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Abstract

Poverty of stimulus is a concrete foundation of generative grammar and the theoretical basis of
universal grammar. It reveals a huge gap between language input and language competence in the
process of children’s language acquisition. The poverty of stimulus argument has been lasting for
nearly sixty years, and hasn’t stopped yet. This article mainly introduces the ins and outs of the
poverty of stimulus argument, and looks at main points from both sides of it from the view of
children’s acquisition of universal grammar rules. We think that the opposite argument is not fully
enough to shake the theoretical status of the poverty of stimulus theory, which underestimates the
complexity of language and also ignores some language facts.
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1. 5l

AN HIAEX AN HbER BRI REEA2) 300 JTHERT, TiE S HIE KL 30 JTEAT. 155 MEAEWIH,
TEHEARIT [ i —AMBAR . IR A . AFHE S DUE 5 MR B2 R O A

ITRFE AR F 0NN, JLEINFIESHERELMRARIESERNSR, BENI5e— Mk
VRS RESTIERE, JE T T - IS DL R TR AR . DATR AR B N AR G 5 R I, A
RAEFAES IR, BIFHES IR R M. TR W28 LB IR0 5 IR PR E R S5
B KL 2 [0 4 ER RS, SN FE R R IE, (R A AR R — B F 5 LERMIES MR RS
AR BGE F SRS E S AL P 0 i R T BAS] R ) L S RS R ER A A e R A 2, B ARIFE S AR
FE S A6 /1. R TT = 18 (the poverty of stimulus argument, PL R fEFR POS)S& A BiB ik A% O 2L 43 2
—, HRIEF R RS Z R TIESmARE S ) 2R AERR R, X2 1ES I
T SR W UL TN R AR R R DG () R, M A vk 2 ST 90l 2 ) B BRI . POS M B
L FATFEAYI I, BEEEGRE T —ilNEed. BERSH, FX POS M it —E &N mEHE T
)= A ERER, A2 S E B E bR e & R RIS MR SR ITILIA, 1 Chomsky (1980) [1], Pinker (1991)
[2]% Seidenberg (1997) [3]5. HIBHIT Z I NI ZAGHIW S| T AR ZEFH B, bt —E AR, DLk
DN BER I R R S R AR 2 e LR R VR . BTE E IR LA AT TV S AT
SRz ek, 52 —4& ., W(bbotson M Tomasello 2016 [4]; Jeffrey Lidz 2016 [5]5%). J1
TR R NARATER, ST B A B, ASOR SR BURIET Z R SRR &, WILETE S IEH
PN BRI R N EEZR A, RERAFREENER.

2. RIMEZIRHORA KBk
2.1. MIHAZRHEELER

TrUB L (75 5 22 B DL 20 SR IIPG 7 B A A E AR R AR A 1R kit T F R
RS foe 00 T IR B B0 AT 9 SOMZR 58 1 UL A, B TN HREAAE TG I 18 5 2 A TR 2 JE A -
AT NS AV SN BN IUARAT NI — 870, MNIHARAT A — 8¢, m Ao AN
M, I smtl . INZRibi a5 sOBHE . LB E BT AEFE s L A T 1115 5, Bk
B AP AL AR A A S L ) B 4

R Z T OB I 2 A OB A BRI FC M T o . AR TR IR T2 RO 2R BB e R, BT = 1
BESIEH R . 1957 48, FrUBMLAE (ROTREEM) (o]t “ il 3k TA RMAERARIIE S 2%, it

ik
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RERE AR MBAR IR 2 T 6] 17 o 1959 4F, TRl R 7 et vrd, R EE S5 H W
PWAENLE ] Ath 15 58 15 5 2 S T R - OBRARTIR, SR A KIE SRR RIE, B
RARTEE L TIE S S 45011 (language acquisition device)o

20 20 50~60 FACHT, Fraidt 2 kit S i S AN L BE I Z IR I 2E 5% . 1964 48, Mh[7]4RH,
“CNREAMRE S AR, BN EE AR KR IR I ERERET)” . 1965 (8], fliltaH: “ L
B DU FEA. 3T B B 1) S GG EE AT BE AR LA T T BREG 7 o EMLZ G TN, TRa ik )
WEL—AERBLEESMANREZ. EHZNHERELHERYIE, ”E “RWEETz” x-S
AR RGAHEIRA, (B2 “HIEET =" X —iH8E 2 5 BT F B R e AT it .

