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Four recent volumes on acquisition of French by different populations cover a range of areas, particularly the development of verbal tense / agreement and nominal gender / concord in first language (L1) acquirers, as opposed to second language (L2) learners; the generalizability of grammatical deficits (e.g. difficulty acquiring parametrized features different from the L1); and variation in acquisition between functional features from different domains: nominal and verbal, for example, are not all acquired at a comparable rate or with analogous errors across different learning populations. The detailed data on acquisition of French presented in these studies furnishes strong evidence for Universal Grammar (UG) systematicity that is not at all predictable from input frequency alone.

I Introduction

The appearance of four volumes devoted to second language acquisition (L2A) of French within a year confirms both the robustness of French language acquisition research and the established strength of French linguistic theory, especially generative and functionalist. After a brief overview of French traditions of linguistic study and L2A research, I review the contributions to Second Language (L2) scholarship of the following four volumes: Dewaele (Dewaele), International Review of Applied Linguistics (IRAL) 42(4), Journal of French Language Studies (JFLS) 14 (3), and Prévost and Paradis (P&P). Citations are given using the abbreviations in parentheses throughout this article.

French linguistic scholarship can be traced to at least the sixteenth century when -thanks to the Ordonnance de Villers-Cotterêts that made French (rather than Latin) the official language -grammarians such as Meigret (1970Meigret ( [1550]]) and Peletier du [START_REF] Peletier Du Mans | Dialogue de l'ortografe e prononciacion francoese suivi de la réponse de Louis Meigret[END_REF][START_REF] Peletier Du Mans | Dialogue de l'ortografe e prononciacion francoese suivi de la réponse de Louis Meigret[END_REF]) wrote treatises spanning descriptions of French phonology to suggestions for orthographic reform (little heeded, however). In 1634 the Académie Française, a body devoted to the guardianship of the French language, was established, and 'Cartesian' linguists [START_REF] Chomsky | Cartesian linguistics: a chapter in the history of rationalist thought[END_REF] subsequently described universal features of human language. The nineteenth century saw the development of diachronic Romance studies and the twentieth a variety of theories spawned by de Saussure's Cours de linguistique générale. The two theoretical schools that are probably most significant in French scholarship at the beginning of the twenty-first century are generative grammar and functionalism, both of which are used to investigate L2A in French-focused journals such as Journal of French Language Studies, French Review, Langue Française, Langue et Langages and Acquisition et Interaction en Langue Etrangère (AILE), as well as in acquisition journals such as Second Language Research, Studies in Second Language Acquisition, International Review of Applied Linguistics and Language Acquisition. The French-focused journals also publish on other aspects of French linguistics, literature and language pedagogy.

The purposes of this review are to elucidate the features of French of particular interest to linguistic theory and L2A research and to illustrate areas of recent research by evaluating the specific contributions of these volumes to theory, L2A investigations and French databases. To these ends, Section II discusses linguistic aspects of French of particular relevance for L2 studies and provides an overview of the four volumes, Sections III-V examine major contributions of the volumes, and Section VI gives a concluding discussion.

II Linguistic highlights of French

Since the French language has been linguistically scrutinized for centuries, there is a rich literature on its phonology, morphology, syntax, semantics, lexicon and socio-variability, all of which provide a backdrop for L2 studies. Despite its close affinity with English and other Romance languages, it has a number of distinctive characteristics that make it a valuable source of L2 data. I will briefly mention characteristics of French that present relevant opportunities for acquisition research.

With 16 vowels and 18 consonants, French has a complex phonological system that contains a set of nasal vowels (that enter into morphological alternations with oral vowel ϩ nasal consonant), an unstable neutral vowel schwa (whose distribution is determined both by linguistic and social factors), vowel-glide alternations, and a uvular /r/. These subjects provide solid areas for investigation, as for example Thomas (IRAL) on acquisition of variable schwa deletion.

As for morphology, French verbs and adjectives, which carry person-tense and gender-number inflection respectively, have as the most frequent alternation final consonant -C# as the marked form (feminine nominal, plural verb) with zero as the unmarked form. L2A of the morphosyntactic gender feature as well as the ability to store and access the phonological realization are topics explored in several articles in these collections. Alternations involving nasal vowels (e.g. italien-m/italienne-f 'Italian') and the difficult relation of French orthography to phonology are areas of interest that could profitably be explored in future research.

