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One of the unsolyéd puzzles connected with phonological representations
(and, inferentially, also with rules) is the extent to which the feature composition
of segments, their number and order, may diverge from the corresponding
phonetic representations. This is, of course, the well-known abstractness contro-
versy initiated in 1968 by Paul Kiparsky, where the views expressed vacillate
between radically concrete and radically abstract (for surveys of opinions, see
Kiparsky 1971; Kiparsky 1973; Vago 1973; Jensen 1974; Crothers 1973; Fi-
scher-Jorgenscn 1975a). The anti-abstract positions usually hold that represen-
tations involving, say, tho context-free merger of some underlying contrasts
are irrecoverable and difficult to learn, hence they should be ruled out complete-
ly or given a prohibitive cost. The anti-abstract analyses, on the other hand,
have claimed, often only implicitly, that abstract analyses are necessary
if generalisations behind language facts are not to be left unexpressed. We
observe, however, that the controversy involves a somewhat overemphasised
polarisation of positions, i. e. each analysis is classified as either abstract or
concrote while what is obviously at stake is no so much a binary division but
rather a gradual hierarchy with each analysis involving a ccrtain degree of
abstractness (or concreteness). Furthermore, the term “abstractness’ is ambi-
guous (for a survey of meanings, sce Jonsen 1974) and there are cases which
must be termed abstract although they would bo unquestionably accepted
by (almost) everyone.

An assumption which has met with a well-nigh universal rejection is con-
tained in the statement “‘ideal speaker-hearer in a homogenous speech eom-
munity”’. The failings of this assumption are generally known and need not be
ropeated here — in fact they gave rise to a new trend in liguistic analysis. The
native speaker’s linguistic compeience is now viewed as being more compre-
hensive than before, accomodating not only his own dialect but also the exist-
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Ing variation, becoming thus polylectal (Bailey 1973). Much phonological study
of linguistie variation has been concerned with low-level phonetic data although,
of course, variation may and probably does involve deeper rules as well. In the
present paper, without adopting the variationist position, I would like to
suggest thatif we take seriously the case for a more realistic competence and
hence for a more realistic model of the process of language acquisition, ! we are
brought to the conclusion that the existence of variation actually supports
non-concrete phonology. In other words, if in establ shing representations and
rules we take inte account not only structural or language-internal evidence
but also data from observed variation, the resulting grammar must be broader
than when dealing with the idealised situation. Below wo present a number of
problematic cases in Polish and English phonology juxtaposing structura)
and variational evidence.

The first case we shall consider are the Polish latcrals. Phenetically there ig
one basic lateral [1] whose variants depending on the phonetic context will be
disregarded here. It alternates in & number of cases with the bilazbial semi-
vowel [w] which suggests that the two sounds are related in a systematic way.
Indeed, a slightly closer serutiny reveals that [1] behaves phonologically as a
palatal equivalent of [w].

First observe restricticns on the combinations of the two sounds with the
mest strongly palatalising element in Polish, i.e. the front vowel [i] — whereas

[li] is a perfectly well-formed sequence, attested in numerous words both native
and foreign e.g.;

! Various arguments from, language acquisition have at times been addueed al-
though their significance is far from obvious. The concept of learning difficulty has bo-
come one of the most frequently brandished eateh-words which are intended to reveal
what the adult knows that is difficult for the child, Although certain things are probah-
Iy more difficult to learn than others, it is pointless and misleading to establish the dif-
ficulties a priori. One might just as well argue that the Slavic perfective-imperfective
verbal distinection is difficult to lsarn; or the distinetion betwoen alveolar and dental
[n] beeause very few people (trained phoneticiang including} ean hear it in isolation. In
other words, what is difficult for the linguist does not necessarily have to be difficult
for the child. :

