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	The revolution in linguistics championed by Noam Chomsky is widely understood by linguists, as by Chomsky himself, as an elaboration and defense of an individualistic conception of linguistic competence. The conception of language it advances puts into question the usefulness as well the "coherence" of the notion of "a shared language, in terms of which each individual's understanding of his own language must be explained" [Chomsky 1980, p.118].  Chomsky 1980: Rules and Representations, Columbia University Press..  
	The idea is widespread in current attempts to undermine individualism, that (some parts of) the language of an individual --the person's idiolect-- can be individuated only by reference to the language of the community. This idea is often supported by a naive, commonsensical view about language acquisition. Roughly put, it is the following view: the community sets the target (the language) that as language learners we aim to assimilate. When we attempt to learn a new word, 'arthritis' for instance, the word targeted by our intention is one which, as Tyler Burge says, "others are already applying to cases" [1989, p.185].  Burge 1989: "Wherein Is Language Social?" in Reflections on Chomsky (ed. A. George), Basil Blackwell.. The cases to which others apply the word, as well as those to which they don't, define the extension of that term in the language. Mastering the application to all and only the right cases defines full mastery of the term as it is used by the community. That ordinary language learners aim at mastery of terms as used by their community is evidenced by their willingness to accept corrections in their applications of the words to cases [cf. Burge 1979, 1986, 1989].  Burge 1979: "Individualism and the Mental" in Studies in Epistemology: Midwest Studies in Philosophy, Vol.4 (eds: French, Euhling & Wettstein), University of Minnesota Press.  1986: "Intellectual Norms" in The Journal of Philosophy, Vol.83, No 12, December.  1989: WLS, op. cit..
	In this paper, I aim to undermine our confidence in the naive, commonsensical view of language transmission, and hence of language acquisition, that appears to underlie a certain line of defense of linguistic anti-individualism. I am not interested here in disputing anti-individualism directly but only in criticizing one avenue of justification for it. The view I address has received a bold candid statement by David Kaplan, but it is also present in more circumspect versions in Burge's work, and elsewhere. I follow Kaplan in calling that view "Consumerism" but depart from his usual concerns by focusing on Consumerism explicitly as a theory of language acquisition.
	I proceed in two steps. I provide a description of Consumerism as a general view of  language transmission, arguing that the assumptions about language acquisition upon which it is based apply, at least prima facie, to the transmission and acquisition of syntactic as well as semantic rules. The idea that if Consumerism applies to semantics at all, it applies for the same reasons also to syntax (and morphology).  though arguably not to phonology. Cf. Kaplan [1990], where it is argued that resemblance between the physical embodiments of words is not criterial of their identity. Note that though it is easy to think of [tomayto] and [tomahto] as dissimilar embodiments of the same word, it is harder to think of 'I can't get no satisfaction' and 'I can't get any satisfaction' as dissimilar embodiments of the same negation rule (unless we are ultimately willing to countenance Spanish and English, say, as dissimilar embodiments of the same language).  is one that is too often ignored. It is ignored by those who would be Chomskyan individualists about syntax but Consumerist anti-individualists about semantics, a position less easily tenable than is customarily presumed if I am right. I then present a thought experiment based on Chomskyan assumptions about language acquisition which violates a fundamental credo of Consumerism, namely that there is an essential identity between the language (or a subset thereof) that an individual acquires and that of the community on the basis of which it is acquired. The thought-experiment presents a case of radical creolization (the creation of a new language) built upon a natural projection from widely accepted facts about the process of creolization. My conclusion is conditional and limited: If Chomskyan assumptions about language acquisition are roughly on the right track, Consumerism fails as a justification for linguistic anti-individualism.
Consumerism
	Consumerism is the view that, so long as language users intend to defer to the linguistic community in matters of usage,  their idiolect and the meanings of their words are individuated by reference to that community. According to the Consumerist, our intention to defer to others about the meaning of a word suffices to guarantee that we mean with the word what they do.
	In his "Afterthoughts," David Kaplan contrasts this view with one which he calls Subjectivist Semantics:
   When we speak, we assign meanings to our words; the words themselves do not have meanings. These assignments are, in theory, unconstrained (except by whatever limitations our epistemic situation places on what we can apprehend). In practice, it may be prudent to try to coordinate with the meanings others have assigned, but this is only a practical matter.
   Although the entities which serve as possible meanings may be regarded as objective, in the sense that the same possible meanings are accessible to more than one person, the assignment of meanings is subjective, and thus the semantics is subjective. Since each individual user must assign meanings rather than receiving them with the words, each user's semantics is autonomous.  
On the subjectivist view as Kaplan conceives it,
   What the language community does make available to each of its members is a syntax, an empty syntax to which each user must add his own semantics.  [Kaplan 1989, pp.600-1].  Kaplan 1989: "Afterthoughts" in Themes from Kaplan (eds: Perry, Wettstein, Almog), Oxford University Press.
	Kaplan's description of Subjectivist Semantics fits well what has come to be identified as Chomsky's view of language, with the following exception. On Chomsky's view, the syntax of natural language is as "autonomous" (in the above sense.  not to be confused with the different sense of "autonomy" in the Autonomy of Syntax Hypothesis) as its semantics. Neither semantics nor syntax is received from the linguistic community. The acquisition of syntax is the product of the fixation of the parameters of Universal Grammar --postulated to be an innately endowed body of linguistic principles-- upon exposure to linguistic data. Chomsky believes that 