French morphosyntax has already seen a substantial amount of work in areas that still remain open to further exploration (Hawkins, Myles, and Towell give good overviews in JFLS). French (2a) is a verb raising language [START_REF] Pollock | Verb movement, universal grammar and the structure of IP[END_REF], often compared parametrically to English, a language that raises only non-thematic verbs (2b); in numerous articles in the 1990s L2A of raising has been examined in learners of both languages (for overviews see [START_REF] Herschensohn | The second time around: minimalism and L2 acquisition[END_REF][START_REF] Hawkins | Second language syntax[END_REF][START_REF] White | Second language acquisition and universal grammar[END_REF].

2) a. Nous (n')embrassons pas / souvent Marie.

b. We do not / often kiss Mary.

The morphosyntax of DP, including noun raising, concord and clitic pronouns, is another area of interest, especially well represented in these volumes and discussed below. As in the case of verb raising, French differs parametrically from English in raising the noun to the left of the adjective (3), and requiring gender/number agreement (concord) on the adjective(s) and determiner.

3) a. le-m-sg petit-m-sg chat-m-sg blanc-m-sg b. the little white cat

Other areas of French syntax that are of interest to L2 researchers include CP phenomena such as relative clauses (e.g. qui/que 'who/ which/that' alternation), interrogatives (particularly in situ question words), topicalized phrases, and quantification at a distance. Along more lexicosemantic lines, French offers opportunities to explore argument structure of verbs (e.g. unaccusatives, causatives, inchoatives), perfective/imperfective verbal aspect, quantifier scope, compound nouns and deverbal nominals. Variation, in terms of both social factors and register considerations, can be examined in all domains: the breadth of usage of schwa, liaison and elision in phonology; the omission of negative ne or reduction of clitic pronouns; the use of formal address with pronouns tu/vous, nous/on; and vocabulary choice, with a gamut of words from careful to informal register. Dewaele (JFLS) gives a brief but comprehensive overview of recent research in this area.

The four volumes comprise 36 articles total, 29 of which cover morphosyntax, one phonology, and the remaining six more general topics. IRAL deals exclusively with sociolinguistic variation, while P&P exclusively uses the generative research paradigm to examine acquisition of functional categories by a range of learners (L1, L2, bilingual, Specific Language Impairment SLI); the other two collections represent a variety of theoretical frameworks. In the next sections I examine more closely the major contributions in JFLS overviews, functionalist variation and functional categories.

III Overviews and functionalist variation

The quintessential overviews of JFLS are Myles' introduction (for French linguists) of L2A investigation and Towell's final evaluation of recent L2 French research. Both appeal to [START_REF] Gregg | SLA theory: construction and assessment[END_REF] distinction between property and transitional theories, the former describing a grammar at a given state and the latter accounting for the development of the learner system. Myles points to two major findings -that L2A is both systematic (in route) and highly variable (in rate and outcome) -in work based in theoretical approaches as varied as Universal Grammar (UG), processing, functionalist, input/output and sociolinguistic. Acknowledging that UG approaches have 'contributed the most to our understanding of the L2 linguistic system' (JFLS, 218), she clearly points to the complementary contributions of other theoretical approaches and notes recent efforts to build bridges such as [START_REF] Carroll | Input and evidence: the raw materials of second language acquisition[END_REF] model bringing together UG and processing.