Another thing connected with a more realistie picture of language acquisition is
the time-span involved. Arguments of the type "vowel shift eannot be a rule of English
grammar beeauss it is based on morphemes acquired later in life’ assume that the procoss
of the aequisition of phonology is completed at some early point. Agaim nothing much
supports such a hypothesis. In fact, it appears that even spelling may affect phonology;
ag Bailey (1973: 28) puts it “that literacy greatly affcets competence and one’s under.
lying repregentations can hardly be doubted, despite all the insistence by modern lin-
guists on the epoken form, of language. And despite exceptions (which one 103y Or IMAY
not able to aceount for) [5] seems to be more frequent for underlying m} beforo ortho-
graphic 'k’ and ‘g’ than before ‘¢’ or 4’ (as in Bancroft, Hancock, and benguet contrast
Bankok and Bengali)”, '
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ipa ‘lime’, elizja ‘elision’, stolica ‘capital’, byli “they (masc.) were -
thehsiiuiﬂg “*‘[1.=.rij|ljlr is tbtal]y impossible. The phonetically Iion-pajla-tahsmg
(i] vowel, on the other hand, can follow [w] but cannc:t follow [1] e.g.:
lysy ‘bald’, uplyw “elapse’, byly ‘thra},lr (fem._) were g
We thus observe the following distributional satua;t_mn.
i* 13 [i] *[ L]
*wi wi *[wi] [wi] ‘
These facts suggest that phonologically we h&:ve one Fﬂnﬁﬂnﬂrflt. which, ;1;3:;
the influence of the front high vowel is pa,lfltal%sed while rem?uuig una: ﬁimed
in non-palatalising environments. The distributional f::fcts are turt leT c?n e,
by a considerable amount of morphological &lterrcla:tmns.: '}‘hese mvt? vz oo
flectional and derivational contexts (as the letters °I” and 4’ always stan o
dental lateral and a bilabial semivowel respectively, we use con:mantmna igein
ling rather than phonetic transcriptions in our examples below); [1] appea
a) dat. and loc. sg. if the ending is -¢, e.g.:
skata ‘rock’ — skale
kolo “wheel” — kole
tyt “back’ — tyle
nabiat “dairy’ — nabiale - .
b) nom. pl. mase. pers. (nouns and adjectives), e.g.:
antol "angel’ — anieli
diabel ‘devil’ — diable
caly “whole’ — calt
maty “small’ — mali
wmarty "deceased’ — wmarli
¢) derived imperfectives, e.g.:
sile ‘strength™ — wysiaé “exert’ L
uchwala ‘resolution’” — uchwalad “pass a resolution
strzal "shot’ — sirzelaé ‘shoot’
wesoly ‘merry’ — rozweselad ‘make merry’
szkoln ‘school’ — wyszkalad “educate’
- 1 * — zamydlad id. vb.’
d) ?;ﬁiou;gzivatinnalu;ufﬁxea which sometimes do and very often do not
preserve a palatalising vowel phonetically, e.g.:
-e¢  maly small’ — male¢ “decrease’
gzal ‘range’ — szale¢ ‘rave’ 5
dorosty “adult® — doroslec “mature, ?rh. ,
podly “wicked” — podlec ‘becomfa wicked
-ié  szhlo glags’ — szkli¢ ‘put glass in’ !
mgle ‘fog” — zamglic sie “become foggy
chwala ‘glory” — chwalid ‘praise:’
-1 pazezola “bee’ — pszezeli “id. adj.’
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sokol “falcon’ — sokoli ‘id. adj.”
orzel “eagle’ — orli “id. adj.’
_ osiof “donkey” — odlf “id. adj.”
-k arsenal arsenal’ — arsenalik ‘id. dimin.’
stot “table’ — stolik ‘id. dimin.’
kryszial “cut glass™ — Erysztalik id. dimin.’
. tgla “needle’ — iglica “spire’
-ski  sowiedraal ‘seamp’ — sowizdrzalshi ‘roguish’
general “general’ — generalski ‘id. adj.”
kardynal ‘cardinal® — kardynalski -id. adj.’
trybunatl “tribunal’ — trybunalski id. adj.’
-8twWo posel “envoy® — poselstwo “legation’
gadula “chatterbox’ — gadulstwo ‘talkativeness®
deabel ‘devil’ — diabelstwo “devilishness® .
apostol “apostle’ — apostolstwo ‘apostolate’
ny  skala ‘rock’ — skalny rocky’
upat “heat’ — upalny ‘sweltering”
oryginal ‘original’ — oryginainy ‘id, adj.”
mgla “fog” — mgielny “fogey’
-nik  clo "duty’ — celnik “customs official’
stla ‘strength’ — silnik ‘engine’
ziolo “herb’ — zielnik “herbarium’
kwartal “quarter” — kwartalnik “quarterly; n,
-6¢  maly ‘small® — malec ‘small boy” *
widly ‘garden fork® — widelec “fork’
waf ridge’ — walec “roller”
zuchwaty “impudent’ — zuchwalec “sauce box’
All other consonants when appearing in the above illustrated contexts also
undergo palatalisation processes although their outputs tend to differ due to
the existence of several rules for palatalisation i Polish (details Gussmann
{ 19.1'3); ]%askowski (1975)). In the case of the lateral, the output of all palatali-
sations is neutralised ® to [1]. We must now find the phonglogical element
und:&rlymg the alternations. It is, quite simply, the non-palatal equivalent I;f
[1],.1.e. f1/. This 1/ undergocs palatalisation if followed by a front vowel phono-
logllc;l[ﬂ and in all other cases it is changed into a bilabial semivowel. ThIi)s arti-
;3(1; }?a] : ljgicz»l;;ﬁwgajt unusual change appears justifiable on acoustie grounds
The 1.11teresting point about it is that we are positing a segment phonologi-
cally which never appears phonetically. This is not a eage of absolute neutra%;

