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Innateness, Universal _Grarpmar, and
Emergentism

William O’Grady

1. Introduction

Controversyoverthenatureof theinnateendowmentor languageas an ongoing
themein the literature on languageacquisition. While it might appearthat this
controversyreflectsthe existenceof fundamentalunresolvedssuesin thefield, the
areaf disagreemerdremorerestrictedthaninitial appearancesuggest.

In point of fact, thereis generalagreementhat the acquisitionof languageis
innatelyguided—thismuch hasbeenwidely acknowledgecdvenby thoseopposed
to theideaof aninnate Universal Grammar(e.g., Slobin 1985:1158,Elman et al.
1996:31& 41,MacWhnney2002,Tomasello2003:40 & 283). Absolutelyno one
claimsthat languagecan be acquiredby anythng otherthana humanbrain, and
thereis no disputingthe fact that congenitalneurological pathologiesof various
sortscanimpedetheacquisitionanduseof language.

Thereis then essentialagreementon Chomsky’s (1975:13) observationthat
‘every “theory of learning” that is even worth consideringincorporatesan
innatenesdypothesis.’ The debateis over the formulation of that innateness
hypothesis—disagreementser the inborn endowmentfor languageturn on its
characternot its existencelet us beginby consideringa relatively uncontroversial
case.

The most basicappealto innatenessnvolves the needfor a ‘vocabulary’ of
conceptandcontrastsn termsof which generalizationganbe formulated.Gregg
(2003:120ff)ymakesthe point with greateffectivenessin his sweepingcritique of
emergentistapproachedo secondlanguageacquisition, and the observationis
commonin the literature on first languageacquisition as well. As Bowerman
(1987:461succinctlyputsit, ‘how doesthe child identify [grammaticallyrelevant]
featuresasimportantif they are not presentaheadof time?’ Jusczyk(1997:198)
makesa parallelpointwith regardio speectperception:

Outof all the possiblewaysin which learnerscould conceivablycategorize
the speechsignd, some dimensionsare favored, and others are not...

[Infants] are countingthe right sorts of propertiesin any distributional
analysighattheyperformontheinput...

Given that, minimally, languagenvolves a relationshipbetweenphoneticforms
on the one hand and semanticrepresentationsn the other, we can be sure that
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generalizationsaboutits workings will have to refer both to phonetic notions
(alveolar,voiced, vowel, etc.)andto semanticconceptgplural, definite, stage-level,
telic, andso forth). Moreover, it is hardto imaginean accountof the availability of

suchconceptsand contrastghatwould not assumesomesort of innate perceptual
systemandsomesort of innate conceptualsystem.And indeeda neurobiological
contributionin theseareasis very widely acceptedjf not always stated.What is

opento dispute,however,is the questionof whetherand to what extentthe innate
component®f the perceptualand conceptualsystemsqualify as instantiationsof

‘UniversalGrammar.’

Takethe perceptuakystem,for instance andthework of Jusczyk(1997),who
documentdnfants’ aptitudefor speechperceptionin greatdetail, making a very
strongcasefor what he calls‘innately guidedlearning.’ Yet, whenconsideringhe
guestionof whetherthat aptitudeis specificto languagehe notesthatthe evidence
doesnot point unequivocallytoward the existenceof specializedmechanismdor
speech(p. 64). Indeed,thereis considerablesvidencethat much of the perceptual
systemusedfor speechs presentin other primates(e.g., Kuhl & Miller 1975,
Raumset al. 2000, Hauser et al. 2001), leading Fitch, Hauser & Chomsky
(2005:195-96j)0 concludethat:

The safest assumption, at present, is that the mechanisms underlying human
speech perception were largely in place before language evolved, based on
either general auditory or vocalization-specific perceptual processes.

A parallelpointcanbe madeconcerningheconceptuakystemlLanguagesurely
makesuseof innately structuredsemanticrepresentatiosy but it is far from clear
thattheeffectsof UniversalGrammarcanbediscernedhere.For onething, thereis
the possibility, advocatedby Jackendoff(2002:123),that semanticrepresentations
arenotevenlinguistic objects.

