phee questions arise et oncegw'een we consider the nceion 'kngwledge of lag=uage': (I) What is the neture of this
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ing of what It is that is acquired or used. A standard, and | think basically correct, approach to the first question is to
assume that a person who knows a language has internalized a grammar, a system of rules and principles that assigns
structural descripti o linguistic expre55|ons If so,| |n the centraI not|ons to be develg | are the correlative
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state common to the species that prowdes
distinguishes humans from birds or apes. On¢
consists of a system of principles, each with ¢
edge of grammar with all that it entails is, in ¢ 2
of presented experience.Let us say that this process yields a 'core grammar'. Then an actual grammar, representing full
knowledge of language, con5|sts of a core grammar extended to a perlphery that incorporates more idiosyncratic
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It is charactenzed by a theory of principles and parameters and a theory of markedness, WhICh permits the extension
of core grammar to a full grammar. | shall refer to this complex as 'a theory of universal grammar (u.g.) ', and shall say

that u.g.is a componen g, "V =enaress Fky - q.{’,ﬁ’ 7 =rience, the initial state is
transformed to a more 5 iy z | & . mentalistic terminology
involves nothing beyon E ¥ E Q«:‘?' 1 and steady state, respec-
tively, characterized at s~y Harrison St A 3. < f-?:' ion expresses conditions
satisfied in some way by ka S e E Harrison = ple, refer to the proposals
of David Marr and his co ' h lt the rigidity principle that
permits determinationc o =4 “5:,3 L k! 0 n ‘ms of axes of elongation,
etc. (Marr & Nishihara 19 % % 1';1 af“u .,m the transition from initial
to steady state can ber “-'é i E Balbo Dr '} 1ave at most a negligible
effect on the state attair | emely good first approxi-
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that we would like to exf Der?;?:fﬁ . Johntolike him (2) every-
one wants him to be lik -+ in (3), whereas (2) cannot
have the corresponding . like x (4) for every person

X, X wants x to be liked by John.Thus, even though 'John likes him'and 'he is liked by John' are virtual synonyms, inser-
tion of the corresponding infinitives as the clausal complement of the verb want yields expressions that differ in their
range of meaning. TheK age- users knowled fthese cts is propositional knowledge that so-and-so. Such

examples of propositio e nd aVEfﬂntences It is, for example
a property of my dialec ant nt, e.g. the sentence (5

not well- ne wants that Joh everthe ss, | know that thigexpression, were it wall- formed
= e?ﬁﬁpﬁsﬂu -dearborn).:
every p&so st nts that

x be liked%y John..In this case, interchange of sy nyms John like him','he be liked by John') does preserv&meaning.
How can we explain thes nt stul mmarthat yields these conse-
quences, takingitto bea 3“&@ e@aner quswxplain these facts by postu-
lating a u.g. as an element of the initial state with the foIIowing property: given experience sufficient for language
acquisition, this u.g. determines a grammar that in turn yields these consequences. A theory 0fu.g. with this prop-



