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0.0. In contrastive studies as well as in any other field the choice of a
model on which the rescarch is based is essential. In this article I shall briefly
discuss some of the theoretical assumptions of generative phonology summar-
ized by Chomsky and Halle (1968) and then apply their model to an import-
ant problem in Polish-English contrastive studies. Those assumptions have
remained essentially unchanged and generative phonologists concentrated
on minor problems rather such as notational conventions to make their rules
look concise, pretty, and elegant (Kim 19871 : 76). Even Hill and Nesely {1873)
in their review of The sound patiern of English do not concentrate on the
theoretical basis. In such a situation a number of pscudo-problems have
arigen, c.g., what should be the underlying representation of the Russian
form éas “hour” [kés/, jtesf, or [¢as/? (Lightner 1971: 522-523). This was a
natural consequence of the underlying representation modlel.

1.0. Although Chomsky and Halle’s modcl has some advantages over
the traditional approaches (for discussion see Kiparsky 1968), available
data should not be ignored, i.e., formalism and simplicity must not be more
important that attested language forms. In their list of English vocalic seg-
ments Chomsky and Halle give only monophthongs (1968:176) from which
they derive all diphthongs on the phonetic represcntation level. They also
derive [3y] from some /&, which is against all we know about the history
of English. This diphthong was borrowed during the Middle English period
and though its quality is not certain (cp. pwint/pownt (Fisiak 1968 : 54-565)),
it has never been a monophthong. Chomsky and Halle (1968 : 19) offer the
following explanation: ‘Hence the lexical redundancy rules will be much
simplified if we can represent [5y], too, as a monophthong V* on the lexical
level”’. The whole paragraph 4.3.3. {1968 : 191-192) 1s a perfect example of a
hocus pocus analysis,
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Let us consider the following hypothetical model. One may not recognize
diphthongs as “deep strocture” units and maintain that in the brain there
arc only moenophthongs. Diphthongs appear therefore only on the level of
actual articulation. In other words, diphthongs are in the mouth of the speak.
er, not in his brain. Then the procedurve proposed by Chomsly and Halle
wonld fit the model, which remainy internally consistent. But when Chomsky
and Halle recognize the existence of diphthongs but do not introduce then
to the underlying representation because it would apoil the vules, then, in
my opinion, linguistic science is being forsaken.

L1, Formalism i equaliy. dangerous in diachronic linguistics. Discnss-
ing the First Sound Shift Voyles (1867) formulatef o number of ordered
rules which generate neatly the Proto-Gernuenic system from the Proto-Indo-
-European system. Voyles tries to give the Impression that he pays. attens
tion Lo relative chronology, i.o., the order in which hix rules apply agrees with

“the historical ovdering of the changes. Tn his use of authorities ou the subject,

Voyles chooses at random: he accepts or rvejects the opinion of the same
linguist as it suits him. This is a methodological drawback; the First Sound
Shitt was not merely a series of changes: - it should he vather viewed as a
process during which one system changed into another, Therefore one must
either aceept one lnguist’s theory of the relative chronology ot the ¢hange
or reject i entirely

The velative chronology s nol, however, Vogles” nain concorn. he s
intevested in the rules themselves: “If one puts Rule 5 anywhere hefore Ver-
ner’s Law, that vule is increased by one leature’™ (1967 @ 646). and: The
rules are greatly complieated i one assames o change of TE p (o labiodental
S at the same tinme as ¢ beeomes . oete,” (1967 @ 654). Such an approach de-
prives generative phonology of the explanatory value. the lack of which
the fellowers of this model eriticize in other schools,

E20 A new trend In American phonology. the so-called natural phenol-
oy . turns back to the older FEuvopean fradition, which combines a struc-
tural deseriplion of the data with expanatory adequacy (ef, Zabroeki 1960,
961}, Far example, Stampe (1072:381) rediscovers sneh natural Luws of dipld -
angtzalion  as: CDiphithongization
polarization of color”

1= theredore 1o bhe anderstood ax 5

24, The existence of the phonemice level s one of the central prohlems
I generalive phonology, Chomsdcy and Halle deny {he exiztener of the ploon-
cine atd the phonemie level sinee these e not been demonstrated (1968
LH) The developments i nearophotietios eem to support their view (Ko-
sevnikoy aned Clstovic 1965, Ohala 19701 Nuech expeviments point oug that
the smaliest unit both of =peech production and speech pereception is the
svllable. or perhaps the worl (Pdeep structure™ word?), Spoonerisms ke
Calaverie—Careerie (Ixim 1971 0 54) show that information  about the
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following syllable is sent simultaneously With. tk.le command to pmnouiﬂe
the preceding syllable. It has not yet been convincingly demonstrated whether
the neural command sent off by the brain says: pronounce {taf, or pro-
nounce ft4uf. In perception we still do not kﬂ(}w. forl mrt»a,u'] lb}* what fea-
ture(s) we distinguish, for example, {d/ and [t/: aspiration, volcing, OT tens.:-
ness. The brain must, however, store some knﬂwledg.e about the _units
of produetion to send off the right command and 1ihe units of PEI'GEPtEDIl to
identify then correctly (cp. Baudouin de Cuur@n&y 5 1910 concept of kinema
and akusma). These units must be identical in order to speak and under-
age. |
Sm]fl%%i?l?itgbacumea extremely important that we be able to id;antlfy
just those features by swhich units are identified. Chomsky artt’:l Halle’s fea-
tures do not seem to be universal, and they are als'o. “surface fe:a.ifures not
essentially different from those proposed by traditional phoneticians and
phonologists. An example of a “deeper” feature {perhaps THE. fea.t;:lre)
was piven by Maran (1971), who proposed f:imr glc{tifa.l features (raised, low-
ered, Jspread, and constricted) dispensing with volcing and pressure.