if we could investigate in sufficient detail, we would find that no two individuals share exactly the same language, even identical twins who grow up in the same social environment.  [1988, p.36]. Chomsky 1988:  Language and Problems of Knowledge: The Managua Lectures, MIT Press.
If this is true, it seems to imply that small differences in linguistic data can affect parameter settings (no two individuals can be expected to receive exactly the same linguistic input, in the same order) and possibly that there is some subjective leeway in parameter fixation. Chomsky's conception of language thus involves a subjectivist syntax as well as a subjectivist semantics.  
	I mention Subjectivism here not to defend it.  For a defense of Subjectivist Semantics see my 1994:  "Metasemantics, Subjectivism and Reference-Fixing Beliefs: An Essay on Naming in Autonomous Semantics (Part II)" (UCLA ms). but to help illustrate the contrast between it and the Consumerist view which Kaplan proposes in its place. "Words," Kaplan tells us,
 come to us pre-packaged with a semantic value. If we are to use those words, the words we have received, the words of our linguistic community, then we must defer to their meaning.  [1989, p.602]  (bold emphasis mine)  
	The modal in Kaplan's formulation is not to be taken lightly. He does not mean merely that we should defer to the meanings assigned to our words by the community, though  sometimes we in fact use those words (or the same word-forms) by assigning to them meanings they do not have in our community. Kaplan's Consumerism is not tantamount merely to an exhortation to linguistic cooperation, something quite compatible with semantic Subjectivism. Nor is his view simply that if we did not defer to the communal meanings, then we would not be using those words, the words of our community, but merely homophones.  Kaplan's claim is stronger than this, as is made clear in his paper on "Words." There, he asserts that it is the notion of repetition that is central to his conception..  Kaplan 1990: "Words" in Proceedings of the Aristotelian Society, Supplementary Volume LXIV, p.103. Here is how repetition figures into Kaplan's view. Suppose a word enters into my vocabulary, say blik, either through being read by me or spoken within earshot of me. A few minutes later, say, I utter or write blik. What is the connection between the first instance of blik (passively assimilated by me) and the second (actively produced by me)? Under what conditions are these two instances of the same word? Answers Kaplan: "The identification of a word uttered or inscribed with one heard or read is [...] a matter of intrapersonal continuity, a matter of intention: Was it repetition?" [p.104]. Intrapersonal continuity, or the fact that the instance of blik which makes its way into my lexicon and the instance of blik which makes its way out of my mouth or pen are both instances of the same word,  is guaranteed by the typical user's intention to repeat. Kaplan's view is that when I use a word typically, that is, with the intention to re-use that word which has been passed on to me from speakers in my community,  I do defer to the meaning of the community from whence it came, in the sense that the word I use or the meaning of my word-form is individuated by reference to my linguistic community. In particular, which word it is I am using when I utter a certain word-form is not a function of my idiolect (or my "I-language" [cf. Chomsky 1986].  Chomsky 1986: Knowledge of Language: Its Nature, Origin and Use, Praeger, New York.); rather, to the extent that deference to the community is a general standing intention on the part of language users, my idiolect, and the words in it, are themselves individuated by reference to my community. By virtue of my intention to abide by communal standards, the word corresponding to the word-form I utter depends on --indeed just is-- whatever word that word-form corresponds to in my community. My idiolect is not, on Kaplan's view, semantically autonomous. 
	That Kaplan is indeed committed to the stronger claim is clear from his doctrine of "Vocabulary Power as Epistemological Enhancement" [cf. 1989]. According to Kaplan, 
our connection with a linguistic community in which names and other meaning-bearing elements are passed down to us enables us to entertain thoughts through the language that would not otherwise be accessible to us. [...] Contrary to Russell, I think we succeed in thinking about things in the world not only through the mental residue of that which we ourselves experience, but also vicariously, through the symbolic resources that come to us through our language.  [pp. 663-4] 
If we were merely committed to linguistic cooperation but ultimately semantically autonomous, or if we typically engaged in homophony production, then simply absorbing new words would not increase our powers of apprehension. 
	The family of views to which Kaplan's belongs is popular, and its growing influence is in no small part attributable to thought-experiments contributed by Putnam and Burge. What many such views have in common is that they sanction appeal to the community in interpreting an individual's words, and hence the thoughts expressed by means of them. My aim in this paper is to argue against some presuppositions of these views, not against the views themselves..  For the latter, see my 1993: "Normativism and the Mental: A Problem of Language Individuation" in Philosophical Studies Vol. 72, No 1, and 1994: "Metasemantics, Subjectivism and Reference-Fixing:..." op.cit.  
	It is a commonplace observation, and one to which philosophers must be responsible, that languages change. Elsewhere,.  cf. my 1992: Linguistic Competence, Convention and Authority: Individualism and Anti-Individualism in Linguistics and Philosophy, (UCLA dissertation) and 1993: "Normativism and the Mental:...", op. cit. I have argued that accounting for change is no small problem on the views in question. I focus here on aspects of this problem due to unacknowledged assumptions about language acquisition which the views under discussion share, assumptions which serve to justify the central role in such views of normative deference to the linguistic community.  
