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It has long been recognised that linguistic behaviour is a multi-factorial problem, with grammatical
knowledge playing only a partial role in it (Chomsky 1965; Schütze 1996; Valian 1982). Further-
more, given that the interacting performance factors (perception, articulation, lexical access,…) are
very likely gradient, behavioral data such as acceptability judgments, production data, and percep-
tual responses are expected to be gradient with both categorical and gradient grammatical models.
Consequently, (gradient) behaviour cannot be directly interpreted, and methodologically one can-
not automatically assume that the (gradient) behaviour reflects grammatical knowledge.

In this talk, I will present two cases studies that look into the issue of gradient behaviour. In the
first case-study, I look at the issue of incomplete neutralisation which has been used to argue for
non-categorical representations (Port and Leary 2005). Based on production data of a tone sandhi
process in Huai’an Mandarin, I will argue that incomplete phonetic neutralization is observed even
in a case where the neutralization must be phonologically complete; therefore, incomplete pho-
netic neutralisation is not diagnostic of gradient phonological representations, and the source of the
incompleteness must be extra-phonological. In the second case-study, I look at the influence of
type-frequency on acceptability judgements. I re-visit Hayes and Wilson’s (2008) MaxEnt mod-
elling of English onset clusters using Scholes’s (1966) classic acceptability judgement data, and
show that type frequency of the onset sequence does not actually add to the model fit. This in
turn raises the question of where exactly the gradience in acceptabilities comes from. I will argue
that both case-studies suggest that a more careful consideration of computational models and of
interacting extra-grammatical factors is needed before gradience can be attributed to grammatical
knowledge.
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