22. RIMAZRHAELR

20 28 70~80 SEAR, R ZRIHRR BNE 5 A TR EE5G0E, BIT T RGERIB . 1972 4, S.
Peter 21 | “IF 7 o MVCNE SRS AL, mEE— PR LEMIESF MES5ES ¥
FHEAER RIS R T UAELELR, PE M 7 “B " [9]. ZJ5, C. L. Baker (1979)1fi& T
145 S THESE IR FH LS LEE anfer e G A sl — MBS TE R SR IEE R SE, IR T EZHEF AL
BREE, BIiE SN A B CA L. “Flying planes can be dangerous” 2. Baker [ 101X 355k
ZIEAME IR S BRE S IR IR S, TR EIE S ISR A B R —HRN B B A
NIEEREENE . 28 3 18 S MNP AAERIEE, WA IEEAIC B A PRAIES JERR ¢
F A )2 TR AE RN A0 A TR R o 2 (A B VR AN B2 5725 . Baker INNTE SN SIBES 12
AR — 2k “THEERIMIE” o DL, o) EUOGE S el 5 IR I A vE R, X DA 2 tH S br ™
A RE R R B RV S R ) ) 22 SV . Baker IR 78S THIBEA Z 0N . LR JLTHAE, AERGE
SEHEH MR (Plato’s problem). “ WIFELR” (Baker’s paradox) & K 481E & A\ S i B8 /)
ZNA) “HHZEVE 7 AR FRR R o

1980 4=, TR FE 7E (Rules and Representation)[ 1], B K$EH T “HI¥IT =" (poverty of stimulus),
et “UHRZHESHEIES " 5 “NHABNERIEST MIRRR” ZIEFAEE BRI
Wl. 1981 4F, U FE Y J5, Hornstein A Lightfoot [11142H 7“4 N B LS 7 (the deficiency of the
data), 1EHIEFWMAFLE=DORIG: 1) S WAPAEDR, BEE, o) FATEERRE,: 2) IEFWAR
HIRE; 3) B MANRMER XORR . B GIEEMESECH(E . 1A, Hornstein A1 Lightfoot [11]
R 1) JLEERE S IREES, EAARMEE BB T, e E ARSI HHELHE S M
Mls 2) 78)LE H M pnEE A, @7 BRI E B2 R Z 1. Bk, MWERSIRE R iEE
FUN S AR R B I TS OO G, L 32 108 5 IR A ST = 1. B 20 2D 80 4EARLLR, HI#ET
Z W C AR B E R IR B B RRGR

HY b, BRI ZE(POS) DK, X T e AR Rt 2 AT . REFINILEIE S 115
FIHEERETR AR, FAEZ. WHE%EINLL POS AKIENFEIEEE 2 EAHE. LXKy, H
XFRFRIBET Z R E MR, “ R R I T F I MIE T KA IEREIR, BTN AIERIE
MRS AR A 7, X — S RRE . RIS AN, RE IR IR ) LEE S SIS
TR 78 L, (HEIZ2RE | SRR R A GE TR AE B IR, 76 ) LB 1E 5 A0 ()8 5747 Ve B 2 A

3. MMAZRZEMERMSEEIEE
3.0. E¥EM: DESKE
TROBHIYT L 58 DA 25 o 088 22 S (mentalism) VAR 008 3 SN 25 R AR BT AL () — i
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AREME . NBEULTE 15 2 WA I Nt 2 I — FhoRs g I BUIRAS [12]

FIEE Z 102 T S 5 RIS AR O I B BRI . FRal i 5(1957) [6]F8 H i1l & T A B
IFEIRITE S 25, Aefgr BB CIR 2 KR 6 7. ARG T SOREZER 3= L “ ARt ” N s AL
LA SR, FRAHTER I IE I VE TS R AR T AR AR BRI A 50 LART AN & — B EAR
M2 — e RaHE N R E M EMEUE M. KRN ANRZLAEAE S WA RS, B, 3%
W L NI B — 7, =R T ANKIEFRAVIZRSMEIL, HRmM2 NKEF A EEA. 4%
i, flE— B3R HIRA TN A% SO I E R FE i, BIAGIE S 2.

IR TV T W (innately  specified) il & AR, IX 2 ff )L RIS Z #1 N0 RU& 1% . Crain
(1998) [13]4& ! A et (innateness) 4 =AMRF s 1) JeRPE, B —MoRe PR H IS, ZEAM RS 4 A 3
YoE H LIRSS o an SR LB S —ME S RN, (EMSE R 5 A N RS, IS4 R AR T
W) 2) Wik (universality), WERIE S ENE T ASE S EKAEWER, I TATH a0 2
SIESRE S B LE AR R A& T R R IA S 15 5 R U AR . 3) Fi7 I (early emergence), JLEEF HIT)
WIESHE JFIA— e 515§ kR B IR R i e i 2, 18 5 A g 5L 77 i A A 78 K R I EEAN
BOAReRIEMER . Bk, ARLSFE UG R SI15 1 B AR IE 5 ARt ) LEE S R I —4r .