The specification of bilabial stops of varicus types in terms of glottal feavures
(Kimn 1971:08).

' |
art- |, unas- | " ( -
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| votced | e | ;
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o e Lo Kor. |Hausa| rn Fr.
[p*] initial | [b] vl [p] [p*] | [7h] ("]
LB | |
i | N T _
ralsed T ! = g = -+ - ~ - i y .
lowered s B ‘ e — - . - T i
gpread -+ l —_— % — — —_r. o o |
constricted — — | + = S ]

Chomsky and Halle have many difficulties in dealing with what have
been traditionally called semivowels and resonants. They try to escape thesej
difficulties by introducing the featurc Svilabic {Uhnmsk_y and Halle 1963:
354), But they obscured the problem even more (for (lie’.trmla see p&r&gr&ph 4}
the feature Syllabic is not universal, and, morcover, it is a functional feature
which should be kept apart from such inherent fea,tufres as Low, Back, etr::.
How can it be explained within the framewur]a': cri. Chnm‘sk;f and Halle’s
model that the sequence [krvi] “blood” Gen. Sg. is fils-syl]ah}c in Se;'hn-ort:_ra-
tian and the sequence [krfi] is monosyllabic in Polish (cp. Standard Ukrain-
inn  kryvavyj, Carpathian Ukrainian kyrmvy;:f (Andersm‘u 1972‘: ?3]}. Here
stress plays an important role: in Serbo-Croatian the [r] in [krvi] 1s stressed,

in Polish it is not (Abele 1924-5).
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One must admit, then, that each language has its specific features or
bcifter, that each language chooses only some features out of a number o:t,“
universal features. These, however, are still to be found.

2.2. Let uws consider another example. Chomsky and Halle (1968 : 177)
do not distinguish hetwecn the [t] in ten and the [t] in iry, they have one BOg-
m{:n*t ft/. Yet they will have to consider the problem of retreflexives in Nﬁr—
weglan, where /t d I n/ and /{ d | nf seem to constitute different segments
e.g., fkatf katt “cat’: [kat/ kart “map”, ffat/ fat “dish” : ffazt) fart ""'1;1'.9,j
velled” PP (Vogt 1939). Tn order to take care of the two different #’s in the
En,_g]ish tormus ten and try, Chomsky and Halle will have to provide rules
W%llﬂh specify their pronunciation, i.e., phonetic representation. Such ruléq
will surely not differ much from traditional phonemic analysis. |

2.8. Moreover, the results at which generative phonologists arrive arc
practically the same as those achieved by traditional phonologists, ¢ g ;
Chomsky and Halle’s list of English consonantal segments (for vbca]il: ‘%{g’
ments see 1.0.) differs from traditionalits’ consonant phoneme inventory in
only one respect, namely, Chomsky and Halle (1968 : 177) distinguish /x
x¥ k¥ g¥/. On this point they are difficult to follow: . labialized (rounded)
consonants are interpreted as sequences [kw], [gw], and [xw], ... (1968 : 223)
Is then /k¥/ one segment or a sequence of segments? — jw/ is given a 3&11:
arate segment in their list (1968 : 167). What is then the difference between
the [w] derived from jw/ and the [w] of k¥ g* x¥/t Here Chomsky and Halle
become victims of their own model. o

3.0. Binary notation is another important issue in generative phonology.
It does not always happen that language segments are clearly marked by
plus or minus signs (cp. multi-valued feature system proposed iav Ladefoged
(19(:?7, ]9?]], Fant (1969), Morin (1971)). More often we have to do with
the intensity of & feature, e.g., syllabicity. Vowels are syllabic in all languages
résonants arce regularly syllabic only in some languages, and cven spirarnts:
may be rcgularly syllabic Like in Bella Coola (Grecnberg 1962) or in Eastern
Sudanie I:ﬂ,ngua,ges (Tucker 1940). Similarly, vowels are not only either short
or long, in some languages three levels are distinguished: short, half-long
:&nd long (Cimochowski 1949). Thus the assignment of plus or minus ﬂigns:

18 not always unarbitrary (ef. Pak 1972 : 34 — 35), f

_ 4.0. The application of Chomsky and Halle’s model in contrastive studies

Involves a number of difficulties and sometimes makes such comparison

fruitless.