Towell's final evaluation is in part a follow-up to an article from 10 years past [START_REF] Hawkins | Second language acquisition and the second language acquisition of French[END_REF], to which he happily reports that subsequent work has 'been able to provide accounts, from a variety of perspectives, on research which has taken place. I take this as a sign of significant progress' (Towell,JFLS: 357). As a linguist whose interests span processing and UG approaches, Towell is well placed to evaluate the articles of this issue, and he does so by revisiting three questions he posed in 1992. The first two questions constitute the foci of the property and transitional theories respectively, while the third addresses (mainly) pedagogical applications of L2 research. His astute observations evaluate not only the volume's articles, but also the larger field, as Towell points out challenges to each theoretical framework. Both Myles' and Towell's articles provide excellent overviews of the state of the art in L2 research, not simply French. Another noteworthy overview in JFLS is Véronique's summary of developmental stages from a functionalist perspective, a framework that follows growth from a Basic Variety level [START_REF] Klein | The basic variety (or: couldn't natural languages be much simpler?)[END_REF] through progress to temporal reference and finally to clause combining at more advanced levels. Indeed, several articles contribute case studies within this schema: Watorek and Perdue (Dewaele) and Véronique (Dewaele) document the earliest stages of pre-verbal to verbal development; Howard (IRAL, Dewaele) describes the emergence of past tenses; Bartning and Schlyter (JFLS) illustrate a span of six levels of Swedish learners of L2 French, from 'initial' (e.g. use of non-finite for finite) to 'advanced superior' (e.g. stabilized verbal inflection); Hancock and Kirchmeyer (Dewaele) also document advanced development in their study of relative clause use.

A last area of general interest in this overview section is the corpora of L2 French that are cited. Rule (JFLS) -in a perfect companion piece to Myles' (2005b) more comprehensive discussion of cross-linguistic L2 Interlanguage corpora -gives a fine introduction to the CHILDES database and how to use it, illustrating with examples from the Southampton project (French Learner Language Oral Corpora, FLLOC database) to which she contributed. As an added bonus, she provides a table of extant databases on L2 French, giving principal investigator(s), profile of learners, type of data, where available, and resulting publications. In addition to FLLOC, two large corpora of Swedish learners of L2 French cited frequently in the volumes under review are the InterFra (Stockholm, Bartning) and the Lund corpus (Lund, Schlyter), detailed in Bartning and Schlyter (JFLS). The articles in all the volumes provide ample learner data of empirical interest independent of theoretical framework, and the databases described above could be a rich source for future exploration.

IV Functional categories, TP

The role of external factors such as environment, instruction, input, frequency, social integration, communicative needs and learner characteristics is far more important for adult L2A than for child first language acquisition (L1A). Nevertheless, the 'what' of Towell's inquiries is crucial to our understanding of L2 development and has been best addressed by the UG research paradigm, as Hawkins' (JFLS) contribution makes clear. Focusing on two areas of particular importance in UG studies -poverty of the stimulus phenomena (knowledge unavailable in the input and only attributable to UG) and divergence in interlanguage grammar (evidence available in the input but not acquired) -he demonstrates that a generative model incorporating recent versions of minimalism [START_REF] Chomsky | Cartesian linguistics: a chapter in the history of rationalist thought[END_REF] and distributed morphology (Embick and Noyer, 2001) offers several theoretical alternatives to explain L2 grammars. 'Adopting a theory of UG allows considerable progress to be made in understanding the linguistic behavior of L2 speakers as they develop knowledge of the detail of the specific languages they are acquiring' (Hawkins, 2004: 248).

The UG based articles, mainly dealing with the functional categories TP and DP, illustrate Hawkins' points with a wealth of empirical data often considered from contrasting hypotheses. The perspective of the articles is decidedly comparative as to population studied, often between two or more groups in a single article. Given the collections as a whole, one can extrapolate across populations to infer generalizations and distinctions. Furthermore, the articles in the P&P volume, many of which treat related subjects, refer to one another, creating a very beneficial dialogue. Unlike 'typical' L2 studies that deal with adult L2A (an unscientific glance at last year's articles in this journal shows nothing on child L2A), the majority of articles in the collections under review treat language acquisition by children (L2 and bilingual). As Belletti and Hamann (P&P: 148) note, there is a question 'of where to draw the line between very early L2 acquisition and bilingual (L1) acquisition', so the present articles make solid contributions to the enterprise: six are concerned with adult L2A, three with child L2A, and six with child bilingual acquisition (2L1A).

