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A metaphor that has dominated linguistics for thelinguistic knowledge can be learned from scratch, and
entire duration of its existence as a discipline views(5) reliance on constructions (parameterized phrases, or
sentences as edifices consisting of Lego-like buildingpatterns of usage) rather than “rules” need not overload
blocks. It is assumed that each sentence is constructddxicon-like memory. This suggests that language is, af-
(and, on the receiving end, parseal) novq starting ter all, continuous with the rest of cognition, and that
(ending) with atomic constituents, to logical semanticthe new metaphor — representing structure by a fuzzy
specifications, in a recursive process governed by a fewChorus of Phrases — may in the long run help revert the
precise algebraic rules. The assumptions underlying thgrounds of the crumbling Lego castle of generative lin-
Lego metaphor, as it is expressed in generative gramguistics happily back to nature.
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