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to apply and extend this type of theoretical model.* A
second cautionary note is that for all of its precision and
elegant formalization, the ultimate assessment of these
types of models rests — paradoxically — on arbitrary and
vague analogical mappings between the models’ beha-
viors and the phenomena of interest. Finally, there is the
question of how these different approaches are related.
With respect to a common domain of interest, these
four papers show little overlap in either their proposed
mechanisms or the domain of empirical phenomena
they attempt to explain.? Perhaps at this early stage,
such diversity is necessary and desirable, and, | suspect,
these chapters were solicited with just a ‘span’ in mind.
Nevertheless, it will be important in the long run to
produce an account of how they all function in a single
child’s head.

I opened this brief commentary with a quote from
Herb Simon, and I will close with one from Allen Newell —
Simon’s partner in pioneering the computational
approach to understanding human thought. As did
Simon, Newell also speculated now and then on the state
of the art in developmental science. A little over a dozen
years ago, he wrote:

I have asked some of my developmental friends where the
issue stands on transitional mechanisms. Mostly, they say
that developmental psychologists don’t have good answers.
Moreover, they haven't had the answer for so long now that
they don’t very often ask the question anymore — not daily,
in terms of their research. (Newell, 1990, p. 462)

Newell’s lament was mainly true in 1990, if evaluated
in terms of the proportion of journal articles and book
chapters devoted to issues of transition and change.
(Although even then, there existed a small but hardy
band of developmentalists who had been proposing com-
putational approaches to these issues for many years.)
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However, as in the case of Simon’s opening comment,



