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Nativism takes several forms.  Standard nativism in cognitive science posits an innate endowment of cognitive structures.  These structures are either present at birth, or develop as part of the genetically controlled maturation processes of an organism.  The environment must supply necessary materials, as it must for physical growth.  But standard environments are not the source of the organizing principles, these are determined by genetic factors present from the very beginning of the organism's development.

Key among these posited innate structures in humans are a "language organ" that allows humans to rapidly learn natural languages with their complex grammars and semantics. Also among the posited innate cognitive structures are an innate physics, a biology, and a psychology used for understanding other agents and minds (see e.g. Pinker 1997).  These innate structures provide organizing principles and learning aptitudes that go beyond a facility for general learning such as those explored by behaviorism.  

In addition to these structures and learning aptitudes, nativists may hold that there are specific innate concepts.  Descartes famously posited innate ideas of infinity, God, space and time.  Kant and others have posited innate concepts of causality that transcend and structure experience, rather than being derived from it.  These innateness hypotheses are motivated by the formidable difficulties facing attempts to derive such concepts entirely from experience.  Cautionary case in point: Hume’s deflationary psychological analysis of causality which itself appears to inconsistently rely on a fairly robust and realist concept of causality – our habitual expectation of an effect is caused by repeated experience of event sequences.
Depending on our concept of concepts, concept nativism varies in its commitments and burdens. Concepts enable us to think about things, their extensions. The character of the concept determines what falls under it, its extension. The most natural view of concepts is that they in some way fit their extensions, much as a good portrait captures its subject.  E.g. a concept of a natural kind might center on a prototypical example.  Or the content of a concept might be in terms of a definition setting out necessary and sufficient conditions for falling within the extension of the concept.  The extension of the concept is then those things it fits: viz. the things resembling the prototype or satisfying the definition.  Empiricism attempted to ensure this fit by deriving concepts from perceptual experience of objects.  The experience generated mental images; these were “abstracted” to form general concepts.  GREEN, the concept, fit green things because it was derived from experience, our only source of knowledge of green things.  Empiricists held that all concepts were derived from experience in this way.  Classical nativists, on the other hand, supposed that we were endowed with concepts that captured the essential properties of at least some of the most important things outside the mind in that they transcended experience: God, space, time -- and the mind itself.  
These natural and historically important views of concepts vary in detail but all suppose there must be a fit between a concept and its extension such that an internal property of the concept determines the extension and allows the concept to represent the extension and be a component of thoughts about the world.  Let us call all such theories of concepts "FIT" theories.  
Jerry Fodor has long explored various theories of concepts, in particular in the role of critic of holistic, prototype, recognitional capacity, and now all two-factor approaches to understanding concepts. In effect, Fodor rejects FIT theories in any form.  I find this salutary in part because it distinguishes semantics from epistemology, undoing a long and dreary history of their entanglement that has, I believe, hampered progress in semantics. But in addition, a purely referential semantics for concepts opens the door for another type of nativism, which I will call "cheap nativism". 
The "mad dog" limit of nativism has been Fodor's claim that lots and lots of concepts are innate.  This strong nativism has strained credulity, in part because some concepts are of things that could not have been factors in human evolutionary history (door knob, carburetor, electron).  God might have seen ahead and thoughtfully provided these concepts in advance of need, but the Blind Watchmaker is not noted for foresight.  Also, while Cartesian nativists could posit any number of innate concepts embedded in God’s handiwork, the Soul, naturalists are constrained by current biological science, and the human genome does not seem to have room to code for 50000+ concepts on top of getting toes and eyelashes in the right place.  Thirdly, if conceptual content were under genetic control, one would expect to find congenital concept deficiencies or “mutant concepts”: e.g. families with a lineage of members who were otherwise normal but couldn’t help but conceive of the number 5 as a small rodent, or always conceived the effect as the cause.  And there should be folk who displayed selective “cognitive blindness” in that they could not understand or think about doorknobs, while being cognitively otherwise perfectly normal.  These objections to strong concept nativism, it seems to me, are formidable -- but they only apply to FIT accounts of concepts. 
The main argument for Fodor's nativism is the claim that no concepts can be learned (see e.g. LOT 2).  That, combined with the standard nativism above and the most natural view results in Fodor’s maddog nativism.  But Fodor increasingly has endorsed a purely referential account of concepts: the content of a concept is that for which it stands, and nothing more.  This has the potential of greatly reducing the ontological and biological burden of nativism.  If concepts are not taken to have intrinsic properties that match those of their objects and hence fit them - if doors are opened with a pull on a causal chain rather than with a key – then concepts needn’t amount to much.  Indeed, they amount to so little that we no longer need to suppose that we are born with a cache of all that will be required, and we can be strangers in a strange land, encountering and cognizing where no man, and in particular, no evolutionary ancestor, has gone before.  If concepts are nothing more than internal names with externalist semantics, then they can be generated on the fly, in a stark contrast with the implausible demands of traditional nativsm.
Traditional nativism embraced a picture that depicts our possession of innate concepts as similar to female reproductive strategy: all concepts, or their seeds, are present at birth.  When the time finally comes, the nascent homuncular concept is released to meet the world.  If all goes well in interaction with the world, the concept grows and develops into a full member of the society of mind.  

