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For a number of philosophers, the s

of psychology. Languages are taken to

speak them, and possessing mathematical
limited to the subparts of such
artificial languages such as the predica
applied to natural, humanly spoken,

Montague, who opens one of his most 1

contention that an important theoretical difference exists between formal and natural languages.”
Unfortunately, in the absence of a criterion { i

meaningless. Montagm was aiming to develop a theory of truth, and it is rather obvious that he
seriously underestimated the complexity of the syntax of natural language, and misconstrued the aims of
the generative grammarians whom he criticized. The deman i that they, or anvone, provide a *rigorous

definition, complete in all details... of some reasonably rich J&gmem of English” is a bizarre goal to set

oneself in the natural sciences, as can be seen by replacing “English” with “biology” or “chemistry.”
Moreover, the linguist’s preoccupation with explanation rather than description, allied with the fact that

natural languages are rspﬁete with d':}tchr’a ic irregularities, means that it is not a goal that most of

Y

those interested in I-language WQUM n set themselves. As we saw earlier, complete coverage is

[

neither attainable nor even desirable. More recently, Katz has repeatedly claimed that language is a

abstract object in Plato’s sense, and that failing to take account of the mathematical properties of

laneuages leads to a failure to capture significant linguistic generalizations and, more seriously, to the
5 '53 5

incoherence of the philosophical underpinnings of Chomsky’s paradigm.

Before evaluating this claim, we need to distinguish it from a separate issue co ncerning the
axiomatization or logical formalization of the linguistic analyses provided

Chomsky the interest and importance of analyses of language reside in the ir mplications they have for
philosophical and psychological issues. This is clearly not incompatible with a mathematical
axiomatization of those analyses. Indeed, Chomsky’s early work was renowned for its mathematical
rigor and he made some contribution to the nascent discipline of mathematical linguistics, in parﬁ.cuia,r
the analysis of (formal) languages in terms of what is now known as the “Chomsky hierarchy.” But
formal languages share few properties with natural language, and results of any empirical interest were

minimal. In recent years, the emphasis on formalization has been considerably reduced, leading some to
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