Conceptuaktructurds not partof languageper se—itis partof thought.It
is the locus for the understandingof linguistic utterancesin context,
incorporatingpragmaticconsiderationsand “world knowledge”; it is the
cognitivestructuran termsof which reasoningandplannirg takeplace.

Moreover,asFitch, Hauser& Chomsky(2005:191)note, thereis a very real
possibility that ‘the conceptualstructureexpressedy languageis basedupon a
foundationsharedwith otheranimals’—apoint with which Pinker & Jackendoff
(2005:206)agree:The overallpicture,’ Pinker& Jackendofsuggestis that:

thereis a substrateof conceptualstructurein chimps, overlain by some
uniquely humanbut not necessarilylanguage-basedubsystemsin turn
overlain by subsystemsthat dependon the pre-existenceof linguistic



expression[e.g.,number kinship, intervals of time (suchas ‘week’), and
socialrolessuchas’justice of thepeace’and‘treasurer’]

A similar view is has beenput forward within developmentalpsychology by
Hespos& Spelke(2004:455):

... theearlydevelopmenbf semanticategorieparallelsthe developmenbf
phonologicalcategoriesand suggestghat natural languagesemanticsike
natural languagephonology, evolved so at to capitalize on pre-existing
representationalapacities.

In sum,it seemaunlikely thatthecaseor grammaticalnativismwouldever have
beermmade(or sowidely accepted)f it hadbeenbasedsolely on the argumentthat
notions such as definiteness specificity, person,and numberare in some sense
innately given or thatcontrastsnvolving voice onsettime, vowel height, and pitch
reflectdeep-seatedropertieof thebiology of perceptionlf nothingmorethanthis
wasclaimed,the term‘Universal Grammar’would never have beenproposedand
the controversy that has dominatedwork in acquisition theory would not have
arisen.

The sinequanon of Universal Grammaris not a claim aboutthe needfor a
vocabularyof semanticconceptsand phonetic contrasts;it is a claim aboutthe
natureof thecomputaional systenmthatstructuregorm andrelatesit to meaning.In
particular, it is the claim that this systemincludesfaculty-specific principles that
cannobelearnedirom experienceClassicexamplesof suchprinciplesincludethe
binding principles (eg., an anaphormust be bound in its governing category),
constraintson contraction (e.g., a Case-markedrace blocks contraction),scope
principles (e.g., a quantifier’'s scope correspondsto its c-command domain),
conditionson displacemen(e.g.,the SubjacencyConditionandthe Empty Category
Principle),andthelike.

It makessenseto focusthe “innatenesslebate’on this point, for it is herethat
the strongclaim hasbeenmadeandit is here(andonly here)thatit clearly makes
senseto talk aboutUniversal Grammarin anythinglike the original senseof an
innatesystemof grammaticaprinciples.If theterm*Universal Grammar’comesto
mearsimply ‘the innateendowmentor languageor comesto be equatedwith any
versionof the ‘innateneshypothesis’withoutregardfor its contentor characterjts
centralthesisbecomes virtual truism—surelynot the original intent of the nativist
programfor language.

Ironically, it is no longerclearthatChomskybelievesthatUniversalGrammairin
its original strongsenseexists.As | notedin my openingpaper,he hasrecently
suggestedhatthe propertiesof languagemight be reducible‘to propertiesof the
interface systemand general considerationsof computationalefficiency and the
like’ (2005:10). Nonetheless,it is clear that many other proponentsof the
Principles-and-Parametefrmmeworkcontinueto hold that UG as a grammatical



systemdoes exist. RecentUG-basedwork includes countlessproposalsabout
grammaticaprinciplesof varioussorts—seefor example,Baltin’s (2006) analysis
of VP preposingor Matushansky’q§2006) proposalconcerningthe propertiesof
head movement and its relationship to the Phase Impenetrability Condition.
Moreover,leadingfiguresin thefield of acquisitionresearci{eg., Crain, Goro, &
Thornton2006:31)continueto hold that‘children areborn with a set of universal
linguistic principles’andthat'manyaspect®f adultgrammarareinnate.’