* Neutralisation of the results of di :
s ifferent palatalisati i
- remaining sonorants and labialg, patiisaiands o alpertrus aboutthp
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sation though, as no opposition is suspended. What actually does happen here
is that the segment undergoes a drastic modification in its feature composition
although all systematic relations prior to the modification are also observed
after it (i.e., the formal structure is maintained although, its content has cha-
nged). In other words, after the application of the rules of palatalisation, all
non-palatalised laterals undergo a context-free change into a bilabial semivowel.
In effect this is an antomatie, non-neutralising process (Kiparsky 1973: 67 i}
not very much different in kind from, say, those cases in numerous dialects
of English where the lateral is velarised in every context. Surely no one would
wish to claim that velarisation must be included in phonological representa-
tions; rather the lateral is clear {1/ which never, in fact, appears phonetically,
being modified in every context by some detail rule(s). The Polish case differs
from this example only in that it involves more features. Thus we have a case
well supported both by language internal evicence and by general phonetic
considerations of a phonological segment which differs considerably from its
phonetic reflex and which, as such, never emerges on the surface. There is no
doubt, however, that this abstract segment is necessary, all manners of concrete
phonology notwithstanding. To deny this 18 to claim that speakers of Polish
treat the alternations in I and in IT in different ways.

I
1. szkola “school’ — szkole ‘id. dat. sg.’
2. maly ‘small’ — mali “id. pl. mase. pers.”
3. sile ‘strength’ — wysilad “exert’
4, szal ‘rage’ — szaleé ‘rave’
5. piekto “hell’ — piekli¢ ‘raise hell’
6. sokdt “falecon’ — sokoli "id. adj.’
7. stél “table” — stolik “id. dimin.’
8. orzel “eagle’ — orld ‘id. ad].’
9. sowizdrzal ‘scamp’ — sowizdrzalsks “id. adj.’
10. posel ‘envoy’ — poselski "id. ad].”
11, upal heat’ — upalny “id. ad}.’
Ll
1. wala “cotton-wool’ — wacte ‘id. dat. Bg.”
2. wielki ‘great’ — wielcy “id. nom. pl. masc. pers.
3. swoboda “liberty’ — oswobadzaé “set free’
4. krazyk “scream’ — krayczed “id. vb.
5. kosa “scythe’ — kosi¢ ‘mow’
6. saba “frog’ — Zabi ‘id. ad}.’
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7. woz “cart’ — wozek “id, dimin.’
8. wdowna “widow’ — wdow: “id. adj.”
9. pan ‘sir’ — padiski “id. adj.’