The TP articles -all longitudinal studies -address the question of finite/non-finite verb forms, starting with the well established distinction between root infinitives and missing inflection [START_REF] Prévost | Accounting for morphological variation in second language acquisition: truncation or missing inflection?[END_REF]. French L1 children produce uninflected root infinitives (RIs) during the optional infinitive (OI) stage when they alternate unraised VP-internal non-tensed verbs with inflected verbs raised to Tense. In contrast, French L2 adults frequently produce misinflected infinitivelike verbs best characterized as missing surface inflection (MSI), since they show default morphology with syntactic movement. The OI stage can be characterized as a period allowing functional projections to be 'truncated' to VP or IP in child grammars not yet restricted by the root (the Root ϭ CP Principle; [START_REF] Rizzi | Some notes on linguistic theory and language development: the case of root infinitives[END_REF], whereas adult infinitives are indicative of faulty morphology realization. In her comparison of four child 2L1 and six adult L2 learners, Schlyter (Dewaele) demonstrates through their acquisition of different classes of adverbials that the children build syntactic structure from the bottom up (starting with the acquisition of VP adverbials and later getting CP adverbials), whereas adults begin with all classes of adverbs (implying a full array of functional projections) right from the start. Myles (Dewaele), in her study of 14 twelve-year-old children instructed in L2 French, and Prévost (P&P), in his study of two five-year-old naturalistic learners, substantiate the OI proposal for child acquisition. In Myles' instructional setting the children provide a kind of slow-motion view of acquisition, following a modulated structure building [START_REF] Hawkins | Second language syntax[END_REF] pattern in which they first use verbless utterances, then infinitival ones (the OI stage) before finally gaining verb inflection (the IP projection).

Prévost (P&P), who has documented the OI stage in earlier work [START_REF] Prévost | Accounting for morphological variation in second language acquisition: truncation or missing inflection?[END_REF], demonstrates its validity through a careful examination of the semantic and aspectual properties of the children's root infinitives, using two characteristics as diagnostics. While eventive verbs such as cry or kiss are situated in a temporal structure by their inherent semantic features, stative verbs such as be are not associated to temporal structure and thus require Tense to be interpretable. In L1A there is a two-way correlation between finiteness to verb class and to modality, with statives predominantly being tensed and root infinitives being eventive. Furthermore, the infinitives are [ϩirrealis], thus favouring a future/modal interpretation. After examining the verbs used by Kenny and Greg, Prévost's two subjects, he concludes 'non-eventive predicates are restricted to finite declaratives, whereas eventive predicates can occur in either finite declaratives or in RIs. Second, the majority of RIs have a future/modal interpretation, against about 10% for finite declaratives' (P&P: 325).

The OI period in bilingual and child L2A is confirmed in other articles that deal mainly with acquisition of DP and find a dissociation of development between the nominal and verbal domains.1 Both Hulk (P&P), who follows 2L1A of a Dutch-French child, and Paradis and Crago (P&P), who look at four groups of learners -seven-year-old SLI, seven-year-old Typically Developing (TD), seven-year-old L2 and three-year-old TD (Mean Length Utterance, MLU, matched to the SLI) -find that nominal morphology progresses more rapidly than tense marking, which is characterized for all groups by an OI period (extended OI in the case of SLI and L2).

Our results support the claim that the OI phenomenon can occur in non-primary acquisition. Neither the L2 children nor the children with SLI had difficulties with realization of determiners, accuracy with number marking and adjective placement. They showed significant differences from the TD age controls for gender marking; however, generally speaking, they were very accurate with gender marking, having scores above 85%. (Paradis and Crago, P&P: 102) Hulk's findings are very similar in that her subject Anouk makes no number errors, but a few gender errors, and in that bare nouns do not disappear at the same rate as RIs developmentally (in contrast to Hyams' 1996 claim that both are linked by specificity). Hulk does note, however, that there appears to be a contingency between RIs and unspecified DPs -Anouk uses no definite DP with an RI -supporting Hyams' proposal that specified subject DPs cannot be licensed under agreement with underspecified RIs. Domain dissociation is also confirmed by Hamann's (P&P) study of French L1A by SLI and TD threeyear-olds. The broad range of data confirming an OI period in child L2A is a welcome contribution to an area of L1/L2 research that has often been debated in recent years.