2. The case for UG

Not surprisingly,the UG-inspiredcontributionsto this issueof Linguaraisea
numberof pointsin favor of the classicUG position and againstthe emergentist
approachSomeof thesepointsneedto be setaside,for thereasonslreadynoted,
sincetheyareactuallyargumentsn favor of a generalinnatenes$iypothesisyather
thanUG perse.However,manyotherpointsaredirectly relevantto the debateover
thenecessityof UG and the viability of emergentism—fatoo manyto permit a
thoroughdiscussiorhere.l will briefly focuson threesuch points, eachof which
alsorelatesto therole thatfrequencyconsiderationsnight havein an emergentist
accountof howlanguagevorksandhowit is acquired.

2.1 Frequency and the processor— want-to contraction again

As mentionedn theintroductoryarticle,frequermy is oneof thefactorsto which
emergentistdook for their explanations.Although not inherently objectionable
(everyone agreesthat there are frequencyeffects in language), there is very
substantiabdisagreementvithin linguistics over theimportanceof frequencyto our
overallunderstandingf howlanguagevorksandhowit is acquired.

All threeof thepro-UG contributionsto this specialissueexpressdoubtsabout
thegeneralexplanatorypotentialof frequencydenyingits relevanceto the particula
phenomenahat they consider—consistentvith a long-standingaversion within
UG-relatedvork to explanation®f this sort.

Methodologically appealso frequencywithin emergentisnareno different than
appealgo governmentwithin Principles-and-Paraaterstheory. Thereis nothing
inherentlywrongwith eitheridea.Eachmuststandor fall on its merits,andneither
constituteghefoundatiorof thelargerframeworkof claimsandassumptionsvithin
which it is embedded An argumentagainsta significant role for frequencyin
languageacquisitionis not an argumentagainstemergentisnper se,anymorethan
an argumentagainsigovernmenis anargumentagainstJG perse. It is simply a
consideratiorthatneedsto be takeninto accountin assessingherelevanceof that
factorto whatevertheoryof thelanguagdaculty onefavors.

As | seeit, frequencydoesin fact have a very important role to play in
understandingowlanguagevorks—butonly if weacknowledgehatits effectsare
modulatedby the efficiency-driven processotthatis at the heartof the language



faculty. The syntax of want-to contraction,discussedin detail in the article by
O’Grady, Nakamura& Ito in thisissuejs acasean point.

Frequencylearlyhasanimportantrole to play in undersandingwhy particular
pairsof elementscontractandothersdo not (e.g.,Bybee& Schiebmanl1999:576,
Bybee2002:112).It cannotbe a coincidencethat, as Krug (1998:294)observes,
almostall of thefull forms currentlyinvolvedin contractionin Englishcomefrom
amongthe 150 mostfrequentwordsin thelanguage And, in fact, frequencymay
well havea smallbutsignificantroleto playin understandingvant-tocontractionas
well. Take, for example thefactthatwantto contractsbut the homophonousvont
to doesnot.

(1) a. I wantto (wanna)gototheparty.
b. I amwontto (*wanna)goto theparty.

A searchof the CHILDES data base for Adam, Eve and Sarah reveals an
unsurprisingand presumablynot unrelated asymmetryin relative frequency:there
are980instance®f wantto, butnoneof wontto.

But canfrequencyexplain how and why speakersf Englishcometo permit
want-tocontractionin certaincontexts put not others—asllustratedby the familiar
contrastn (2)?

(2)a. Who do you want toManna) see?
b. Who do you want to (¥anna) stay?