	We find such an implicit theory of language (or concept) acquisition in Burge's "Individualism and the Mental." In English, the word 'arthritis' denotes an ailment occurring exclusively in joints. Burge imagines a counterfactual community where people speak a language just like English except that their word 'arthritis' extends to any sort of rheumatoid ailment whether occurring in or outside joints. So their word 'arthritis' translates into our dialect of English rather more generally as 'rheumatism' (their notion "of arthritis" is a superset of our notion of arthritis). In the language of that community, there exists no word corresponding to our (proper subset) notion of arthritis. Burge argues that a member of the counterfactual community, let's call such a person A, expresses a belief with a different propositional content by using a 'that'-clause containing an oblique occurrence of the word 'arthritis' than A would if A had been a speaker of English (even if we assume a fixed description of the internal workings of A's mind). If A says "that arthritis is a dreadful disease," the thought thereby expressed by A differs from that expressed by me when I utter the same wordforms. The difference exists by virtue of A's intending to defer to communal norms different from my own. Correspondingly, we would be mistaken to report the content of A's belief by using our (English) word 'arthritis,' for such reporting would incorrectly ascribe to A a notion of arthritis found only in our community.
   We suppose that in the counterfactual case we cannot correctly ascribe any content clause containing an oblique occurence of the term 'arthritis'. It is hard to see how [A] could have picked up the notion of arthritis. The word 'arthritis' in the counterfactual community does not mean arthritis.  [Burge 1979, p.79]
	According to Burge then, it is "hard to see" how A in the counterfactual community can apply the word 'arthritis' to a concept other than the one made available by A's community. In particular, it is hard to see how A can apply the word to a concept that exists only in the actual community, that is, in some community with which A has no causal relation. This is especially so when A has no independent grasp on the concept but only one that is parasitic on the community. 
	Burge hedges here in saying that it is "hard to see" how A could pick up the concept. On the one hand, really what the Consumerist argument requires is that it couldn't happen --at least not in the general case: To the exact extent to which it can happen that A in the counterfactual community has a thought about arthritis despite inhabiting a world devoid of such a concept, to that very extent Burge is wrong to claim that we cannot correctly ascribe to A any content clause containing an oblique occurence of the term 'arthritis'..  Burge's view does not preclude the possibility that someone might choose to opt out consciously and deliberately from the communal standards and invent a new concept [cf. Burge 1979].  For example, in "Individualism and the Mental" Burge has invented the new concept of tharthritis.  What is not possible on Burge's view is for someone to invent a concept deviating from communal norms unconsciously and undeliberately.  That simply follows from Burge's own view that what concept one has, deliberate opting out notwithstanding, is parasitic on that of the community and hence constrained by the conceptual resources available in the community.  In my [1992] & [1993], I point to problems for such a view on the grounds that linguistic change is neither conscious nor deliberate.  All I care to emphasize here is that this is Burge's view. 
	On the other hand, there is a risk of triviality here. Suppose A in the counterfactual community uses the word 'arthritis' mistakenly only for rheumatoid ailments occurring in joints (mistakenly since the word there applies to all forms of rheumatism). So A applies that wordform all and only to those cases which we countenance as arthritis. (We suppose that A's mistake goes uncorrected.) Does A then not have our concept of arthritis? Well, not if it is part of A's concept "of arthritis" that, whatever else it does, it defers to the communal standard in A's community. Since A defers to a different community with a different standard of application of the word 'arthritis' than we do, it is not hard but impossible to see how A could end up with our concept. The notion of arthritis to which A defers is not identical to our own. And our notion of arthritis does not exist in A's community for A to defer to it.
	The argument for this hard-to-see-how view is modeled on Putnam's observation that we don't --we couldn't-- mean XYZ by our word 'water' (as we currently use it) because there is no such substance as XYZ for us causally to interact with and upon which to extend our application of the word 'water'. (Though we could deliberately invent a fictitious substance XYZ and a new word 'water' to mean it, as Putnam has done.)  
	Short of having deliberately invented a new concept 'arthritis' that accidentally coincides with our concept of arthritis and shunned deference, A cannot be taken to possess the concept of arthritis found only in our actual community for want of a causal or historical connection, established through linguistic links with the community, with our concept of arthritis. The argument is summed up in the question: how could A have picked up such a concept? The only word 'arthritis' available for consumption (and deference) in the counterfactual community does not bear our concept of arthritis as its semantic value.
	Generalizing, the conception of language underlying Consumerism is essentially the commonsensical view that one speaks the language of the community from which one learned to speak, and one "picks up" the notions and concepts of the community from which one picked up one's notions and concepts. It is that commonsensical view in the strong sense that one couldn't (in the general case) speak a language that was not that of the community from which one learns to speak, and one couldn't (in the general case) pick up concepts that were not those of the community from which one picks up one's concepts. To exactly the extent to which our language and our concepts are deferential, or parasitic on the community's, if not from the community, then how could one have picked up that language, or those concepts?.  Again, we exclude here conscious, deliberate, creative defection from communal conventions.
	More in the spirit of Kaplan, perhaps, we can spell out the argument thus. Think of there existing, translinguistically as it were --that is, in two distinct languages L1 and L2--, two homonymous words 'W':
'WL1' which denotes objects of kind X
and'WL2' which denotes objects of kind Y,  XY.
