Appendix B

To alleviate concerns about binarizing the rating data and omitting the 3’s, we used a linear
regression to re-analyze the full ratings dataset, as a complement to the logistic regressions we
performed on the binarized rating data in the text. This analysis is reported below. All figures

and tables are numbered like their counterparts in the text, with the addition of “-A.”
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Figure 3-A. Ratings of faithful plurals by training condition. Left: Ratings of incorrectly faithful plurals,
across suffixes. Right: Ratings of correctly faithful plurals, before —i. Scale judgments of faithful plurals

do not significantly differ across conditions.

Table 2-A. Judgments of incorrect faithful mappings for to-be-palatalized consonants across training

conditions
b se(b) df t p
<2e-
(Intercept) 2.76817 | 0.12344 86.88 | 22.425 | 16
Labial vs. Alveolar and
Velar Training 0.03151 | 0.19722 81.34 0.16 0.873
Alveolar vs. Velar
Training -0.23457 | 0.23079 84.09 -1.016 0.312
Voiceless -0.02923 | 0.08484 46.72 -0.345 0.732
-a 0.12988 | 0.11394 71.98 1.14 0.258




The inclusion of Training Condition does not significantly improve model fit (¥*(2) = 1.06, p
= 0.59, ns); the results provide strong evidence for the null hypothesis according to the BIC
approximation to the Bayes factor (ABIC = 14.2, P, (H, | D) = 0.999).

Table 3-A: Judgments of correct faithful mappings for not-to-be-palatalized consonants across training

conditions
b se(b) df t D
(Intercept) 3.16145 0.07618 72.67 41.5 | <2e-16 dedek
Labial vs.
Alveolar and
Velar Training -0.06834 | 0.14473 85.99 -0.472 0.638
Alveolar vs.
Velar Training -0.1124 | 0.16904 85.93 -0.665 0.508
Voiceless 0.08379 | 0.05871 21.75 1.427 0.168

Training Condition does not significantly improve model fit (¥*(2) = 0.70, p = 0.71) and,
according to the BIC approximation to the Bayes Factor, the results provide very strong

evidence for the null hypothesis (ABIC = 16, P, (H, | D) = 0.999).

The results of Tables 2-A and 3-A are in agreement with those from the logistic regression on

binarized ratings; in neither case do training conditions differ in their ratings of faithful plurals.

Hypothesis 3
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Figure 7-A. Acceptance of overgeneralization of palatalization to velars, by training condition. Left:
Ratings of palatalized velar forms, across suffixes. Right: Ratings of palatalized velar forms, before —i.

Judgments of erroneously palatalized velars do not differ across Labial and Alveolar training conditions.

Data for Fig. 7-A

Left panel
b se(b) df t p
(Intercept) 3.45479 0.15129 49.88 22.836 | < 2e-16 o
Alveolar Training 0.02547 0.16823 57.68 0.151 0.88
Voiceless 0.06567 0.11892 10.64 0.552 0.592
—a -0.58202 0.13715 58.88 -4.244 7.89E-05 | ***

The inclusion of Training Condition does not significantly improve model fit (x*(1) = 0.024, p
= 0.88). According to the BIC approximation to the Bayes Factor, the results provide strong
evidence for the null hypothesis (ABIC = 7.1, P, (H, | D) = 0.97). These results agree with

those from the logistic regression performed on the binarized ratings.

Right panel
b se(b) df t P
(Intercept) 3.57237 0.19055 | 36.82 18.748 | <2e-16 ikl
Alveolar Training -0.18171 | 0.22976 | 56.14 -0.791 0.432
Voiceless 0.03335 0.1749 8.68 0.191 0.853




Training Condition does not significantly improve the fit of the model (x*(1) = 0.64,p =
0.42). The results provide strong evidence for the null hypothesis according to the BIC
approximation to the Bayes factor (ABIC = 5.7, P, (H, | D) = 0.95). These results are
comparable to those from the logistic regression, except that the numerical ratings provide

slightly more support for the null hypothesis (Py,. (H, | D) = 0.95 vs. 0.94).
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Figure 8-A. Acceptance of overgeneralization of palatalization to alveolars, by training condition. Left:
Ratings of palatalized alveolar forms, across suffixes. Right: Ratings of palatalized alveolar forms, before

—i. Judgments of incorrectly palatalized alveolars do not differ across Labial and Velar training

conditions.

Figure 8 data

Left panel
b se(b) df t D
(Intercept) 3.61855 0.16415 70.54 22.044 | < 2e-16
Velar Training -0.28071 0.19957 56.35 -1.407 0.165
Voiceless 0.07851 0.10669 56.09 0.736 0.465
-a -0.66315 0.13358 56.88 -4.965 6.61E-06 | ***




Training Condition does not significantly improve the fit of the model (x*(1) = 1.94,p =
0.16). The results provide positive evidence for the null hypothesis according to the BIC
approximation to the Bayes factor (ABIC = 5.1, P, (H, | D) = 0.93). These results agree with

the results from the logistic regression on the binarized ratings.

Right panel
Estimate | SE df t value Pr(>|t|)
(Intercept) 3.6578 0.1865 65.41 19.613 | <2e-16 ek
Velar Training -0.3111 0.245 56.08 -1.27 0.21
Voiceless 0.0331 0.1424 58.03 0.232 0.817

The inclusion of Training Condition does not significantly improve model fit (x*(1) = 1.63, p
= 0.20). The results provide positive evidence for the null hypothesis according to the BIC
approximation to the Bayes factor (ABIC = 4.7, P, (H, | D) = 0.91). These results agree with
the logistic regression results, except for numerical ratings providing even more evidence for

the null hypothesis.