V Functional categories, DP

It seems that a preponderance of the UG articles deal with aspects of DP acquisition, a fortuitous convergence that facilitates cross-population comparisons. Three articles deal with null arguments and clitic pronouns: Müller's (P&P) case study of a German-French 2L1A child Céline; Granfeldt and Schlyter's (P&P) evaluation of four 2L1A Swedish-French children and eleven L2A adults; and Herschensohn's (P&P) report on two teenage Anglophone learners of L2 French. Observing that Céline's object omissions are more frequent than subject omissions (confirming the object/subject asymmetry observed by Müller in earlier work and by Hulk in this volume), Müller notes that the developmental rate of different domains is subject to both the complexity of the grammatical phenomenon itself and to crosslinguistic influence in 2L1A. Indeed, the majority of articles cited note that acquisition of object clitics in French is one of the latest milestones that both L1 and L2 learners achieve. Herschensohn's two longitudinal L2 subjects persist in object clitic errors even in their last interview (whereas their verb inflection accuracy is around 90%), using in situ (English-like) strong pronouns, null objects or clitics attached to past participles, as well as target clitics. These same errors are widely reported in other literature, and repeated in Granfeldt and Schlyter's description of L2 learners. Both clitic inquiries conclude that adult learners have early access to a range of functional categories, but are subject to weaknesses in morphological realization (MSI).

In contrast to L2A, the 2L1A children use clitics correctly from their first use, a difference that Granfeldt and Schlyter attribute to two possible causes, access to bound morphology and computational principles. [START_REF] Vainikka | Morphosyntactic triggers in adult SLA[END_REF] suggest that in L1A bound morphemes serve as triggers to acquisition, whereas in L2A it is free morphemes; clitics are essentially affixes that are like bound morphemes, presumably easier for children to perceive than for adults. The second possible reason for the L1/L2 difference may be the maturation of two economy principles proposed by Rizzi (2000: 288): Structural Economy (use the minimum of structure consistent with well-formedness constraints) and Categorial Uniformity (assume a unique canonical structural realization for a given semantic type, such as CP for all tensed sentences). Rizzi suggests that categorial uniformity does not emerge initially in L1A, thus accounting for RIs (truncation) through structural economy. Granfeldt and Schlyter adopt this idea to argue that cliticization is favoured by children since it reduces structure (attaching clitic heads to V-T), whereas adults prefer categorial uniformity in treating DP and pronominal objects in the same way (as DP complements of V).

The dissociation between number marking and gender marking noted in tangential comments by Hulk and Paradis and Crago (recall that their subjects had virtually perfect number marking, but made about 10% errors in gender) are explored in detail in three articles on gender acquisition, Prodeau's (Dewaele) study of 27 L2 adults' processing of gender; Granfeldt's (Dewaele) comparison of three 2L1A Swedish-French children with seven Swedish adults learning L2 French; and Hawkins and Franceschina's (P&P) theoretical account of adult/child gender acquisition differences as a function of critical period loss of ability to gain parametrized uninterpretable syntactic features. The articles start from the premise, well-established from previous studies, that L1 children exposed to a gendered language such as Swedish or French rapidly acquire gender and agreement, apparently learning gender as a feature of nouns at a very early stage, whereas L2 adults have difficulty learning gender and concord.

Granfeldt's documentation amply confirms the L1/L2 difference and provides a comprehensive case study of Karl (about 20 years old), one of the L2 subjects followed longitudinally. Karl's gender assignment (of repeated tokens over time) and concord patterns are examined over 27 months, during which time he goes through a period of default determiner (a mixed double gender le/une, 'the-m-sg'/ 'a-f-sg'), before converging on a single gender for a given noun. Granfeldt convincingly argues that the L2 learners begin with a lexical entry unspecified for gender (indicated by default determiners) and later modify the entry to be specified for consistent gender (which is occasionally incorrect). He infers that the learners actually acquire the gender feature and do not simply find exception to default gender as [START_REF] Hawkins | Second language syntax[END_REF] suggests. He concludes that children have early access to uninterpretable features such as gender, whose selection is triggered by both morphophonological and semantic properties, and that adults follow a much slower acquisition of gender features and agreement. However, he remains agnostic as to gender availability to learners with non-gendered L1s: 'it is not quite clear whether there is a longitudinal difference between Anglophones and Swedish learners such that only the latter will develop both an assignment and an agreement system for French gender at all.' (Granfeldt,Dewaele: 185).