In my community, since people speak L1, that is, use the word 'WL1 ', the only homonym to which I am exposed is the word 'WL1'. Had I been a member of another community where people speak L2, that is, use the word 'WL2', the only homonym to which I would have been exposed would have been the word 'WL2'. Since the word 'WL2' is simply not a word in my community, it is a fortiori not a word to which I can have been exposed or causally connected. I can't have learned (or attempted to repeat) that word. Likewise, had I been a speaker of L2, I couldn't have learned the word 'WL1'.
	The basic Consumerist assumption here is that there is an inherent connection --in Kaplan's terms, the "pre-packaging"-- between the word as it is taught and the word as it is learned (or "picked up"). The Consumerist idea is that, since the concept is tied to the word, and since we buy (or defer to) the words that we are sold, I couldn't have "picked up" (or deferred to) the concept of X had I been a speaker of L2, because that concept would not have been available out there for me to pick up. You can't buy what's not for sale.
	The tacit theory of language learning that is presupposed here is the naive one made popular by Saussure.
   Language [...] is a product that is passively assimilated by the speaker. [...]  The individual must always serve an apprenticeship in order to learn the functioning of language; a child assimilates it only gradually..  Saussure 1959: Course in General Linguistics, McGraw-Hill, p.14.  For critical discussion, see my 1992: op.cit., chap.1.  
And it is true that I couldn't assimilate the norm that 'W' means Xs if that norm were nowhere in my community for me to assimilate. So if language acquisition proceeds by assimilation, then had I belonged to the L2 community, I couldn't have meant Xs by 'W.'
	Is there anything about the nature of language acquisition from which the Consumerist position might be thought to follow? In "Wherein Is Language Social?," Burge maintains that "language is social in that interaction with other persons is psychologically necessary to learn language" [p.175]. This is empirically established in the weak sense that children deprived of linguistic nurture before puberty never mature linguistically..  See for example Curtiss 1977:  Genie: A Psycholinguistic Study of a Modern-Day 'Wild Child', New York, Academic Press.  Yet I fail to see in what sense the required interaction at the input stage makes the output social, any more than our dependence on plumbers and hydraulic engineers makes taking a bath social. Burge cautiously states that he intends the recognition of the psychological necessity of interaction with others to play no deeper role than that of simply pointing out that, alone, we would learn no language. But if that is its only role, in what sense is this "a psychologically important fact"? It cannot derive its importance from its supporting role in an argument establishing the Consumerist nature of language, because that fact does nothing of the sort. As empirically established, the fact that people interact with other persons in acquiring linguistic abilities is quite compatible with their linguistic abilities turning out to be radically different from those of the persons with whom they interact, as the thought-experiment presented below aims to show. That is, the psychological necessity of interaction with others at the source is fully compatible with individual autonomy in the resulting language.
	There would be useful support for Consumerism if it followed from the fact that people of necessity learn language in interaction with others, that the language they ended up learning were therefore the language of those with whom they interacted. Without this consequence, the necessity of interaction with others in acquiring a language is irrelevant to the individuation of the language once acquired. Burge rejects the view that "there is some conceptually necessary relation between learning or having a language and being in a community" [p.175]. This he must reject since he allows non-deferential uses of language (see endnote 14). The relation may not be conceptually necessary (some idiosyncratic linguistic activities bypass it); but it does hold (it must hold) in typical cases of deference of the sort used by Burge in support of the social view of language. It holds every time the language that I speak and the concepts that I entertain,.  Again --and throughout-- conscious, deliberate defections from communal norms notwithstanding. are individuated by reference to the language spoken in my community and the concepts entertained therein. That A learns language through interaction with the counterfactual community where 'arthritis' doesn't mean arthritis does not suffice to explain why A doesn't end up with our word (our concept of) 'arthritis'; the needed result follows only if we take seriously Burge's idea that, through deference, concepts get picked up. The result follows only if, having learned the language from the counterfactual community, A's language cannot but be (barring the usual default cases) the language of that community.
	Chomsky's picture of language acquisition is incompatible with the picture of language (or rule) transmission presupposed by the Consumerist view. On Chomskyan assumptions, each rule of the language is reinvented (sometimes differently) by each new user. Chomskyan assumptions lead not only to the conclusion that it is possible in principle for an individual to "pick up" novel rules; it is part and parcel of Chomsky's view that a new language is created every time one is acquired. [cf. Chomsky 1988, 1987].  Chomsky 1988:  Language and Problems of Knowledge: The Managua Lectures. MIT Press. 1987:  Language and Interpretation: Philosophical Investigations and Empirical Inquiry (ms), MIT.   The fact that language users' idiolects may (and typically do) have rules in common with the idiolects of users in their proximity merely reflects the fact that like-endowed individuals subjected to similar linguistic inputs may independently of one another produce like rules. 
Semantic norms and syntactic norms
	I have heard the claim made, by some who would grant Chomsky's views as applied to syntax, that these have no application to the domain of what our words mean; that somehow there is something distinctive about syntactic rules which would make their transmission not governed by the same constraints as those operating in the case of semantic rules, something which exempts syntactic rules from consumerist-motivated individuation. Burge sometimes appears to hold such a view, though his discussion of it is inconclusive..  Burge writes:  "I think it arguable that much of syntax is individualistically individuated, or at least no less individualistically individuated than ordinary neural or biological kinds are. But it seems likely that lexical items are individuated in a content-sensitive way." However, in both a previous and a later passage, he suggests that "syntax could be non-individualistic" without that affecting the practice of linguists.  (WLS, footnote 5)  Such views could be defended in various ways and I will only quarrel with them briefly here.
