GENERAL TERMS AND CONCEPTS
Acceptable / unacceptable

Well-formed / ill-formed

These terms were introduced by Chomsky in 1965 to describe native speakers’ intuitions about the grammatical correctness of sentences. A native speaker of English would immediately know that sentences like *Went he there? or *Where did you bought it? are not well-formed, and thus unacceptable, even without being aware of the rules for forming a question. According to Chomsky, this should prove that our knowledge of grammar is unconscious.

The problem is that acceptability judgments are not always based on well-formedness, they are often influenced by taste, fashion or social prejudice.
Some older or more conservative English speakers might find a sentence like Who did you meet at the party? unacceptable because the correct pronoun form should be “whom”. Or they might find a sentence like I ain’t got no money unacceptable because of the use of the double negative. In fact, there is nothing wrong in either of these sentences, they are both well-formed. It’s only that in the first case the distinction between subject and object pronoun  has become redundant with the passing of time, and in the second that the sentence is sub-standard.

On the other hand, a sentence like Got ain’t money no I, would be considered both ill-formed and unacceptable by any native speaker of English, because there is no underlying grammar to it.

In order to avoid these problems, most linguists assume they are working with ideal native speakers who make perfect judgements. Such native speakers obviously do not exist in reality, but this fiction is necessary in order to understand the underlying grammatical structure of the language.

Competence/ performance

Chomsky demonstrates the crucial link between psychology and linguistics through the mentalistic nature of his conception of the term competence. This also strengthens the view that there is a biological basis for language use. Thus language is a system represented in the mind or brain of a particular individual. The mental representation of language is in the form of the finite rules and principles which form what is called Internalized Language (I-Language). The I-language in Chomsky’s own words “is some element of the mind of the person who knows the language, acquired by the learner, and used by a speaker-hearer”. This element serves as

the native speaker’s linguistic knowledge, mental or internalised grammar. The linguistic knowledge is not a skill but a state - a state of knowledge represented in the mind . All these constitute what Chomsky terms competence. This line of thought maintains his basic conviction that linguistic theory is mentalistic since it is more concerned with discovering a mental reality underlying actual speech behaviour. 
No wonder, the quest of his formal linguistic analysis is to explain rather than describe the nature of language and the manner in which language is acquired through his account of competence, as reflected in deep structure and underpinned by linguistic universals. The fundamental issue is that certain abstract principles pertaining to the grammatical structure of human language in general are genetically encoded in the brain.

It is due to this innately structured falculté de langage  that infants come into

the world primed to acquire a language. The uniqueness of language should  be viewed as evidence that random mutations have endowed humans with the specific capacity to learn human language, though science can give us no idea of how and why, besides the fact that humans’ speech organs are physiologically structured for speech production.
Alongside competence, Chomsky brings forth the concept called performance. He refers to it as the actual use of language in a concrete situation. It is also referred to as the External Language (E-language) in the sense that its product - utterance - is independent of the properties of the mind and brain. Grammar in this sense is a collection of descriptive statements concerning the external language - the actual or potential speech events. Notably, performance characterises knowledge of language as a practical ability to speak and understand. The occurrence of the term ability has two senses. The first sense refers to the actual use of a language - by implication, performance. This can improve or decline and can be inadequate to determine the consequences of knowledge. The second sense refers to competence. It remains stable and is intuitively based in that it is present even if one is unable to detect what it entails in concrete cases.

By inventing these concepts, competence and performance, Chomsky assumes that underlying the native speaker-hearer’s language use - performance - there exists a body of immutable, independent and uniform linguistic knowledge which he calls competence. From this assumption, one could say that performance reflects competence. Yet, Chomsky refutes this stance. For him performance can reflect competence only in idealization. His highly idealised notion of what constitutes language suggests that he is surreptitiously internalising prescriptivism in that the data that would not conform to his ideal, or that would be considered ungrammatical, are disregarded.

Langue/ parole

Among the sets of dichotomies on which the Saussurean conception of language is structured is parole versus langue. Parole is the actual language behaviour that leads to an account of language use including the relative frequency with which particular combinations or forms are used in actual speech. 

Langue on the other hand, is what one assimilates when one learns a language. It is a set of forms established as a result of the speaker’s use of speech.  As a grammatical system it is a coherent and analysable object which must be the linguists’ primary concern. Sound production does not form part of langue. It forms part of parole - which is a substance not a form. Sound changes therefore take place outside the linguistic system with external factors affecting the parole. These changes are conditioned by the system (langue) because according to Saussure the system seeks a different state. He envisages language as both a structure of mental operation of individuals who use it and a structure of the communicational process by means of which a community functions as a cultural entity. It is ultimately supra-individual in the sense that it is vested in the society and depends, for its existence, on the external social relations. The individual’s mind projects an imperfect reflection of a language system. The distinction between parole (speaking) and langue (language system) separates what is individual from what is social, what is essential from what is accidental .To separate this is to isolate the object of linguistic investigation.

Diachronic/ synchronic 

Diachronic linguistics views the historical development of a language. Thus, on the diachronic axis we can go back and forth in time, watching the language with all its features change. A diachronic approach involves an examination of origins and development. For example, if we examine the etymology of a word, or the development of a genre. Diachronic approaches give us a history, they focus on how things change over time. 

Synchronic linguistics, instead views a particular state of a language at some given point in time. This could mean Modern English of the present day, or the systematic analysis of the system of Shakespeare's English. However, no comparisons are made to other states of language or other times. 
Modern linguistics, following Ferdinand de Saussure, is primarily interested in the synchronic point of view. Saussure postulated the priority of synchrony: no knowledge of the historical development of a language is necessary to examine its present system. He arrived at this radical viewpoint due to his conviction that linguistic research must concentrate on the structure of language. Later, the whole paradigm was hence called structuralism. 
Paradigmatic/ sintagmatic

Ferdinand de Saussure emphasized that meaning arises from the differences between signifiers; these differences are of two kinds: syntagmatic (concerning positioning) and paradigmatic (concerning substitution). Saussure called the latter associative relations but Roman Jakobson's term is now used. The distinction is a key one in structuralist semiotic analysis. These two dimensions are often presented as 'axes', where the horizontal axis is the syntagmatic and the vertical axis is the paradigmatic. The plane of the syntagm is that of the combination of 'this-and-this-and-this' (as in the sentence, 'the man cried') while the plane of the paradigm is that of the selection of 'this-or-this-or-this' (e.g. the replacement of the last word in the same sentence with 'died' or 'sang').
Marked/ unmarked

In Generative Grammar, markedness refers to sets of features one of which is considered neutral and the other non-neutral. For example, the addition of “s” marks the plural of most English nouns, thus the plural is “marked” and the singular “unmarked”. 

Other interpretations of marking involve frequency of occurrence. In discourse analysis, for example, a falling intonation is unmarked, because it is more common than a rising one, which then would be marked.

In semantic analysis, this distinction is applied to pairs of words that are seen as marked or unmarked on the grounds that one of them has a wider distribution than the other. For example, in pairs such as old/young, dog/bitch, tall/short, the first term is the unmarked one because it has a wider application. You say How old is she? (and not how young), How tall are you? (and not how short), and the word dog can be used for both male and female animals.
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