Noting, as Granfeldt, that L2 learners have more difficulty with adjective than determiner concord, Prodeau investigates L2 gender processing through controlled production tests (gender assignment to words, sentence repetition, gender transformation) and elicited discourse (film retelling, character description). She notes that even when gender is known, for L2 learners 'the information is not systematically available, more so when the constraints of the task imply too heavy a cognitive load.' (Prodeau, 2005: 148). Hawkins and Franceschina (2005) offer a bold, albeit controversial, proposal to explain adult/child differences in acquisition of gender and concord, the idea that there is a critical period for parametrized uninterpretable features. On this account, children learning L1 or L2 French would be capable of acquiring the parametrized uninterpretable [ugender] features of functional categories associated with D and A, valued and deleted by the interpretable [ϩ/-fem] feature of the head noun. Hawkins and Franceschina interpret Karmiloff-Smith's (1979) classic study of (native French) child attribution of gender to nonce nouns to mean that very young children select gender articles on the basis of phonological shape (situating concord in the vocabulary component), whereas nine-year-olds do so on the basis of concord cues (shifting concord to the syntactic component). Thus, children initially have no uninterpretable feature, but gradually establish [ugender] on D by age nine, an account in which children would spend years fixing the [ugender] feature. However, the studies cited show that children have essentially correct gender assignment from their earliest DPs, evidence that puts the age cut-off into doubt. According to Hawkins and Franceschina,adults are able to acquire L2 [ugender] only if their L1 has the parametrized feature: Anglophones should be incapable of gaining [ugender], while Hispanophones (or Swedes) with L1 gender should be capable of gaining it.

As part of the proof of their proposal, they adduce evidence from L2 acquisition and processing studies, pointing to the poor gender control of instructed learners of L2 French [START_REF] Hawkins | Second language syntax[END_REF], and the less than perfect rate (10/119 errors, 8%) of very advanced Anglophone speakers of L2 Spanish (compared to 95/95 for Italian speakers of L2 Spanish). Furthermore, citing [START_REF] Guillelmon | The gender marking effect in spoken word recognition: the case of bilinguals[END_REF], Hawkins and Franceschina show that concord in French facilitates processing for monolinguals and early bilinguals (five years at onset), but is irrelevant for late bilinguals (25 years at onset) who display slower reaction times to gender anomalies. Hawkins and Franceschina's idea is appealing in that it proposes a syntactic cause for the long observed developmental and processing discrepancies between children and adults in acquisition of certain grammatical features, particularly gender. They respond to Gregg's call for a transitional theory in that they provide a means of accounting for maturational change as well as differences correlated with age of acquisition (AoA) onset.

VI Discussion and conclusions

The articles in these volumes are all embedded in well developed theoretical frameworks, as well as being grounded in solid empirical data, much of it analysed here for the first time. Returning to Towell's questions -what, how and facilitation of L2A -we see a preliminary response based on this bird's eye view of recent French L2 research. Although most of the articles do not address the third question, they furnish ample documentation for pedagogues to see the scope of developmental patterns, error types and potential for end-state achievement. As for the first two questions, the research reported here cannot answer them definitively, but as Towell points out, it provides rich documentation that carries us closer to the goal.

Several of the current articles (and previous research) emphasize the very early development of verbal tense / agreement and nominal gender / concord in L1 acquirers, as opposed to L2 learners. The data discussed particularly in the P&P volume provides insight into the child/adult divide, on one side, and the continuum of developmental patterns on the other. It may be the case that native-like acquisition of phonological features (allowing native-like L2 phonology) and morphosyntactic features (such as gender) is restricted to a critical period of young childhood when the human brain retains enough plasticity to establish new parametric values. Although analyses of L1 development may disagree as to what causes underspecification -whether the immature grammar of RIs and bare nouns is due to unprojected or underspecified functional categories -they generally agree that once children produce adult-like morphosyntax, they have achieved mature settings of the parameter in question, generally by the age of four if not sooner. The window for native-like L2A seems to be open for a few more years, but level of L2 achievement and extent of L1 influence are topics that merit further exploration.