	I wish to show that the structure of the Consumerist argument about semantic rules carries over in the same way and for the same reasons to syntactic rules. If what makes it reasonable to individuate semantic rules non-individualistically are Consumerist considerations, then, or so I wish to argue, the same considerations argue for a non-individualistic treatment of syntactic rules. If I am right about this, then, for Consumerist reasons, radical creolization should not be possible. Since its possibility appears to follow in principle from Chomskyan assumptions about language acquisition (as will be shown below), Consumerism as a theory of linguistic transmission is fundamentally at odds with these assumptions (as well as with the actuality of creoles).
	It is easy to devise a thought-experiment with respect to syntactic rules that is quite analogous to that of "Individualism and the Mental"; that is, one where the counterfactuality affects only the social environment, but this time, it is a syntactic rather than a semantic rule that is affected. It is also easy to do this on both a broad construal of syntax (where the syntax contributes to semantic content) and a purer construal of syntax (where it doesn't). We begin with the broad construal. 
	Take a community C1, and its counterfactual counterpart C2. Let the concept of arthritis be the same in both communities, and let me have a rheumatoid affliction in my thigh. The only difference between the language of C1 and the language of C2 is the following syntactic difference. The language of C1,
L1:   countenances a rule of DOUBLE NEGATION.
As in French and African-American English (and in Mick Jagger's idiolect), in L1, two negative morphemes are used to express negation (as in "I can't get no satisfaction."). By contrast, the language of C2,
L2:   countenances instead a rule of SINGLE NEGATION.  
As in Anglo-Saxon English, negation is expressed using only one negative morpheme (as in "I can get no satisfaction." or "I can't get any satisfaction."). And surely whether negation gets expressed in a language by means of one morpheme or two is a paradigmatically syntactic question.
	In each of the actual and counterfactual situations, someone asks me if I have arthritis in my thigh, to which I sincerely reply: 
"I haven't got no arthritis in my thigh."  
Given the syntax of L1, what I have said means: 
L1: I have no arthritis in my thigh.  
Given the syntax of L2, what I have said means:  
L2: I have some arthritis in my thigh.  
If arthritis doesn't occur in thighs, what I have said is true if I defer to L1 and false if I defer to L2; and vice versa if arthritis does occur in thighs.  
	If I belong to community C2, then on the Consumerist picture, it cannot be the case that (though intending to defer) I am idiosyncratically following a rule of double negation, since such a rule does not exist in C2.  How then, the Consumerist asks, could I have picked it up?.  On a Burge-style account (though the Kaplanian account is less cautious), we may properly attribute communal norms to a subject ignorant of certain essential features of these norms provided that the subject satisfies certain minimal standards of linguistic responsibility to the community's norm. Here, it will not do for the Consumerist to reply that the fact that the use of the negative morpheme made by the speaker is at variance with the community's usage shows that the subject does not meet the required standard of responsibility to the norm. The subject may otherwise be using negation in a way consistent with communal usage. For instance, even in languages countenancing Double Negation, it happens that certain constructions call for a single negative morpheme (and vice versa), and the subject's mastery of those constructions suffices to argue that she satisfies the minimal requirement. (Likewise, the counterfactual test can attest to the subject's deferential will --the subject would add or drop negative morphemes if corrected.) It begs the question against the claim that Consumerism applies to syntax to maintain simply that the subject's usage clearly demonstrates that she conceives of the contribution made by a pair of negative morphemes to the semantic content of the sentence differently from her linguistic cohorts, and hence is exempt from the communal standard.         
	The conclusion remains unchanged if  we modify the example from a case of broad syntax, affecting semantic content, to a case of (pure) syntax, affecting only well-formedness.  Same scenario as above, except that
L1:requires indefinites to be preceded by determiners.
So, as in French, L1 disallows such constructions as "I can get satisfaction" (no determiner) in favor of "I can get some satisfaction".  By contrast, as in Latin and English, 
L2:allows zero-determiner indefinites.
Suppose I am asked what I have in my thigh, and I reply:
"I have arthritis."
If I defer to L1, what I have said is ill-formed. I should have said "I have some arthritis" (on a par with "J'ai de l'arthrite"). It is only if I defer to L2 that I can be credited with having produced a well-formed statement.  
	On the Consumerist picture, if I belong to community C1, I have performed incompetently and misapplied my own syntactic rules. It cannot be the case that (though intending to defer) I am idiosyncratically following a zero-determiner indefinite rule. The zero-determiner indefinite rule does not exist in L1, hence a fortiori it cannot have been taught me. How could I have picked it up?    
	Well, there is certainly a genuine question to ask here about how someone brought up around single negators can intend to negate using double negation, and how it can occur to someone surrounded by determiners to drop them. But the intractability of the phenomenon does not warrant the rejection of its possibility. (On Chomsky's view, recall that identical twins in the same environment can end up with differently fixed parameters.) There is an obvious complaint to make about the how-could-anyone-have-picked-it-up view of rule transmission, which is summed up in the observation that we don't all speak proto-Sanskrit. So some people must have been able to "pick up" rules with which they had no causal connection. (Likewise with concepts: Davidson's Swampman may have none, but surely his children or grandchildren do.)    
	Kaplan's motivation for Consumerism is that: 