But cheap nativism can exploit an alternative account of nativism modeled on the male strategy in reproduction.  Males do not carry their life compliment of gametes at birth, rather they manufacture them as needed, and even as not needed, with perhaps a few extras for good measure.  Sperm are cheap, and so can be mass produced.  Sperm are not present at birth, neither are their diverse individual genetic structures that, post-meiosis, they will contribute to progeny. And yet their content is not produced by the environment either.

So it seems that if the semantics of concepts is taken to be external, and there is thus no requirement of fit, then concepts can be simple and cheap to produce.  In particular, concepts with externalist semantics can be as cheap as names (for inspiration, please listen to Shirley Ellis’ inspirational 1964 piece, The Name Game).   Logicians have long pretended to have an infinity of individual constants because they can generate them: a, a', a'', a'''.....  The law uses the sophisticated scheme "John Doe #1", "John Doe #2", etc.   Web pages welcome “visitor number 12566”.   Generated designators are everywhere.
If concepts are name-like, and are easily generable, then they can be unlearned, plentiful, and yet not present at birth, for they can be produced on the spot by a name generator.  They can be produced at any time, and need not be conceived as stored up awaiting an awakening occasioned by an encounter with something that they fit.  Cheap nativism can accommodate the claims that concepts cannot be learned, and it provides an easy incorporation of externalist content without recourse to connectionist approaches (see Elman et al 1996),  If the environment triggers the name generator to generate a mental representation, then the thing that caused the triggering can be the content of the representation it caused to be tokened.  

Adam is new to the world.  But God was busy before Adam arrived on the scene, producing multiple species of animal.  God parades the animals before Adam, and Adam gives each a name. The name might be in Hebrew, Adamese – or LOT.  Adam thereby comes to be able to think and talk about each kind of animal.  Adam does not need a store of names present within him since birth, he can manufacture names on the spot.  Since there is no question of names fitting their bearers, there is no need for conceptual structure to match features of their extension.  Concepts will of course play a role in theories about the nature of the world - the theories will link referents with hypothesized natures.

How Cheap?

Very cheap.  Consider first individual concepts.  These are mental representations of individual things.  If individual concepts had to be present at birth, there would need to be tens of thousands.  Fortunately individual concepts are cheap to produce as needed.  At a minimum, consider a simple robot that generates existentially quantified sentences based on perception.  (For example, the first ambitious mobile robot, Shakey at Stanford Research Insitutue in the late 1960’s worked this way.) Suppose the robot encounters an obstacle, say a box, in its path.  The perception system attempts to determine the location and size (which will likely necessitate some shape information in determining where the object leaves off and the background begins [note this is much easier if the robot moves and compares percepts – the background will shift relative to the object].  The output can be as simple as an existentially quantified sentence with rough size and location info.  We can then treat the bound variable as a temporary individual concept.  Note that none of the properties attributed to the object are essential or defining – it may have been miscategorized as to size, shape or location.  Predicate logic will automatically treat it as possibly distinct from all other known objects, though an explicit identification with a known object is possible.  Although identities are, perhaps, necessary truths if true, the postulation of an identity is still simply a hypothesis and as such needs confirmation and can be disconfirmed or revised.  
Extending From One to Many
We can suppose that kinds can also be quantified over, and here we can suppose (ala Goodman and Quine 1947) that these are scattered mereological wholes.  Thus this duck is part of the kind *Duck.  As ducks contain duck parts, so *Duck contains ducks and duckparts.  *Duck is an individual, although it changes its constituents over time – just as do other physical individuals.  We assume that something determines whether a thing is a part of this duck or not.  Typically this is spatial contiguity, but it need not be.  My brain could have been – indeed, may be! – in Houston while I remain in Duluth (cf. Dennett Where Am I, or  Cole and Foelber 1984).   Contiguity is not what makes each duck part of *Duck.  Rather, we may suppose that each duck has a possibly hidden or historical essence that makes it part of *Duck.   This essence need not be anything metaphysically objectionable  it might be particular DNA molecules.
Let metaphysics take care of itself; here we are primarily concerned with cheap concepts.  A robot might hypothesize a kind as simply as it does an individual.  A kind is distinct from other individuals in that it typically has scattered parts, and the parts are homogeneous (like many collections).  Thus we only need the mereological operator Kxy: x is a mereological part of y.  Encountering our first lion we first represent the individual, say x, and also its kind with the conjunct: & Ey Kxy    We can then suppose that there are necessary and sufficient conditions, possibly unknown, for Kxy to be true.  Just as individuals had identity conditions over time, so do Kinds have membership conditions at the same time.  Thus recognizing Kinds does not appear to introduce new orders of complexity beyond that already required to deal with individuals over time.  Indeed, an individual can be regarded as a member of a unit-kind, a kind that necessarily has a sole instance.  Then kind concepts can be the general case, with individual concepts a sub-type.
Alternatively we can just generate new predicates on the fly, and let their application conditions be open-ended, subject to further experience.  So our first lion:  Ex Lx.  It may turn out that lions are just the familiar house-cats on steroids, or robots, or pygmies in lion suits – or hallucinatory.   These findings are candidates for parts of our theory of Lionhood, about lions, but none of them is literally a part of the concept.  The concept simply has the job of enabling thoughts about things, and externalism makes aboutness cheap.  The point is that having a concept of lions, a count kind, or gold, a mass kind, if it is no more than having a unique representation, is no more taxing than having individual concepts representing individuals over time – for mereological wholes ARE individuals.   Both require some hypothesized principle that binds the parts/states into a single whole, and in both cases that cannot be simply perceptual properties, but will more likely be a hidden essence.  
Thus a purely referential semantics for names and natural kind terms is plausible.   

