammar, that is, with a fixed schematise that he uses, ... in acquiring 

language."l2l A child can learn any language, opines Chomsky, not on the basis 

of information he gets from society, but on the basis of his own mental 

2. Chomsky, Noam: Linguistics and Philosophy, in S. Hook, ed., Language and 
Philosophy, NYU press, 1969, P. 88 
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equipment which helps him to dig up the inherent common for of all languages. 

We think that Chomskyan understanding of language is based on two 

fundamental requisitions of which one is historical and the other is theoretical. 

His historical requisition is directed towards the rationalists standpoint, 

particularly, Descartes and his theoretical requisition goes against the 

empiricists standpoint. According to Chomsky experience cannot account for 

the acquisition of language. Although Chomsky calls upon the contribution of . 

Descartes, but at the same time his understanding of language acquisition 

certainly deserves his personal uniqueness. Chomsky even claims that both 

rationalism and empiricism are more tenuous than what he suggests. We think 

that although both Descartes and Chomsky have admitted the concept of innate 

ideas, but they apply the concept of innatism . in different areas . According to 

Descartes we have innate ideas such as the idea of triangle, but Descartes did 

not hold that the syntax of natural language was innate. According to Descartes, 

language was arbitrary, but Chomsky does not express the same view. Moreover, 

the notion of unconscious knowledge is an important concept of understanding 

Chomskyan mentalism; but Descartes rules out the possibility of unconscious 

knowledge. The only important meeting point of both Chomsky and Descartes 

is that like Descartes Chomsky inclines to say that the creative use of language 

distinguishes man from the lower animals. However, from this it does not follow 

that Descartes is a precursor of Chomsky's theory of innate ideas. What is mostly 

noted here is that Descartes was the inventor of innatism and Chomsky in that 

sense was not the inventor of innatism, but if we say that Descartes at first 

introduced the concept of innatism in the domain of knowledge, then surely 

Chom.sky has invented a new application of the concept of innatism. 

Accordingly, if Descartes' innatism is called old innatism; then Chomskyan 

innatism may be called a new innatism. Chomsky also deviates himself from 

Descartes in another important context. According to Descartes a man is 

essentially a language using animal; on the contrary, Chomsky approaches a 

man as an essentially syntactical animal producing and understanding 

sentences by means of possessing an innate system of grammar. We think in 

this context Chomsky is far close to Leibnitz than Descartes. Chomsky 
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frequently quotes Leibnitz.: " . . . the comparison of a block of marble which 

has veins, rather than a block of marble wholly even , or of blank tablets i.e, of 

what is called among philosophers, a tabula rasa ... " (jJ 

Thus it appears clear that Chomsky in his linguistics pleas for an innate 

mechanism of the past and thereby shows that the creative aspect of language 

of a native speaker is biological endowment and is determined genetically. That 

is why, the !Third Chapter, which deals with this matter is entitled as : A plea 

for innatism. Here we shall propose to discuss the theory of innatism after 

Chomsky and also make a contrast with the rationalist tradition, particularly 

Descartes in great detail. 

In the Fourth Chapter we propose to examine, after Chomsky, the rela

tionship between language and mind and hence this chapter is entitled as : Lan

guage and Mind. According to Chomsky, since language is genetically deter

mined and innately possessed by human beings, the structure oflanguage can truly 

serve as a "mirror of mind" in both particular and its universal aspects. Chomsky 

says 'one reason for studying language and for me personally the most compelling 

reason - is that it is tempting to regard language, in the traditional phrase, as "a 

mirror of mind. "(4) For Chomsky human language, particularly, the syntax of hu

man language, is suigeneris and in this sense the syntax of human language is 

unique. It is unique in the sense that it would not be diminished. The syntax of 

human language as a mirror of human mind is inherent and central which is re

flected through the process ofTGG. Chomsky has acquired this by studying lan

guage with the rig our and the methodology of the hard sciences in combination 

with the philosophical insight of the Cartesian tradition in a way that had previ

ously never been attempted. According to Chomsky, linguistics provides a general 

theory of meaning explaining why language are the way they are. Each language is 

a particular example of a universal faculty of mind whose basic properties are 

innate. Chomsky, of course, is not important just by recalling the innateness hy

pothesis; but he makes himself prominent by giving insight that our intuitions can 

3. Leibnitz, G: New Essays Concerning Human Understanding, Open Court, 1949, P.45. 

4.Chomsky, Noam: Knowledge of Language, In Gunderson and Maxwell, 1975a, P.4. 
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tell us something profound about the human mind. 

Chomsky has strikingly claimed that just as the heart and the rest of the 

circulatory system are organs with their own structure and functions, language is a 

kind of mental organ interacting with other mental organs. Like the circulatory 

system, language is common to the species, it develops largely under genetic con

trol, rather than being the fruit oflearning or manipulation. If this analogy is cor

rect, the autonomy oflanguage and hence its dissociability from other faculties of 

mind, is predicted. This is exactly the same thing we shall propose to discuss in 

this chapter which is entitled as Language and Mind. 

Chomsky being a leading figure of cognitive revolution always seeks an 

internalist interpretation of the human language faculty. His concept of generative 

grammar, the concepts of creativity, competence etc. reflect the internal or deep 

structure oflanguage. Unlike Chomsky much of the philosophical tradition has 

concentrated on language as a public construct of which individuals have partial 

knowledge. This view is preoccupied with the relation between language and external 

reality. Here we can particularly mention the theories of referential semantics in 

which the relationship between language and reality can be made externally. Chomsky 

not only criticises or opposes the behaviouristic approach, he equally criticises 

the representational theory of meaning or the semantical aspect of language in 

which the meaning of a language is determined extra linguistically or externally. 

He therefore opposes the views of Quine, Davidson, Wittgenstein and Dummett in 

this regard. Chomsky vehemently opposes Quine's view of manual translation; 

Davidsonian view of modest theory; Dummettian view of full-blooded theory, 

because in each of these cases, the meaning of a language is determined externally. 

Unlike these externalists, Chomsky seems to conceive the view that knowledge of 

language is individualistic, internal to the human mind or brain. Since for Chomsky, 

a proper study of language deals with the mental construct, it is purely an internal 

property of an individual. The internalist view oflanguage brings Chomsky into the 

domain of psychology and biology. Chomsky elsewhere often holds that language 

is a biological object and hence it is determined genetically. 

The Fifth Chapter of my thesis is entitled as :: An Internalist Approach~ of: 
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Language-tise~In this chapter we propose to examine in what context Chomsky 

criticises the views of externalist philosophers, especially Hilary Putnam. Here 

Chomsky lays down a long series of new examples owing to corroborate the view 

that the most successful treatment of language is mental representations. In the 

Sixth Chapter, we propose to extend his arguments against Quine and Dummett. 

In this chapter which is entitled as Language and Interpretation, Chomsky 

expresses serious concern over the issues such as, the indeterminacy of translation, 

public versus private language, the nature of tacit knowledge and the status of 

linguistic rules. Here Chomsky takes some syntactic examples and uses them to 

argue for a range of philosophical positions. We think that the last two chapters 

deserve special philosophical attention as by understanding language as something 

individualistic, internal, mental. Chomsky not only introduces a dynamic and 

scientific interpretation oflanguage, he at the same time enables to show in what 

sense the mostly dominant trend of philosophy oflanguage as propounded by the 

externalist philosophers is uncalled for. In the concluding chapter we make a critical 

outlook of Chomskyan linguistic in general is our own rationale. 