   To use language as language, to express something, requires an intentional act. But the intention that is required involves the typical consumer's attitude of compliance, not the producer's assertiveness.  [Kaplan 1989, p.602]
But on these grounds, there is no reason for Consumerism to privilege semantic rules to the exclusion of syntactic (or morphological) rules. For following a syntactic rule is every bit as much of a normative act as is following a rule to the effect that 'W' denotes Xs. When I "pick up" the syntactic constructions or the morphological transformations or (some of ) the phonological derivations of my linguistic community, just as when I pick up its words or its concepts, I also intend these means to be used by me in accordance with the way they are used by those who used them before me and from whom I picked them up. Consumerist intentions such as these belong to a general standing intention on the part of normal language learners. But as with the semantic, so with the syntactic.  
	Consumerism is a teleological view: It individuates actual rules by reference to intended rules. But if it is right or useful to so individuate semantic rules, then the same goes for syntactic rules, since our intentions towards both are exactly of the same kind. (Namely --barring willful opting out-- to speak "correctly" according to the social standard to which we hold ourselves responsible.).  It might be thought that, in the creole case (see the thought-experiment below), the standard to which the child holds herself responsible is not that of the pidgin community, but rather that of the newly formed creole community, so that the child's Consumerist attitude of compliance does not intentionally bind it to its parent community.  
	There are several problems with such an objection however.  First (and summarily), we can imagine that the child is alone in being exposed to the pidgin community and the only first generation creole speaker.  Of course, the pidgin-speaking parents will eventually learn the creole in the course of communicating with the child whose native language it is, but they will speak it at best as a second-language.  It would be rather unusual, and somewhat contrary to its interests, if Consumerism got committed to the view that in speaking her native language, the child intends to comply with the standards of the parents' creole, a language of which the parents have only second-language mastery.  
	Secondly, such a view certainly is not compatible with the basic Consumerist idea that the language "comes to us pre-packaged" and that we are committed to using the language in a certain way because we have picked it up from "others who are already applying it to cases."  Whether the child shares the creole with the non-native parents or with other native children, there just is no preceding standard to which to hold oneself responsible.  Even if (to be extreme) we considered the creole as a preexisting abstract language which is "grasped" by the native children and which serves as the standard of correctness for their applications, there would still be lacking the requisite causal or historical link that would justify an attitude of compliance on their part toward that language.    
	The defense of such teleologism rests, for the relevant part with which we are here concerned, upon assumptions concerning language learning. For instance, it rests upon the fact that "words are initially acquired from others, who are already applying those words to cases" [Burge 1989, p.185]. But the same can be said about (non-semantic) rules. Rules (syntactic, morphological, etc.) are initially acquired from others, who are already applying those rules to cases. To paraphrase Kaplan: Sentences come to us pre-packaged with a syntactic structure. If we are to use those sentences, the sentences we have received, the sentences of our community, we must defer to their structure.
	Consumerist assumptions come into play, in particular, to individuate an individual's linguistic competence (the individual's idiolect or "I-language") by reference to the state of the language of the community which is causally responsible for the individual's acquiring a language. But as the following thought-experiment is designed to show, Chomskyan assumptions about language acquisition are compatible with maximal lack of similarity between source language and resulting idiolect.   
A thought-experiment:  Radical creolization
	We are to imagine that circumstances arise in a group of people which call for the creation of a pidgin. A pidgin is created in circumstances where a need for communication arises among people speaking languages of limited mutual intelligibility or total unintelligibility. A pidgin is a mixture (more or less willful or ad hoc, or at least controlled by principles that are not clearly those of Universal Grammar) of elements from distinct natural languages, typically of languages with little or no intersection (historical examples involve one European and several African languages, for instance).  
	A pidgin is, by definition, an artificial construct, in the sense that it is a language that is native to no one. Since it is not acquired natively, its learning is plausibly not supposed to proceed by parametrization of principles of Universal Grammar (or at the very least, not to the same extent as a native language). Consequently, the invented pidgin is no more constrained by such principles than would be an arbitrary communication system that you and I could set up, say, as a game. Therefore, it is possible in principle for a pidgin language to violate the principles of UG.
	Let me give a concrete, if made-up, example. It used to be held in the literature (though the claim has since fallen into minor disrepute) that one of the parameters of UG was the Null Subject (or Pro-Drop) parameter. [cf. Rizzi 1982]. Rizzi 1982:  Negation, Wh-Movement and the Null Subject Parameter.  Issues in Italian Syntax, Foris.  According to the Null Subject parameter:
NSP:if a language allows subject inversion, it also allows subject deletion.
The parameter is postulated as part of an explanation of rapid language acquisition, since a child exposed to inverted subjects --subjects positioned after the verb which they usually precede--  automatically "knows," without further hypotheses about the data, that the grammar can generate sentences in which pronominal subjects are deleted. Spanish, for instance, was taken to be so parametrized, witness the fact that both (1) subject inversion and (2) subject deletion occur in Spanish: (1) 'Ella viene' alternates with 'Viene ella' [= She is coming], and (2) 'Viene' [= SheDELETED is coming] alternates with either. French, for its part, obeys the contrapositive of the Null Subject parameter: 
