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Here's a solution to the problem of how to figure out complementary 
distribution etc from positive evidence, without entertaining  
counterfactual hypothesis (ex. -- how to get the fact that the 
nuclei of right/ride/hike appear before voiceless C only). 
 
Suppose the learner takes every possible rule deducible from each datum 
to be an actual obligatory rule of the language. So, hearing 'right', 
the learner hypothesizes, among other things: 
-  r appears only before ight 
-  igh appears only  r--t 
- t appears only  righ--  . 
Further evidence is available, and will soon arrive, that will cause revisions 
of this set of constraints:  the first will simply disappear under the weight 
of counterevidence, as will the last; but the middle one will be generalized 
so that the r-part disappears-- but so that the --t  part is confirmed in part, 
in the generalized form , ---[voiceless C].  Thus the learner will have move 
d, in the appropriate subset-expanding fashion, from an overly narrow constraint 
to one that is exactly right, without ever having to gather specific evidence 
onthe hypothesis that the nucleus of 'right' might also be able to appear 
in the frame 'r--d'. 
 
Phonological theory could improve the process by picking out those domains 
where correlations were particularly likely..... 
 
(This process is rather similar to the one you sketched in Pinker and Prince 
for morphology learning, too.  It seems the natural one in the context of 
subset-principle theory, as well.) 
 
------------------------- 
For the OCT 16 Lecture:  how are you planning to organize it?  I've been 
studying the technical background and would be glad to give say 45 minutes 
running from Hebb-learning to BP.  It seems to me we've cut out quite a 
space to span in 3hrs -- from the technical rock-bottom, to the sophisticated 
lucubrations of Smolensky.  Are you optimistic about coherence? completeness? 
wholeness? harmony? radiance? 
 
Regards, 
Alan 
 
From prince Fri Oct  6 16:46:45 1989 
From: Alan Prince <prince> 
To: steve 
Subject: learning & teaching 
Status: R 
 
The timing sounds good; I'll plunge ahead on my section, which I'm 
enjoying working on. 
 
One other thing about Canadian occurred to me. Suppose, following  
Liberman's suggestion, that the voicing part of flapping is not 
a real rule,but just the consequence of shortening [t] to the extent 
that the vocal folds never stop vibrating. Then the /t/ of eg. 
writer is NEVER marked as [+voi] !!  So the rule of raising before 
[-voi] holds true of all representations! And of course no ordering 
question arises. 
 
This shows at least how strongly tied to representational assumptions 
such arguments are. 
 
-A. 