10. gospodarz landlord” — gospodarski “id. adj.’
11, ementarz ‘cemetery’ — ementarny “id. adj.’

Needless to szy, there is not a shadow of evidence that different processes
underlie the various classes of data and, unless we are interested in separating
them we must postulate underyling /1/.

The existence of variation supports this analysis still further, for the velari-
sed lateral actually appears phonetically in some speakers of the older genera-
tion, dialectally and also in certain styles of speech (c.g. stage language, where
until recently the velarised [l] was the recommended variant). The correspon-
dence between this [{] and the general Polish [w] is straightforward: every [w]
derived from [t{® corresponds to [{] in the group of speakers who use it phone-
tically, This [1] then is clearly a vanishing sound in the sense that fewer and fe-
wer speakers use it in normal speech, it is furthermore clearly marked either
geographically or by generation and, in fact, for the majority of speakers this
is a foreign sound — when learning Russian for example they usually replace
the Russian [i] with the Polish [w].4

o far we have been concerned with a fairly clear situation -- it
was clear in the sense that evidenee for the abstract analysis was over-
whelming and secondly because the segment postulated, although not
oceurring phonetically, was not used as a means of preserving an underlying
contrast with no surface realisation. But the analysis covered almost exclusi-
vely situations arising at morpheme boundaries, i.e. the processes applied to
derived forms (Kiparsky 1973:60 ff}. Once we move inside the morpheme, we
have to make several decisions, none of which is asg nicely support as the case
above. The following phonetic combinations require description and comment:

* Wo meake the reservation “derived from /1”7 in order to excludo the [w] which ap-
pears in cortain foreign words, e.g.: gulo “car’, sauna ‘sauns’, Eurepe THurope’ cte.

* The existence of a situation where a foreign sound similar (or identical) in feature
composition Lo an underlyng native scgment is nonctheless replaced by a native sound
differing {rom it considerably far from rcfuting the reality of the underlying segments and
repregentations mercly shows the ex defindtione obvious fact that phonological elements
ean NQOT be equated with phonetic ones. The point would not bo oven worth mentioning
had 1t not been for the fuct that several people have criticised phonological representations
a3 being too abstract on the grounds that o.g. speakers of English cannot proncunse
[y] or [02] ete. Thig sort of eriticism is completely irrelovant and 1t misses the whole point
about phonological representations of any kind. Speakers of a language generally find it
difficult to pronounce any sound combinations which diverge from surface phonotactic
constraints. Thus speakers of English cannot pronounce tho velar nasal initially or the
clesar [1] in isolation but very little, if any thing, follows from this.
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[la, lo, Iu], i.e. cases where the palatal lateral is followed by a non-palatal
vowel and

[wel, i.c. the case where the non-palatal Iateral (i.c. hilabial semivowel) is
followed by a front (palatal) vowel. (We have already provided an explanation
for the palatal nature of the consonant when preceding a front vowel.)

The presence of [we] sequences really amounts to saying that the rule of
palatalisation is not globally transparent, which in itself is nothing unusyal.
"The major source of opacity is the fuct that the surface vowel [e] can be either
palatalising or nen-palatalising, which means in phonological terms that the
non-palatalising [€] is, in fact, not /e at the stage in the derivation where the
palatalisation rule applies.® One such case is the [¢] of the instr. sg. ending -em,
as againet the dat. sg. ending -e:

dét pit’ — delem — dole

kolto *wheel” — kolem - kole

kawal “prank’ — kawalem — kawale

dzigslo ‘gum’™ — dergslem — dzigdle
The same is true about all other eonsonants in Polish:

kot “cat” — kotem — kocie ’

lgd land’ — lgdem — lgdzig

biuro ‘office” — brurem — biurze

mieso ‘meat’ — micsem — miesie
The non-palatalising [¢] has been intepreted as originating from an underlying
{6} (Gussmann 1973) and as inserted by epenthesis (Laskowski 1975:81).