NSP (contrapositive):    if a language disallows deletion, then it disallows inversion.
Since French does not allow subject deletion, it does not allow subject inversion:  *'Arrive' does not alternate with 'Elle arrive', which does not alternate with *'Arrive elle'.
 	Now, accept as a general communicative postulate that it must be possible to figure out from the linguistic context what the subject is, either by having the subject appearing overtly in the sentence or by other means when it is deleted. Call this a pragmatic Recoverability Condition on subjects. A language poor in verbal inflection (like English) satisfies such a condition by requiring the overt appearance of the subject in the sentence, while a language with a rich inflectional system, like Spanish, where the condition is satisfied morphologically (the person and number of the subject can be identified by the verb ending), could do away with overt subjects. Let us state the Recoverability Condition thus:
RC:if the subject cannot be recovered from verbal inflection, then it must appear overtly in the sentence
 Compare the (ill-formed) English candidate sentence: *'Sang in the garden', uninterpretable for want of an overt subject --the subject could be any of 'I', 'yousg/pl', 's/he', 'we', 'they'-- with the (well-formed) Spanish sentence: 'Canté en el jardín', where the assignment of first person singular subject is recoverable directly from the verbal inflection 'é'.  
	It is easy to imagine that the simplicity of an English-like inflectional system should be more attractive to a pidgin than a complex Spanish-like inflectional system. So the pidgin adopts an inflectionless verbal system, making overt subjects obligatory by virtue of the Recoverability Condition.  
	Suppose however that the pidgin allows subject inversion (perhaps it has no fixed or well-defined position rules for the Verb). So the pidgin allows (the equivalent of): 'Sang you in the garden', but not: *'Sang in the garden'. In such a case, the pidgin, allowing subject inversion but not subject deletion, would violate the NS parameter, and hence a principle of UG.
	Now, it's possible for the pidgin to violate UG because, as previously postulated, the pidgin is an invention. It is not a direct parametrization of UG. But now look at the creole.  	A creole is, by generally accepted definition, the natural language which is acquired natively by children of pidgin-speaking parents (or communities). Pidgin-speaking communities typically provide impoverished learning environments. (The most modest amount of linguistic training will suffice to convince the most sceptical that natural languages are of a degree of complexity that no invented language could remotely approach.) Pidgins are restricted in various ways (in syntactic constructions, in semantic domains, etc.)..  We should not make too much of this. That is, this fact about pidgins should not be taken to constitute an argument that a pidgin cannot serve as a genuine source language for acquisition. Any language (any body of evidence) to which toddlers are exposed on the basis of which they construct a grammar with infinite generative potential is restricted in syntactic constructions and semantic domains. (And it is notorious that the type of grammar needed to generate a subset of a language may be quite different from that needed to generate the whole language.)  Nonetheless, the creole that will be developed as the native language of children of pidgin-speaking parents will have all the complexities of any natural language acquired in more usual environments. The creole child will simply rely more extensively on the resources of UG. In fact, it is thought for this very reason that creoles represent a more transparent manifestation of UG [cf. Bickerton, 1975]..  Bickerton 1975:  Dynamics of a Creole System.  Cambridge University Press. See also 1983: Pidgin and Creole Languages in Scientific American 249 (1): 116-22.   
	The thought-experiment assumes Bickerton's proposals about pidgins and creoles.  Although it would require alteration should competing hypotheses about creolization (for example, relexicalization) turn out to be empirically more warranted, the same general, if not particular, consequences could be shown to ensue.  Bickerton's analysis, plausible in principle, suffices to demonstrate why the Consumerist leap from language taught to language learned is in principle untenable under Chomskyan assumptions. 
	Since the creole is a native language, acquired by parametrization of UG, it is not possible for the creole to violate UG. So the creole will eliminate from the pidgin on the basis of which it is acquired all the elements that are inconsistent with UG..  Alternatively, we can imagine language acquisition circumstances in which a child is exposed (either all at once or serially) to adults all of whom speak wildly diverse languages.  Hence the child's input "language" (the set of all multi-lingual sentences that is the input data) would likely violate UG, but the language that the child will eventually sort out of it will not.   
	Now, in our imagined circumstances, the child is exposed to both pidgin subject initial sentences ("Me go to market") and to pidgin subject inverted sentences ("Go me to market"). The latter construction, in view of the presence of the former, leads the child to hypothesize that subject inversion is allowed. The action of this hypothesis on the UG component of the child's language faculty triggers the Null Subject Parameter.  By the NSP, subjects should be deletable. But as long as the creole borrows the pidgin's inflectionless verbal system, the Recoverability Condition stands in the way of  the creole's allowing subject deletion. ("Go to market" prevents recoverability of the subject.) Thus there is pressure on the child to find an alternate way of satisfying the RC. If only the verbal morphology were complex enough to allow subjects to be recovered when deleted, the RC would be satisfied and the problem solved. So the problem-solving strategy is for the child to produce the required complex verbal inflection. Since the child is exposed to subject inverted sentences ("Go me...", "Go you...", "Go him...", "Go we...", "Go youse...", "Go they...", let us say, just to fix ideas).  I have used accusative forms of the pronouns on occasion just for "pidginizing" effect., one obvious strategy suggests itself. That is for the child to reanalyze the post-verbal pronouns as verbal inflection suffixes:
gome1st pers. sing.
goyou2nd pers. sing.
gohim3rd pers. sing.
gowe1st pers. plur.
goyouse2nd pers. plur.
gothem3rd pers. plur. 