Rohde(1999)suggestshatit can,claimingthatevensmall differencesin frequency
permit induction of contrastsbetweenpatterns.As a demonstrationof this, he
traineda Simple RecurrentNetworkon a one-million sentencecorpusin which the
various want-to patternswere representedn the following proportions. (These
proportionsverebasedn therelativerateof occurrenceof the different patternsn
theCHILDES database)

(3a. <N TO> pattern;no contraction:
Who do you wantto playwith? [0.0012]

b. <N TO> pattern;with contraction:
Who do youwannaplaywith?[0.0008]

c. <N N TO> pattern;no contraction:
Who do you wantto playwith you? [0.0002]

d. <N N TO> pattern;with contracton:
Who do youwannaplaywith you?[0.0]



Rohdereports(pp. 18-19)thatthe SRN wassignificantly lesslikely to producethe
(d) patternthan the other three patterns,suggestingthat it was sensitiveto the
prohibitionagainstontractionin thiscase.

| amskepticalaboutthesignificanceof this resultfor a numberof reasonsFor
onething, it is not clear that everyonehas accesgo even the relatively minimal
amountsof experiencethat RohdesupposesBailes(2000) makesa particularly
interestingobservationin this regard,noting thatspeakersof British English, who
areapparentlynot exposedo relevantdataat all (British English doesnot permit
anytypeof wantto contraction) cannonethelesdistinguishthe ‘good’ casedrom
the‘bad’ ones

It is alsounclearwhetherthe SRN usedby Rohdecangeneralizeto casesvhere
thewhword, the contractionsite, andthe gaparenot in suchcloseproximity asin
thesortsof sentence®undin hisinput.

(4)a. Prototypical pattern for prohibited itvaction: thewh word is in the same
clause as the potential contraction site.
Who did theywant to stay at their home?

b. Departure from the prototype: thé word is in a higher clause than the
potential contraction site.
[Who did the host family say [that theyant to stay at their home]]?

(5)a. Prototypical pattern for permissible contraction: wteword is associated
with the verb that serves as complememnémt.
Who did the visitor want tce&

b. Departure from the prototype: thé word is associated with a more deeply
embedded verb.
Who do they want [to believe that [the visiteaw]]?

An even more seriousproblemis that the Rohde’s SRN model offers no
explanationfor why the contrasin contractabilityexistsin thefirst place.If it had
beentrainedon inputin which contractionoccurredsomeof thetime in the <N N
to> patternbut neverin the <N TO> pattern(the reverseof what happensn actual
English),it wouldhaveno doubtlearnedthecontrasillustratedin (6).

(6) ‘Backward’ English:
a. The <NN TO> pattern—contraction permitted.
Who do youwanna stay?

b. The <NTO> pattern—no contraction.
Who do you want to see?



Yet, no speakeof Englishtalksthisway, andit is hardto believethatany speakeof

Englishever could.In orderto explainthisfact, we needto referto somethingother
thanfrequency;we needan explanationfor why somethings are infrequent(and
even non-existent)in the first place. If I'm right, the explanationlies in the
interactionof an efficiency-drivenlinear processomith a physiologicallymotivated
constrainton phonologicakeduction:contractionis mostnaturalwherethe elements
involvedcombineimmediately.

This pointsto anintriguing, but highly plausible,stateof affairs.If childrenare
equippedvith thetypeof processorlndarticulatoryphysiologythatl assumethey
arenot dependenbn UniversalGrammaro acquirethe contrasthatwe havebeen
consideringNor aretheydependenbn subtletiesof theinput. Thosesubtletes may
well be there,at leastsomeof the time, and it may well be possibleto design
computer-basedetworkghatwill recordandrespondio them.Nonethelesspn the
view | propose,children adopt a more direct and more secure approach: a
predispositionto treat contractionin a particular way emergesfrom the general
cognitive and physiologicalresourceswith which they are endowed.Thatis how
theycometo maketheparticularcontrasin contractabilitythattheydo. And, equally
importantly, thatis why the contrastcomesto be present(howeversparely)in the
inputin thefirst place.

2.2 An agreement puzzle

In his commentaryHawkins(this issue)raisesa curiousfact aboutagreement
andcontractionin English—manyspeakersisethe contractedorm there’s but not
its uncontracteadounterpartyith apluralNP.*

(7)a. There’stwobooksonthetable.
b. *Thereis twobooksonthetable.