Another such case is the diminutive suffix -ek- which has been interpreted
as deriving from underlying /8k/ (Gussmarn 1973) and from Ivk/ (Laskowski
1975:69), e.g.:

dél "pit” — dolek

kolo “wheel” — kotko

kawal ‘prank; large piece of’ — kawalek “bit’

dzigslo "guam’™ — dzigselek “id. dimin. gen. pl.”

The same is true about the adjectival endings -ego, -emu, ete.:

bialy “white’ — bialego, bialemu, bialej, but: hiak

caly “whole’ — calego, catemu, calej, but: cali
and compare also other consonants in the same grammatical positions:

dobry ‘good” — dobrego, dobremu, dobrej, but: dobrzy |

vielony ‘green’ — zielonego, zielonemu, zielonsj, but: zieleni

bosy ‘bare-footed™ — bosego, bosemu, bosej, but: bost
These Laskowski (1975: 96) interprets, correctly in my opinion, by positing pho-
nological representations for the endings which do not begin with a front vo-

& Op. & similar discussion of the palatalising and non-palatalising e’s in Czech. An-
derson and Browne [(1973).

4 Papers and Studies. ..
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wel and then a truncation rule which, roughly speaking, simplifies foje/ to [e].
Further support for the truncation rule can be found in the pronouns which ex-
hibit both a full and a reduced form:

mdj “my’ — mojegofmego, mojemu/memu, mojejimej ‘gen. sg. masc., dat.
sg. masc., dat. sg. fem’,
twdp “your’ — twojegoftwego, twojemuftwemu, twojejftwej ‘gen. sg. mase.,

dat. sg. mase., dat. sg. fem.’

Several more examples where the front vowel [e] follows [w] phonetically
can be described by means of equally uncontroversial rules but we shall dis-
regard those further cases here.

All these pieces of evidence indicate that when the lateral is followed by a
front vowel phonologically it surfaces as a palatal ccnsonant phonetically and,
furthermore, that surface sequences are due to tho operation of independent-
ly needed rules. There is, of course, nothing unusual about [w] being followed
by a back vowel and I know of no instance where such a back vowel eould be
derived from an undorlying front onc,

The situation emerging thus far is fairly clear: whenever the segment Jif is
followed phonolegically by a front vowe! it undergoes palatalisation and in all
other cases the lateral is turned into a semivowel. In several contexts the pala-
talisation rule is made opaque by later processes which produce the front vowel
[c] after the semivowel. What is more difficult to interpret is the presence of
palatal [I] before back vowels in words like:

ludzie “people’, los “fate”, lalu “doll’. 7
As these words do not exhibit any alternations involving either the non-palatal
semivowel or at least a front vowel, one might be brought to the conclusion
that /I must bc recognised as an underlying segment and consequently’ the
non-alternating morphemes entered lexically with it. This would naturally
mean that a phonological contrast between velarised and non-velarised later-
als has to be introduced into Polish phonology. This is a simple (not to say
simplistic) solution which does away not only with the difficulties at hand but
also with » number of interesting issues involved in cur case. For one thing

¢ I take it that in cases where underlying /1/ is directly recoverable (Gussmann, 1976)
from sequences of {1] plus & front vowel, it does not require special justification.