and the above pidgin constructions as subject-deleted inflected forms: 
---- DELETED SUBJECT  gome1st pers. sing. to market 
on a par with the Spanish:
----DELETED SUBJECT voy1st pers. sing. al mercado 
The process of reanalysis occurs anytime a part of speech is (unconsciously) assigned to a category different from that to which it previously belonged, and it is undoubtedly one of the most fertile and widespread innovation strategies known to natural languages. (Reanalysis is what has happened to 'good' used as an adverb, 'input' used as a verb, 'deaf-mute' used as a noun, 'chair' used for a person, and innumerable others.)To see how easy it is for a creole child to reanalyze the post-verbal pronouns as suffixes, keep in mind that the circumstances of acquisition are largely oral and that categorial subscripts are perceptible neither in non-theoretical writing nor in speech. In the conflict-ridden circumstances of creole acquisition imagined above, reanalysis of this type is surely a very natural option.
	Now, the differences between the pidgin and the creole stemming from these theoretically minor alterations are astounding. 
	(1) When the pidgin speaker and the creole child both say "Go-me-to-market", they will each seem to the other to be uttering the same sentence. But a deep look at what each has uttered reveals their profound difference:
pidgin 
	S

	NP            VP
       
	       N      V              PP




	                         Go   me   to market    
	             
	           subject
	            (inverted)


creole
	S

	NP            VP

	       N          V        PP


	                 inflection
	           
	                        go -me  to market      
	                    
	  subject                 
	  (deleted)                 


The pidgin sentence is an inflectionless subject-inverted sentence, where the creole has a subject-deleted inflected structure.
	(2) Where the pidgin disallows subject deletion, the creole countenances it.
pidgin  *        go to market.
creoleOK       gome to market.
	(3) Where the pidgin has an uninflected verbal system, the creole's verbal morphology is complex.
	(4) Consequently, the pidgin and the creole are sentence-for-sentence disjoint.
pidginJohn go to market.
Him go to market.

creoleJohn gohim to market.  
Him gohim to market..  The reduplication of syntactic information in the subject and 3rd pers. sing. verbal suffix should not cause alarm. It occurs all the time in romance languages, for instance, in the French sentence 'tu vas', 2nd pers. sing. 'tu' reduplicates information already contained in the 2nd pers. sing. verbal affix '-as'.  


pidginGo Mary to market.
Go her to market.

creoleGoher Mary to market.
Goher her to market.

	The point of this thought experiment is that as far as Chomsky's account of language acquisition is concerned, it is possible in principle for a language to have no sentence in common with the language of the community on the basis of which it is acquired.
	This is a radical conclusion, and the reason for displaying it here is simply to show how fundamentally anti-Chomskyan is the Consumerist presupposition that an individual couldn't pick up a rule that wasn't already out there for the picking, as it were. Since the thought-experiment shows a source language and a target language that are not only different but wholly different, it is to be expected a fortiori on Chomskyan assumptions about language acquisition that any arbitrary single rule could differ between the source and the target language. This could be the case in spite of the fact that the child in the creole situation, just as any child acquiring a language, intends (in a general sense) to defer to her parents.
	 The thought-experiment is intended to shake our confidence that a given rule of my language is related to a given rule of the community's language from which I learn to speak in a way that would justify appeal to the latter in individuating the former (or in judging the well-formedness or the correctness of application of the former). To this end, the thought-experiment is radically over-determined.
	Now, the thought-experiment as described does not explicitly concern the transmission of meanings, or of semantic rules linking word-forms to their meanings. But as argued above, there do not appear (at least prima facie) to be principled reasons for treating rules of syntax differently from rules of semantics. Insofar as compliance intentions and deference to norms go, they are on a par. Moreover, it is far from clear that issues of syntax and issues of semantics can be so neatly separated as to allow for a semantically restricted version of Consumerism. Certainly, under a broad construal (as in the Double Negation thought-experiment), the syntax plays as essential a role in individuating the propositional content of the sentence as does the meaning of any word in it. 
	The thought-experiment addresses the general Consumerist point that language acquisition depends upon, and hence is to be individuated by reference to, normative deference to the linguistic community. It relies on Chomskyan assumptions about language acquisition to make the following point: the fact that some community of speakers is causally responsible for my learning to speak, and that I am disposed to defer to them, does not entail that theirs is the language that I end up acquiring. If the Chomskyan picture, where language acquisition is mediated (among other things perhaps) by UG, is in broad outlines correct, the language I end up acquiring may indeed be radically novel. Thus, the Consumerist justification for linguistic anti-individualism, that language comes to us pre-packaged, is deeply at odds with such assumptions. On Chomsky's view, language does not "come to us" from others at all. Rather (to quote Chomsky on this), it "grows" from the inside.     
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