A comparablgghenomenors alsopossiblewith here’s

(8) a. Here’sthreearticlesthatyou shouldread.
b. *Here is threearticlesthatyou shouldread.

Thisphenomenoexhibitsatleasttwo key properties.
First, contractionwithout agreements possibleonly with singularforms—the
pluralformsthere’reandhere’reexhibittheexpectedluralagreementlependency.

Thereare dialectsin which patternssuch as (7b) are acceptable-©zark English (Wolfram &
Christian1976:78& 82), for instanceput theyarenot relevanthere.SeeO’Grady (to appear)for
somediscussion.



(9) *There’reabookonthetable.
(cf. There’rebooksonthetable.)

(10) *Here'reanarticlethatyou shouldread.
(cf. Here'retwo articlesthatyou shouldread.)

Second, contraction without agreement manifests lexical idiosyncrasis.
Althoughfully naturalwith there’sandhere’s it soundsnoticeablylessacceptable,
atleastto my ear,with where’sandseemsdo beentirelyimpossiblewith when'’s.

(11) ?*Where'sthethreearticlesthat’m supposedo read?
(cf. Where’sthearicle thatI'm supposedo read?)

(12) *When’sthetwoconcertghatyouwantto goto?
(cf. When’stheconcertthatyou wantto goto?)

In sum,it appearshatthere’sandhere’s (andto a lesserextentwhere’s show
an ‘anti-agreemeneffect'—they manifest the default third personsingular form
regardlessf thepersonandnumberpropertiesof the accompanyindNP. How can
weaccounfor this?

Onepossibility is thatthere’s and here’s are showingthe effectsnot just of
contraction but also of grammaticalization,a processthat often accompanies
contractionandis alsohighly sensitiveto frequency(e.g., Bybee 2003, Tomasello
2003:15) An obviousexampleof the combinedeffect of the two processesanbe
seenin Englishgonna(< goingto), which hasbecomea markerof the immediate
future.

Another precedentmoredirectly relevantto the caseat hand, involves French
voila (lit. “‘seethere’) and voici (lit. ‘seehere’), which resembletheir English
counterpartshere’sandhere’sin not exhibiting agreement{Morin 1985).Instead,
theyfunctionasinvariantfunctorsthatcombinewith anNP to yield aclause.

(13)a. With asingularNP:
Voici/voila  unlivre.
here.ighere.isabook
‘Here’s/there’sabook.’

b. With apluralNP:
Voici/voila  deuxlivres.
here.ighere.igwobooks
‘Here’s/there’dswo books.’



If this ideais on theright track andif the prospectdor grammaticalization]ike
those of contraction, are enhancedby frequencyof usage,as we have been
assuminganumker of predictionsfollow.

a. Theforms there’sandhere’s which showthe anti-agreemengffect thatwe
attributeto grammaticalizationshouldbe morefrequentthantheir respective
plural counterpartswhich show no such effect. This is correct. As the
following summaryof a Googlesearchof the English-languagénternetin
late Januaryof 2007 shows,there’s and here’s are a few hundredtimes
morefrequenthanthere’reandhere’re respectively.

there's 300,000,000
there’'re 1,320,000

here’s 289,000,000
here're 525,000

b. There’sand here’s which showthe anti-agreemengffect, should be more
frequentthan where’s which shows the effect only weakly. This too is
correct—where’soccursapproximatelya third less often thanthere’s and
here’s

there’s 300,000,000
here’s 289,000,000
where’s 195,000,000

c. When’swhich doesnotshowtheeffectatall, shouldin turn be significantly
lessfrequentthanwhere’s This toois correct:when’soccurfar less often
thanwhere’s

where’'s 195,000,000
when'’s 2,270,000

Of course thereis much moreto the contractionand grammaticalizatiorthan
frequency.To begin, one must ask why and how contractionssuch as there’s
here’s where’s and when’s comeaboutin the first place. This in itself is not a
trivial questionsince, as Bybee (2002:124)observesjt appearghat the pairs of
elementsthat undergofusion in thesecases(an expletive subjectplus a verb, a
locativeplusa verb, anda wh word plus a verb) do not evenform a constituent—a