7 At the cxpense of being accuscd of beating a dead horse we might mention that
taxenomic yinimal pairs do not constitute a counterargument to this elaizn. For one
thing, most of the so-ealled minimel pairs not only involve a phonetic contrast but also a
grammatical one; if such pairs are to refleet those sound distinetions whieh must be obser-
ved 1f eonfusions are to be avoided, then tho most typical examples prove nothing for
pairs guch as lub ‘or’ — lup booty’, stal steel” — stal "he stood’, ete. are unlikely to ever
appear in the same position in the utterance. I can think of only two genuine pairs not
mvolving grammatical contrasts: laska ‘stiek® — laska ‘merey’ and ezal “scarf’ — szal
‘rage’, However, one eannot sensibly restructure the whole system of the language on the
basis of two examples. We tako up this point bolow.
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the underlying distribution of the two laterals would be highly skewed with /If
appearing only before some back vowels and /i/ everywhere. Secondly and
rouch more importantly, the factual basis for such a phonological split, on closer
inspection, turns out to be flimsy at best becausc it is made up largely of words
are synchronically foreign:

labirynt ‘labyrinth’, lakier ‘varnish’, laser laser’, lafirynda “slut’, lawa

‘lava’, lament ‘lament’, n.”;

lokal “place’, lokomocja ‘locomotion’, loteria “lottery’, lont “blasting fuse’,

lofos “lotus’;

lupa “hand-glass’, lumpowaé sie ‘revel’, luksus “luxury’, luinie ‘lute’, luz

‘loogeness’, ete.
Here the [I] would have to be recognised as an underlying segment but as the
existence of stratified lexicons with phonological and other peculiarities is
hardly surprising, we can disregard such words here completely. Once foreign
morphemes are eliminated as potential counterexamples, we are left with a
handful of words of which some (A) exhibit a front-back vocalic alternation
thus pointing to an underlying non-palatal consonant while others (B) indeed

show no modifications in shape whatever,
A

laé “pour; spank’, lanie "spanking” — leje "vb. 3 sg.”
lns “wood® — leste “id. loe. sg.” — lesny ‘id. adj.’
lato ‘summer’ — lecie “id. loc. sg.” — letnt “id. adj.’
lataé “fiy” — lecied “id. perf.’

lot “fHight> — lect “he flies’

lgg “hatching” — legu "id. gen. sg.’

oglad ‘inspection’ — ogledny "careful’

B

larwe “maggot’, lad “land’, Idd “ice’, lubié ‘like’, lub ‘or’, luly "February’,
lasha “stick’, lustro “mirror’, los “fate’,® lala “doll’, lulad “1all’.®
I take it that the presence of a vocalic alternation (as in A) justifies positing an
underlying non-palatal lateral in spite of the absence of any direct consonantal
alternations. The vocalic shift is governed, putting it vaguely and inandequately,
by the principle that vowels become back before a non-palatal consonant,
hence las as against lesie etc,1® Observe that the same rule might be made res-

8 There is no reason to troat the last two items as synchronically foreign in spite of

their diachronie foreignness. _
* The words lala "doll” and lulad ‘lull” are peculiar in that thoy appear to be {(quasi)

onomatopeie, _ . i
10 The rule noods to be fully analysed as the acecount given in Laskowski (1975) 18

not very satigfactory.



a K, Gussmmann

porsible for the absence of phouetic alternations in words like laskae “stick’,
larwa “maggot” for here the requirement of the rule would be met in every case,
i.e, the consonant following the root vowel is never palatalised. Thus the rule
of vowel shift cannot apply in lesie heeanse of the palatal [§] but it can apply
to lusce flesk+ /' because the immediately following /s/ is not palatal {(ep,
also larwa — larwie with non-palatal [r] as against miara — mierze “measure-
ment’, wiara — wierze faith’, where the waderlying /rf is palatalised and nlti-
mately changed into a spirant). Thus the absence of alternations is here acei-
dental and in fact completely predictable from the segmental composition of
morphemes. We can thus remove these words as counterexamples to deriving
all phonetic I's from the underlying /1/. What we are left with are basically
-fu- sequences and possibly a couple of exceptions. We have nothing to say about
the latter while the former, apart from the fact that these are precious few of
them, could be handled in several ways, either in agreement with Lightner’s
(1972:57) suggestion for Russian, by postulating the underlying /eu/ diphthong
which causes palatalisation and subsequently is monophthongised or, less
abstractly, by postulating an underlying /lj/ with the glide again. romoved
after it has caused palatalisation of the lateral.'® Bus, as the word handle
implics, there is no particularly strong motivation for any of these solutions
and hence postulating an underlying /l/ is also possible; it is possible but far
from overwhelming as it ecovers four or five morphemes in all. 1$ would appear
that a concrcte analysis could be slightly strengthened by considerations of
words mentioned in ftn. 7 above, i.e. contrasts such as stal “he stood’ — slal
‘steel”. On closer scrutiny, however, the initial appeal vanishes into thin air.
Pairs sueh as