CLAEVIHLER M N R IS 5 22t 98 B ARSI RN R il 25448, B AT IS LAt O AL BT L =,
Hohn TANH B B s A B 3 R A RIBET Z W R I T EE AR S H A FR R R,
AR RE RSB =, RS F AR AR R 24 IR 100 5 N FTRE A Bt & RS . A
nt, ) UEEREE ) £33 1T LS &L 24 1) 454 A\ (blooming buzzing confusion) - #F M H % J& 8 5 1K
Sr(EEAIEE) [14]. AMFEE T, XFE = %R =35 F1E % A 53 AN PRI 52 B A
AATE A KN e ik R v 1) 38 3l AR A

3.2. BEEZSRHRAZ R

% ZEFRE) (Prs) PIRE] “WB I LEE SR ER A ARG SR ERE” - ART
RN ARZ AR e SCHAERR BT, 2L IIIE S IR RE N B 4 LETER A
PAZHPRET, T DAERAR I A AR sl S iR A) o #em) i, JLEAEE S IR b 2 2
EERIBCERZ A, 7 HIE S RS EEARI. RIBETZREPOS)Z1E F R Ui i A IR, W
iR 2 AT B

W3 TR (UG) I 1 RIS = Ut e ARG 5 IO R ALk, 5 A% Go R e Y TR0 B i ik Y T 125 o SR oxt
S BRI DURA e A BN AT SRR O RHIE R “ NFETEYR Y REIE S B RERIEY B, JTRA
TEE AR AE R . UG W NG 5 AR — S0 (38 5 R, X R P s RAFE T A
REGKMF, T T MEEMA, £ ASEE AR S RGN, B0
RIE.

NHE S MIRE S NE, —lrite g, Xee NRESIILAEN, 5—8n2 1
ik, XRSEE. RIRIESRA0EY. 8 NSRRI RAES, ZEFO0RENEIRG, &
HrMISLREST, A0 R R E R

JUEE T SIS IR I 5 AR S5 5 N 8 22 VA O 5 2 5O BHE I R IR A5 28 T
RAERIEZ R, A LE R EES LU T S A0 HIWE SRR AR, IS AN .
1A AR5 S 3 LE T RIE S ARG, IR ERIES .

VR IR0 RIFUEIRAS R L CIERR N, — VIR A DR IR 258 3R
2 TR R0 5 29 N W AKAE F (Internalized language) Fl1#MMb1% 5 (Externalized language).
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4. FIMRZT L ZFHNHEO: JLEZRIEEANNEKS
4.1. REAZ BRI IE ‘MM A FIER

W VR 2R S T IR Z T SCE K R A AR SR AE VE R (structure dependence) . 3 A 14 KU
(recursiveness) 15 X [r] T 2 2 KLU (downward entailment)&5 72 UG B 7E N ZR1E 5 B ) 1) B ELE LR o
WS SRR Z I IR T 5 S B ANERNE SRR A S AR . R, SCFE POS 1)
WAE EZYE TN Z 1 A3 2 AT S

1987 4, Crain fl Nakayama [15]15 18 T JLE /R RIS TT Z I EE N A0VE R0 I A 0, 2T “S5 MMk
YR OFaHT e, 1957 [6])X — i R N T 1 igiiE. sl a) .

(1) a. The dog in the corner is hungry.

b. Is the dog in the corner hungry?

c. The dog that is in the corner is hungry.
d. Is the dog that is in the corner hungry?
e. *Is the dog that in the corner is hungry?

EiRGIE, (Ib) MR AI(Ta) 5 i AT . (1)TE(Le)ke b o EE I Al I L R /2 &k, Tii(le) ]
e AEIEH . Crain A1 Nakayama A9 S5 B AR AF R R UE S 2 /Va) 7~ 2 TR A SRR o A0 ST RAE R 13X
MG, (1e)TEIBTEFEAL I HEAL T AR £5 4 JZ R N iR € 15 MF] that is in the corner B TE 21 is #£ 24)
W, AR RS E IR ER G E R L, E T SRR, preAA L. T HART AR LE TR
B HAKA S HILR LT (1e)IX FEREE 1R . Chomsky AAFETERIEL Z G HL T, JLE —FFiHmt 20 7 4514
WAFPEE N . Crain A1 Nakayama iFBH 73X — i,

