Text: Steinberg, Danny D. (1993): An Introduction to Psycholinguistics, London: Longman
95: “I-Language”. Description versus explanation. (Chomsky wanted explanation, not only description.) Versus Bloomfield.

96: Chomsky: Competence and performance. In analogy to the “surface” and “deep” structure distinction.

103: There is a finite set of rules which can generate an infinite number of sentences (correct expressions). This is done by the so-called “recursion” Rules are stored as a resource and then applied. In more recent research one can recognize the rule as partially biologically embodied. These rules can be transformational rules.

110: Chomsky tried to develop his theory until most recent times. Maybe one could say that he was the first who tried to create a kind of theoretical linguistic paradigm.

111: Lakoff shifted towards semantics in the 1970s. Chomsky: Syntactic. Other Concepts are “Cognitive Grammar” (Lakoff) and “Functional Grammar” (Fodor).

119: Chomsky advocates a “Resource Grammar”: “Here, the grammar is used as a sort of resource in order that a speaker may engage in the process of producing or understanding sentences.”
122: More recent grammar place more emphasis on the process. They are thus “Process Grammars” (Cognitive Grammar). Here, the pragmatic aspect is the important one. Chomsky certainly would say that most of the data just belongs to performance.

124: Maybe one could say that process grammars take the fact into account that not all of the processes involved in language production are open to introspection. Versus the Cartesian approach.

127: Syntactic approach: NP, V, Subject, Object. Semantic approach: Living Thing, Action, Thing, Agent, Patient. Here, there is the assumption that we understand the world and categorize it according to the particular usages of things in the world.

129: The process of rule application is subconscious.

So what do we use?
> I think that the rules attributing particular meanings to things are clearly semantic ones. But we have to discern between the meaning of a thing “as such”, the ideal concept, and the use in any language. Here syntactic analysing can be helpful.

134: The perfect circle: How do ideas enter the mind? Empirically or rationally? Bloomfield ( Analogy. Chomsky: Innateness hypothesis.

135: Empiricist: Derivation and analogy. Comparison.

137: For Chomsky already existing knowledge is just “triggered”. It is already there. Rationalist: Discovery. Empiricist: Invention. How is the question of freedom to be seen: Innate ( free individual. Empirical: very adaptable individual ( not free.

139: Universal Grammar: Not only for language but also for mathematics.

140-153:
	Chomsky
	Arguments against

	- Ease and speed of language acquisition (fostered by UG).
- Still, after a critical age it cannot be learnt as a mother tongue.
	- Time of language acquisition is quite long, 14,400 hours (four years) versus student: 17 years. 

	- Inadequate language data.
	- The truly ungrammatical constructions are less than two percent.

	- Poverty of stimulus. Grouping and labelling are done in our minds. Help of UG. 
	- Empirical research has shown that the input is not deficient.   


159: See German language as embodiment of all the evil ( Whorf ( Sapir-Whorf-Hypothesis: The language we use alters our perception of the world.
163: Whorf: Language is the basis of thought. Linguistic relativism. A language imposes particular ideas of nature or of one’s culture. Language is a shaper of ideas.
164: Recent research: Whorf was wrong: Hopi is not timeless language. Chomsky would contribute: We are all born with the same UG.

167: Deaf children can think. They also have a particular world view. What about the bilinguals? They are obviously not schizoids. But what about emotional attributes to languages? Personal experience: Bulgarian ( a more emotional connection: learnt from the grandparents.
169: There are creoles developing along the same lines. Language Universals: Because of the same “Input” or because of the same “Ideas”?
171: Language is a means of communicating thought. Thought is the shaper of language, not vice versa.

Language and the brain: 
- localist model (can explain 85% of the language deficiencies)

- holistic model (has to be taken into account if the remaining 15% are to be explained) 
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