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Hi Alan, 
  Here is a brief update: 
 
1. I am becoming inclined to trash the section on put and fill in the 
draft I sent you, but await your comment. 
 
2. Your examination of Allison's verbs got me to take a look at more 
extensive data, namely Brown's summaries of Adam Eve and Sarah at 
each of 5 stages of development. Adam & Eve overregularized at Stage 
III and thereafter, Sarah at V. It turns out that the proportion of 
regular verbs in their vocabularies never strays very far from 50% 
at any stage, and certainly doesn't show any trend over time. Since 
you obtained a figure of 53% for Allison during pre-Stage I, we have 
what psychologists call A ROBUST FINDING. In comparison, McRum feed their 
model 20% regular verbs to get it to be conservative, then 81% to get 
it to overregularize. I have written up a discussion of the implications 
of all this. 
 
3. It has occurred to me what M&R may have actually discovered. The 
developmental sequence for different irregular verbs is, to give them 
credit, puzzling at first glance for a rule based account which only 
contrasts productive rule versus memorized exceptions. The thing  is, 
the subregularities, which play little or no role in the adult grammar, 
seem to be determining degree of overregularization. But here is what 
may be going on. The child at birth does not know what the regular rule 
of English is, or even whether it has one or several productive regular 
rules. He must examine the input evidence to decide. But the evidence is 
ambiguous in that the nonproductive exceptions to the regular rule are not 
a random set but display some regularities for historical reasons. So the 
child must distinguish real from apparent regularities. This his  
learnability problem, so to speak. In intermediate stages he may not have 
figured this out completely yet. He will thus display behavior that is 
superficially similar to a system (their model) which is INCAPABLE of 
making the distinction. That's why their model makes some plausible  
predictions for intermediate stages that occasionally even work. 
 
This might be obvious but  it was a revelation to me.  
I'm continuing to write the developmental section and will send a draft 
soon. Speak to you soon. 
--steve 