FRERINAE B Rk e — N R RS M, 3 RATESHNAE S R IE XA — IR
4, (HZMEI T POS. Chomsky [16]3\ A, sign Al paradigm YR 7 & i — € 75 R PLE R H
T S E M [m) 4 e, BT R/ (R & #AS K T [ay]. Chomsky Al Halle [17]4 & &R/ Hritiix AN A
WA =2, Hobh /AR fifay Pt R AR H R ) “ oo B HR 7 R —&8 73, EX B M E REREE,
—N MRS righteous 513, Al — R BN ARl 1 R ARG ALERN T ARG . XN
B R IR A JIHER POS 4 B

2002 4, Crain Al Pietroski [18]#5 i, 1 & I AAGE 78 43 SWUE 5 h IS LE4R 0T AR 4R 21, JGHAS
e S WIS e e i S5 RIANIR] L T A A ARBAR A FE 12 AR a5 015 UG . AR 8128 T ST AR iRl (negative
polarity items) A4 UL or FIPIFE SURBEILG, I “ F2E " JRINAT AR 220 . X85
PR TAFE S P NERERIEKR. R, “HTES” Wi E A mE =i S a2 mme,
JLE AN HE BRI RIER “IBH 21157 (piecemeal acquisition) ) 7 ARG, REBEBEAILES
AARSRIIE F AR — 840 .

B 7 XA BNE S LB AE S SR REIATE R AN, A0 LEERLE A B AAE S BB A
BN T SZHRE POS [ J1IEHE « Legate Fl Yang [ 19 A 5T % 7E CHILDES JLEIE F SIS EREF R T
Nina 1 Adam FiEEHE, FHAP7E Nina FHEEHE T 46,499 AM6)F iR B 20,651 AMEERI 6], HEIARE K
BUATATT— 241 T Ts the boy who is in the corner smiling?iX F£ /& dEF). Legate Al Yang iz 1% 5 > 151
BB, i A RSEE, g5iedaHLE A ELE 36 N H R AT 115X LE5E ) A i A N,/
IEE] 1.2% MR, T SEBR I RIBER U 0.045%, WEAHZEEK. XEUELRAERNTTZ.

Stephen Crain [20]%5 N FHIXRIE T POS {4 BEYE . Crain 4= SCIEXT Evans fil Levinson fiE 5 %F#k £ X
(language Particularism)’ F1% 8RR FHIE Y, UG 518 S5k E LHEAX HIE T, UG WA
CEERRE SO —UIRHEES S, — IR LA,

DOI: 10.12677/ml.2020.84086 635 BURIE 2%


https://doi.org/10.12677/ml.2020.84086

HmUG

SEFTA RV ER TR B2 2], AN BT (AR PUER AT LA > o Stephen Crain 55 A48 HY E&L -3 17595 (1 2
fil R T RS VR R AR . AMX AN, E&L MICIEMRAEL IR T, AT AARMOL 5 25K A ik
A ORI R “TTRe” k.

e 34 189 o T 3 U v SR A5 3 T 8AIE . 40 Yi Su. Peng Zhou A1 Crain [21]7EX P53l 15 )L 3
Fe T EAE AW E A N 28 S ER, fE S “1 T 2 (downward entailment)” 47 Fil B 5 AN [R) 15
S, JLER UESHIERMR D HE ST IEF ARG . XU, M NEEELEES AR
A, A EIEEE IR 7 AERE, MEXKIUEY 7 POS & HM.

Crain Al Pietroski [18]LA75 % M P a] any AHT B or 19115 B MIE UZTH _FEAE T RS =18
HOATIIA R T R R0 PR U8 SORR U B8 AR Ik BB SO S IR, 78 4 b B4 e AR5 B L PR I
S “TARZIRT N TIRFE A IRBEE U, BEAR ) LB TSRS e iy SRS % AE S
W, MEAE AR N )L S AR ER IIE SRR . X UL, ) LEE RN R — )T 2R ) SR

Koji Sugisaki [22]%} 5154 3 L HITE 15 - Bh 3l 18l {858 ) 5 44 POt 75 2 P2 AR AT ) A BBk 1) A1) Tk AT
THEFE . Koji iR IFIE T KEMJLEHFIER, S0, JLERFIE IR RIS B3l
R AT X AR . X — 2R R, BV R A 27 T R S A T P A AR, (RS pR
JLEE MAK R AL ) A S8 A B AT IX R 5 M MO Ak T, N T 8595 L3 IERROE S R RS, A
S BRI, BB, BT EfE R AR SR R B Z AR 1. X EIEE 3 L
BRI AR 15 AR SRAF B, A MARAE PRI T Z 0 AR A T OBuE s .