Another issue raised by the idea of a critical period limit on functional categories is the generalizability of grammatical deficits. The articles on L2 French indicate that learners have difficulty acquiring parametrized features different from the L1, but all functional categories do not hamper learners in comparable ways. For example, for Anglophones learning L2 French, one might expect DP gender mistakes to be similar in all nominal domains. This is not, however, the case, since adjectival concord is harder than determiner agreement, as several studies have shown. Furthermore, parametrized functional features from different domains -nominal and verbal, for example -are not all acquired at a comparable rate or with analogous errors across different learning populations (Belletti and Hamann, P&P; Hamann, P&P; Herschensohn, P&P; Hulk, P&P; Paradis and Crago, P&P; Granfeldt and Schlyter, P&P). The subtle insights pointed out in the current articles indicate that a response to the critical period puzzle cannot be a simple one-stop answer, but must take into account differential domains and unique characteristics of a given grammatical phenomenon.

How might such complexities be addressed to capture the obvious difficulty that adult L2 learners have with certain morphosyntactic features that are transparent for children? It is clear from this collection of articles that children follow different acquisition procedures than adult L2 learners, and that there are also similarities of route between the two processes. Young L1 and L2 learners give evidence for Vainikka and Young-Scholten's (1998) and [START_REF] Newport | Maturational constraints on language learning[END_REF] suggestions that children perceive, store and use bound morphemes as triggers to acquisition. Newport (1994: 554) describes how children might be advantaged over adults in language learning: If children perceive and store only component parts of the complex linguistic stimuli to which they are exposed, while adults more readily perceive and remember the whole complex stimulus, children may be in a better position to locate the components.

Children then pay attention to inflectional bound morphemes, whereas adults favour free morphemes, a factor that might be considered a critical period effect, but seems indirectly linked to robustness of functional features. In addition to differences in gender acquisition, children and adults also show a marked contrast in verbal morphology, with children (L1 and L2) going through an OI (truncation) stage, while adults manifest missing surface inflection. Despite the differences, there are also similarities in route and ultimate achievement across different learning populations. The many articles on 2L1A show that early bilingual acquisition is nearly identical to monolingual, with differences due to cross-linguistic interference or slower development (e.g. Hulk's Anouk taking 11 months to gain full DP compared to seven months for monolinguals). Similarities can be seen in intermediate grammars of L1 and L2 learners as, for example in object clitic errors. In SLI and child L2 populations, differences may include less than total monolingual control, but the end-state grammar looks very much like a native one. L2 adults may or may not achieve near-native competence, but of course, the exact nature of the L2 grammar is still a topic of lively debate.

Finally, there is a commonality of evidence for UG constraints, apparent across a wide spectrum of L1A and L2A, where systematicity goes far beyond the input available. Children and adults learn characteristics unfurnished by the impoverished stimulus, and they make consistent errors also unavailable in the data received. For example, the fact that both L1 and L2 learners at an intermediate stage use null objects instead of clitic pronouns in French could be predicted by neither input nor native language influence. The OI stage of child acquisition is quite systematic, as the subtle semantic distinctions noted by Prévost or the required specification of determiner and verb to license agreement noted by Hulk demonstrate. The detailed data on acquisition of French presented in these studies furnishes strong evidence for UG systematicity that is not at all predictable from input frequency alone.

The lines of exploration are well defined if not exhausted, and should furnish opportunities for future research that will contribute to our knowledge of French, acquisition and Universal Grammar.

  1) a. danois(e) [danwa]-m [danwaz]-f 'Danish' b. il(s) finit/finissent [fini]-3-sg [finis]-3-pl 'he finishes / they finish'

  4) a. What is it that learners know when they know a second language? b. How do L2 learners come to know what they know? c. How can SLA be facilitated, and how can we measure success in facilitating it?

In contrast to these child L2A articles,Belletti and Hamann (P&P) do not document an OI stage for their three-year-olds, but they concede that they may have been too late to capture that developmental stage. They conclude that one child is

doing 2L1A, whereas the second is an L2 learner showing some transfer effects.