) Let us consider Polish and English sequences of the type: Polish maj
May” and baf (sie) “he was afraid’’ - English my and bow. Thege sequUences

are to be treated as identical on the phonetic representation level, apart

of course, from the differences in the place of articulation of the Polish a.n(i

English scgments. The fact that English my and bow are derived the under-
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lying represcntations /mi/ and [biij, respectively, does not cxplain the dif-
ference at all. The difficulty springs both from the wrong assignment of
features and the rejection of diphthongs on the underlying representation

level,

4.1. fw/ and [y/ should be marked as [+consonantal, —syllabic]; they
are consonants becausc both are narrower than /if, which marks the boundary
(arbitrary or not) between two classes of sounds: vowels and consonants.
It 18 true that in some contexts [fw/ and [y/ become vowels, i.e., they change
mto fuf and [if, respectively, e.g., OE bearu “‘grove”« *barw- (cp. bearwes
Gen. Sg.). But the same process is characteristic of liquid and nasal conson-
ants, e.g., Skt. ddtré Dat. Sg. Masec. from datd “one who gives”: ddtfné Dat,
Sg. Neutr. Why then should jw/ and /y/ be marked [—consonantal, —sylabic]
and syllabic and nasal consonants [+ consonantal, J-syllabic]? (Chomsky
and Halle 1968:354). I propose the following reassignment of the features

In question:

(1) Stops (with instantsnecuvs and delayed release): [-+eonsonantal,

—vocalic, ... Fx ... —sgyllabic]
(2) Spirants: [4consonantal, —vocalic, ... Fx ...—syllabie (4syllabic)]
(3) Resonants: [J-consonantal, —vocalie, ... Fx ... fsyllabic]
(4) Bemivowels: [ consonantal, —voealic, ... Fx ... —syllabic]
{6) Vowels: [—consonantal, --vocalic, ... Fx ... Jsyllabic]

Fx stands for other features of articulation. The featurc Syllabic is a fune-
tional feature and as such must be kept clearly apart from inherent features

of articulation.

The feature Syllabic has to be extended, namely, by the featurc Peak.
Resonants (and spirants) when marked [+syllabic] are always |-fpeak].
With vowels the problem 1s different, and only /af is always [-}syvllabie, 4 peak]
Other vowels can be both [-+peak] and [—peak], e.g., in the English form
pet [if 18 marked [+syllabic, +peak] while in the form huy (as the sceond ele-
ment of the diphthong) it will be marked [+4-svllabie, —peak]. The feature
Peak iz directly connected with the degree of opening of the vocal tract;
the principle is that the more open segment is marked {+peak]. Somctimes,
however, other factors can change this prineciple, e.g., stress, In the English
dipkthong /is/ the feature [peak] is attached to the first less open element
because of stress placement. This discrepancy hetween the [J-peak] function
and the degree of opening often causes the change of fiaf into [jof, i.c., the
more open element becomes [fayllabie, +peak]sinee fj/is marked [—syllabic],

4.2. Let vs consider again Polish maj and English mgy. They may be
marked as follows:
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Polish: fm & i/
“tconsonantal | | —consonantal i_—l—cunsmmntal !
—vocalic . ~+voealic —voealic .'
Fx Fx Fx
_—ayllabic | | +syllabic _—syllabic |
_+-peak
English: {m a if
\ --congonantal | | —consonantal | | —consonantal
—vocalic +vocalic -+voealic
: Fx Fx x
_—syilabic | | +syllabic +syllabic
_-+peak | | —pesk -

The above brings us to the definition of the diphthong as a combination
of two vocalic segments, one which is marked [}syllabic, 4-peak], the other
[+syilabic, —peak]. Now the difference between these Polish and English
sequences is quite clear: in Polish there are no segments marked [+syllabic,
—~peak] and hence there are no diphthongs. On the other hand, English has
segments marked [+4-syllabic, —peak] and hence it has diphthongs.

4.3, The solution proposed in 4.2. is possible even within the framework
of Chomsky and Halle’s (1968) model. The feature Peak may be also intro-
duced in the form of feature redundancy rules proposed by Vennemann
and Ladefoged (1973). I fcel, however, that the introduction of diphthongs
to the underlying representation level would certainly add to the explana-
tory adequacy of the model even though rules may become more compli-
cated. Anyway, in its present form Chomsky and Halle’s model can hardly
be applied to contrastive studies,

5.0, In the article I tried to show that the advantages of generative pho-
nology over traditional phonemics in synchronie, diachronic, and compar-
ative studies arc not so chvious as often believed. It should be remembered
that Chomsky and Halle’s criticism of phonemic theory and phonemic analy-
sis concerns first of all the American school, which represented the extreme
pole; some of European phoneme theories are more “acceptable” (cf. Zabrocki
1962; Kortland 1973). Those critical remarks, however, do not automatically
put the author of this article on the side of traditionalists in phonemies.
I intended only to indicate the weak points of generative phonology. Chomsky
and Halle {1968: 400) admit that “the entire discussion of phonology in this
book (i.e., The sound patiern of English) suffers from a fundamental theoret-
ical inadequacy’. This modest statement, is, unfortunately, true.
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