In that case, cheap nativism is plausible.  The positing of (possibly) new individuals and kinds is easily accomplished.  The essence of the concept of individual is captured by the very general logical features of the system in which the terms appear: quantification, predication and in particular identification.
While I have concentrated on perceptual occasions for generating concepts, there appears to be no problem with non-perceptual introductions (i.e. cases where one cannot perceive the hypothesized object).  Two common cases are language and inference.  In the first case, I drop by and a conversation is in progress, a conversation about some guy.  I mentally represent this guy – and embrace the possibility that gender or even species has been mis-identitied.  Language introduces new individuals and kinds to us. 

Second case: we infer the existence of an unseen something from available evidence.  For example, where the existence of someone is inferred from evidence that an (otherwise) unknown agent committed a crime, the court may issue a John Doe warrant.  Similar inference leads to positing the existence of xrays, electrons, unborn child or the sometime-planet Pluto.  These may not be “directly” perceived, but can be inferred by their influence on other things.
Is cheap nativism nativism?

It might be objected that in supposing that concepts are generated in response to experience, they should count as empirical and not native.  After all, the empiricists held (when not deflating causality) that perceptual experience caused concept formation.  The limit of “abstraction” from the experienced properties of a thing is just the pure concept of the thing itself.  Thus, it might be argued, a concept caused by experience is an empirical concept – the proposed cheap “male model” of concept production abandons nativism.

In response it is reasonable to hold that there is a crucial difference between the empiricist doctrine of abstraction and the proposed account of concept generation.  In particular, the hypothesis that is generated as a result of perceptual experience has content that goes beyond the experience and is hence not derived from it and hence is not empirical.  For the hypothesis is realist: in forming the thought “Ex….”, the domain of quantification is not experiences or any component present in experience. Rather it is of a mind-independent object that might have existed before the experience (and indeed before the existence of the experiencer), and that can exist unexperienced, and that is only contingently the cause of the perceptual experience that prompts the generation of the existential hypothesis.  This is the non-empirical element that Berkeley and Hume noted is not given in experience and hence, as good empiricists, denied that we could have.  Thus insofar as cheap nativism involves the generation of hypotheses of things that transcend experience, the concepts involved are not empirical, not derived from experience.
Nativism that is based on an externalist semantics can be open-minded about what is associated with concepts.  These might be prototypes, revisable hypotheses about necessary conditions, even mental images – or all of these.  On the account suggested here, these are all part of theory and serve epistemic roles; they are not part of the concepts themselves.  Reference exhausts semantic character; the rest is theory.  Concepts play crucial roles in theories, but theories are not constitutive of concepts.

Thus it seems nativism can incorporate downsized concepts and thus be more appropriate to a new economic age.  Concepts can be generated on the fly, in response to various prompts (perception, language, thought).   By embracing an externalist semantics for concepts, we eliminate the requirement that they fit their extensions.  This greatly reduces the burden on biology, and eliminates one of the main barriers to supposing that most or even all concepts are innate.
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