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Chapter 1

Introduction

1.1 Some General Assumptions

Within the framework of the Principles and Parameters Tﬁéofy
(PPT) developed around 1980s (Chomisky, 1981, 1986; Chomsky and
Lasnik, 1993), it is assumed that human beings are born with the
initial staté of the b1ologically detennmed Ianguage faculty known as
Universal Grainmar (UG), a system of innate pnncnples combmed
with a certain number of parameters whose va!ues are not genetmally
fixed. What then, aré the deﬁmng characlerasncs of the language
faculty’f '

: Accordmg o generanve grammar, the mnately determmed
principles are part of the genetlc blueprmt for langudge with which we
are biologically endowed at birth. They allow the child o develop a
grammar of any Jan guagc on the basis of sultable lmgulstlc expenence.
A testricted set of options or values associated with an invariant
principle of UG are technically called paréme;ers. “Language
differences should be teducible to choice of val'ues: of parameters”

(Chomsky, 1996: 6). In seeking to determie the nature of the
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language faculty, we are in effect looking for universal principles
which determine the very structure of language -— principles which
govern the kinds of grammatical operations which are permitted in
natural languages, principles of such'an dbstract nature that they could
not plausibly have been learned on the basis of experience. Language
acquisitlon is then a preecess of parameter setting and the essential
properties of a language are determined by the way the language fixes
the values of parameters associated with invariant principles of UG.
Under this approach UG remains in the simplest forrn only
comprising a set of innate Pringiples like X-bar ThEory, Theta: Theory,
Case Theory, etc. and a restricted set of parameters. These extracted
general principles ultimately ¢liminate the need for rules of particular
languages entirely, deducing the apparent rules in the sense that the
1nteractton of these mvanant pnncxples wnth the parametnc and
perhaps morphologtcal optlons avallable in t.he language would yield
the grammars of parttcular languages. _ o _
<A genuine theory of human language has to satlsfy two
conditions: "descnptwe adequacy and explanatory adequacy-
(Chomsky, 2000 7). The grammar of a particular language sat:sfies
the condmon of descnptwe adequacy insofar as 1t gwes a full and
accurate account of the propertles of the language, of what the speaker
of the language knows ‘"I‘o satlsfy the condmon of explanatory
adequacy, a theory of language must show how each particular
language can be derived from a uniform 1mt1al state under the
‘boundary condition’ set by experience. In thlS way, 1t provides an
explanation of the properties of language at a deeper level.” (Chomsky,



A Comparative Studyof English aud Chinese Interrogatives

2000:7). The PPT approach, revealing the intimate relationship that
holds between the structure of language and the innate properties of
the mind, has thus achieved the goals of both descriptive and
explanatory adequacy: accommodating at the same time the widest
range of particular grammars and the fact that language is rapidly
acquired. “This means the principles of UG exist in all _Iénguage_s with
a limited range of parameter variation” (Wang. 2004:81) . This
approach, which shows how the grammar of a particular language
formerly derived via a ‘rule system’ can be deduced from the invariant
principles of UG with parameters set in one of the permissible ways,
has set a new horizon in linguistic inquiry. The apparent syntactic
varicty of human languages is the result of variations in idiosyncratic
morphological features briginating in the lexicon: inflectional
morphemes or functional elements, such as tense and case. This
implies a radical methodological shift in linguistic study. From this
new perspective, the rule systems for particular languages no longer
count as ultimate results. Instead, the structure of any particular
human language should be studied through uncovering the principles
of UG and through the identification of paramelers whose settings
account for linguistic variation. “The notion of construction, in its
traditional sense, effectively disappears; it is perhaps wseful for
descriptive taxonomy- but has no theoretical status. Thus, there are no
such constructions as Verb Phiase, or interrogative and relative clause,
or passive and raising comstructions. Rather, there are just ‘general
principles that interact to form these descriptive artifacts.” (Chomsky,
1996: 25-26)
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it is further assumed that the language {i.e., [-language as terthed
in Chomsky ahd Lasnik, 1993} has two components: a computational
system and a lexicon, whereby the former generates thé form of
structural descriptions (SDs), arid the Tatter characterizes the lexical
items that appéar in thém. Apart from the léxicon and computatictial
system, we postulate four représentdtion levels for each SD: the
D-structure, S-structure, Phonétic Form (PF) and Logical Form (PF).
These representational levels form a system shown in the fillowing

diagram:

Lexicon D-Structure

Move o

S-Structure

Fig 1.1
In this computational system, the D-structure and S-structure are
two .intermediate levels. D-structure, at which lexical items are
inserted, expresses the properties of lexical items drawn:from: the
lexicon in a form accessible to the computational. system. The two
interface levels are phonetic form and logical form specifying aspects
of sound and meaning respectively. Each SD contains three interface