4.2. REAMARTHL

FOE F RS 1) F ZR I T XA R JLEFRIMBMES B UFE, JLE T O
(%) TF TH GIE4f A1 08 1 S I UE4E I 1995 5

LI =A8F A Goodman (1967, 1969). Putnam (1967, 1980a, 1980b)Fl Cowie (1999) [23]#
"2k X POS. Goodman 25 NN NZEIG A2 T HAJLEES IEPEZE 0. -1, Laurence A
Margolis [24]48 H}, IX EL 2255 18 Tk B N ] J LB IR PR 45 M RAE MR I 4 2 A 2l 7 7 B0 =X s ff A
B EHARZE MMM . Lasni A1 Uriagereka [25]HIA N, ML AES € POS WA W, JToiEviHJLE
WA A AR AT TE B RHE T ) LB R S SIS IS5 MR AR

2002 4F, Pullum 1 Scholz [26%f F¥## = b4 Bk, Ahi1%H % Hornstein A1 Lightfoot 2 H 1A
W e, BIEATE ) LE S E S A B GE 5 F I B R AR R, 1 B L3 prf fiE sl A Z &
BRER. WELEN, HEFFEATTZ. Xk, Fodor Al Crowther [27]&EXFK POS ) E B kYR H JLE L
Wi NG, X EEE RS R NSRRI LEE BT SRR E SRR 2 T A8 BRI T iR B4
WAELRA o

Sampson [28]tH I\ ) LEZ B G S RIBOEFE 1, MARAZ1. fhds HSCEE POS W s B FH (1)
TEARL AR AR A v A R TR VS, T AN ) L3 B AE T 2 (098 A A 1) TG o M [ [ S8 R vl B T E AR 1B R
WEBH T B AR AN DL R LB 22 R Ak ) B SRR S R A S B . AN LB FEA TR E A4
HAESRKIE T AR, 15T I8 582 MBI AT AL 175 S M 8i. A1, Fodor M1 Crowther [27]45 H %
THATE FUFEAHE T % ME M, AR R R EEUEE, 208 & iEE -

DA E IR U SRS B G i, WJLEE S IR MM R 1S H R POS (W s, o
H AR SR 4145 Reali Al Christiansen (2005). Clark A1 Eyraud (2007). Clark et al. (2008). Clark
(2010)F0 Perfors et al. (2010) [23]55 . Al A IR B &P 75 R BE B 2 1A (31 B, IR B R 5 2 v] MY,
1M POS B2 AGHE . Clark F1 Lappin [29]% & 18 &5 MKW “Bhialar &7 A1 “AIa N CR” 1]
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PLid ik 43 A7 2% ] Bk (distributional learning algorithm) Al D1 H4E B A% = (Bayesian inference model) i LA
iR, AR U — A SN RE R RETE 5 2119, 18 S IS 0T R e R I 1% . NI, Berwick
BOIENLTME TR, RIIXLEZA AW KIGESGET), AR MR, EARM R POS, X
SBRFE T PR RO R By, DU Sk (Bayesian), EELS DRI, WORMISE, ZIEATI, FRRHER
AN

5. &t

ARILEENHE TR Z RGN A SV S A BRI g . [FRF, [ =k
JUE SIS AU AR SR 7L, X2 KA ISR Z 184 S+ I ELHRIESS o il ik 10 B g4 2
BB =Z8, “HRRIER” ZHAMGENRIBETZ 0 S BIERHE, X ERGEER PR . A S
Mg 7 — € SR SRS, (HIE 5 R RS R ik gy R 2%, IR IRBETE 5 A R IR AE5E
EFYFESRMA . EHREER S RRBMREGIZ R T, 855 RIS T RIS Z IR
A TR V2 BRI 5 B3R DL B ARTE 5 A5 AR B SATE N, LA E B R G AR 1
— H A

AL TR R R B JE TSI SR AR T8 5 AR LA . B AR 3 SURE B W BLAGE ST AR B G, A
EE ORISR, PR T TN AR —— B 5 5. MATAONIE S LR EER = AA R
Foa kR R E R AR IR WS, A7 RN EHIN S 2 ERIHMEAR 7 0 R Z R 2 B Y
FHNE S F AR NAES ). B EG RA RATINIIRE, o DA SRATEATEGR . Bk iE
BRI 1hF MRBR S, BUA RIBEFEEIE A, AR T7 1 75 ERATE 2 f5GE
IBERANRTFT ) L R 5 SR I A AT 5 RIR R GEASN 3R 55T .
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