*Thereis no comparabladifferencefor the uncontractedforms-there is andthere are eachoccur
abouta billion anda half times, for instance.Ilt seemsplausibleto supposethat phonological
considerationsliscourageontractiorof the latter pair of elementswhosereducedorm containsan
[r] immediatelyfollowed by a syllabic|r].



rathercounterintuitivestateof affairs.In fact, though, Bybeemay be wrong about
this.

In thesortof linear computationakystemthat! proposethefirst two wordsin
sentencesuchasThere’sink onthefloor andWhere’'sMary? do in factenterinto
afleetingcombinatoriakelationwith eachotherasthesentences beingbuilt.

(14)a. Combinationof thereandis: Combinationof whereandis:
[Thereis] [Whereis]
b. Combinationof is andink: Combinationof is andMary:
[Therdis ink]] [Where[is Mary]]

Becausethere/whereand is combine immediately during the first step in the
sentenceformation processcreating a temporary constituent,contractionat this
point satisfiesthe naturalnesgonstraintproposedby O’Grady, Nakamura& Ito
(thisissue):contractionof thestringXY is naturalwhenX combineswith Y without
delay.Frequencyenteranto play only secondarilyin thatthe relevantfrequencyof
theseparticularcomputationalroutinesmay well have pavedthe way for eventual
grammaticalizationwhich in turn resultsin the anti-agreementeffect noted by
Hawkins.

2.3 Functional morphology in SLA

In theircontributionto thisissue Goad& White (seealsoGoad& White 2006)
investigatethe ability of native Mandarn speakerdo producethreetypesof past
tenseformsin English.

i) irregular pseudo-inflectiorkept
i) regular inflection with a short stemrap+ed
i) regular inflection with a long sterhelp+ed

They report two key findings:

a. Themostcommonpatternis for pasttenseinflection to be realizedwith a fortis
releasghencdkzpth], [rzp-t], etc.).

b. Thefinal consonanof thestemfrequentlymanifestsa fortis releasen regularly
inflected forms, but not in pseudo-inflectedorms (hence[rzp" -th], but not
*[ kephth]).

Goad & White note that in the prosodic representationghat they posit, the
unattestedform has an unlicensedempty nucleus, in violation of the Empty
CategoryPrinciple—acomponenbdf UniversalGrammar.



According to this theory, an empty nucleusmust be followed by a domain
boundary.This happensn (15b),Goad& White’s representatiorior wrapped in
which eachemptynucleusappearsmmediatelybeforea prosodicword boundary.
However,the principle fails to be satisfiedin (15a),their representatioffior kept in
which bothemptynucleifall within thesameprosodicworddomain.

(15)
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Goad& White takethis resultto constitutea challengeto emergentismglaiming
thatthestem-finalconsonantsvouldall ‘be analysec&scodasanddifferencesn the
distributionof fortis release.. wouldgo unexplained{p. 11).

This is not necessarilyso. Although an emergentistheory of morphological
structureis unlikely to positrepresentationsuchasthoseabove,it is nonethiess
capableof distinguishingoetweertheinternalstructureof verbsthatexhibit pseudo-
inflection andthosethatexhibitregularnflection. Considerin this regardthe theory
of emergentismorphologyput forward by Hay (2003),who proposes(basedon
experimentaevidence}hatthe internal structureof affixed wordsis gradientrather
thancategoricalyeflectingtheir relative frequencycomparedto that of their stem.
Thewordsinadequateandinaudible area casein point, as| notedin my opening
essay.Becauseadequatas more frequentthan the affixed form inadequate its
presenceén the derivedword is relatively salient,leadingto a high native speaker
ratingfor structuralcomplexity.In contrast,becauseudibleis less frequent(and
thereforeless salient) thaninaudible the affixed form receivesa low rating for
structuralcomplexity.

By this criterion, relatively strongmorphologicalboundarieshouldemergefor
regularssuchaswrappedandhelpedsincein bothtypesof case,the stem(wrap
andhelp respectivelyjs likely to bereasonablyrequentin theinput (in additionto
its presencein instructional materials such as glossariesand dictionaries). In
contrastthe‘stem’ for thepseudo-inflectedorm (kepin thecaseof keptslepin the
caseof slept etc.)hasa frequencyof zero.Thereis thereforeno opportunityfor a
word-internalmorphologicalboundaryto emergein thesecasesAs a result, such
wordsendup beingmonomorphemic.



This in turn opensthe door to an alternativeexdanationfor the distribution of
fortis releasan thespeeclof theMandarinlearnersin particular,it is possiblethat
this phoneticstrategyis usedto indicate the presenceof the (strong) boundary
betweena stemand an inflectional affix.® Interestngly, a parallel tendency—this
time involving nativeEnglishspeakers—haseendocumentedy Hay (2003:123ff)
for adifferenttypeof morphologicaboundary.Shereportsthatthe stem-final/t/ is
pronounceanorestronglyin daftly andsoftly (whosestemis morefrequenthanthe
affixedword, creatinga stronginternalmorphemeboundary)thanin swiftly (which
is morefrequenthanits stem,resultingin aweakerinternalboundary).

My suggestioraboutthe L2 factsalso permitsa predictionthatis yetto be
tested:fortis releaseshouldnot be observedon the [p] in monomorphemiovords
suchasapt andrapt. Rather,thesewordsshouldbehavelike the pseudo-inflected
keptandslept which arealsomonomorphemic.

Whateverthe fate of this prediction—andjndeed,of the entire proposalthat |
have just sketched—itis clear thatan emergentistanalysiscan and does posit a
representationatlifference betweenthe two typesof inflected forms (regularand
irregular)while atthesameime placingthestem-find consonanin thecodain both
typesof words, consistentith the phoneticfacts. This in turn opensthe door to
various possible explanationsfor differencesin the L2 pronunciation of the
consonantlusterin keptand wrappedwithout the needfor refeenceto onset-
nucleussharing,null nuclei,or aninnateEmpty CategoryPrinciple.

3. Concluding Remarks

A theory of language acquisition that incorporatessome version of the
‘innatenessiypothesis’is not the samething as a theory of languageacqusition
that incorporatesa version of UG. And an emergentisttheory of language
acquisitionis notthesamehingasatheoryof frequencyeffects.

The purposeof emergentisms not to refute nativism; it is to devisea better
versionof theinnateneshypothesis(It's no accidenthatthetitle of Elmanetal.’s
pioneeringwork is Rethinkinginnatenesgot Rejectinginnateness Thatenterprise
encompasseasanydifferentpossibilities,andit is perhapgrematureto takea hard
positionon anythingat this time. Nonethelessjt is possibleto discerncertain
promisinglinesof inquiry, including the ideathata processotthatis sensitiveto
computationalefficiency as well asto frequencycanshedlight on many of the
classicmysterieghat originally motivatedinterestin Universal Grammar.Further
pursuitof thisidearequirescarefulanddetailedattentionto thetraditional problems

*The questionof why Chinesespeakes employ this particularphonetic strategyis yet to be

addressedHowever,it is perhapgelevantto note that Mandarindoeshave aspiratedconsonants,
andthat it permits voicelessvowels in unstressedtionelesssyllables under certain conditions
(Chao1967:21-27).

‘It would also be interestingto know whetherthe word-final [t] of apt andrapt manifestsfortis

releaseGoad& White observahatthereis a higherrateof fortis releaseof the [t] in the caseof

pseudo-inflectiothanregularinflection (i.e., keptvs. wrapped.



of languageacquisition,including the very importantphenomenaonsideredn the
intriguing UG contributiongto thisissue.
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