lup ‘booty” — lub “or’

del *he gave” — dal “distance’

szal ‘rage’ — szal “scarf’

pudel “box, gen. pl.” — pudel "poodle’

wal ‘ridge’ — wal “strike, imperative sg.’
are, of course, non-repetitions and must be distinet phonologicallv. It does not
follow, however, that phonological distinetress must be identified with the
nature of phonetic contrast. In fact, there is ample evidence that this is not
the case and that phonetic contrast [w — 1] derives from the underlying con-
trast between the velarised lateral and the velarised lateral followed by a pala-
tal semivowel, i.e. f1—1j/.

1t The tense fof refers Lo the fof vowel which alternates with fa/; details see Laskowski
(1975 : 73 ff). . :

12 The lattcr suggestion is not at all far-fetched as it appoars supported by tho total
ahsence of tho phonstic [1j] elusters, The solution wo postulate bzlow explains this my-
sterious gap in d.stribution as well,
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As mentioned above, there are several palatalisations in Polish whose out-
puts in some cases are neutralised while in others they are kept distinet. One f}f
them is the j-palatalisation (Gussmann 1973) which features prominently in
several verbal grcups where -j- appears as part of the thematic suffix. Asa dia-
gnostic context we shall consider a class of derived imperfectives based on ate'ems
ending in a dental stop which beeomes an affricate by the j-palatalisation:

swoboda “liberty” — oswobadzaé “set free’

zgoda “consent’ — zgadzaé “agree’

zdrade ‘betrayal’ — zdradzaé “betray’

Fwiat “flower” — ukwiecaé “adorn with flowers’

Esztolt “shape’ — przeksziafcaé “transform’

reut “thrust” — reuead “id. vb. _
Stems ending in fIf when forming the base of a derived imperfective invariably
change the fl} into [1]:

caly “whele” ~ ocalad “save’

sekola “school’ — praeszhalad “train’

nchwale ‘resolution” — uckwalaé “pass a resolution”

nicmialy “shy’ — onic$mielad “make shy’

cialo ‘hody’ — weielaé “embody’

udzial ‘share’ — udziclad “grant’

wesoly “merry’ — rozweselad “make merry’

skreydlo “wing’ — uskraydlaé "lend wings’

widly “garden fork’ — rozwidiaé "fork, vh.’

wystraol "shot’ — wystrzelad “shoot’
There are several dozen verbs like that all showing that the phonetic [1I] can
derive from underlying (or intermediate) fij/. To strengthen the case even further
we note that there are a few instances of alternations also involving the word
final i1 and [w]:

ial “sorrow’ — Zalowaé ‘regret’

prayjaciel “he-feiend” — prayjeciélke “she-friend’

kaszel “cough® — fastaé “id. vh.”

piszezel ‘tibia® — piszezalka ‘fife’

narodl ‘excrescence” - rost “he grew’

mysl “thought’ — pomys! “idea’ 1

What these groups of examples conclusively show is that also word final [1]
must be derived from underlying /i plus a palatal glide. Naturally we have
not got an alternation in every case but a requircment of this sort is unneces-
sary as firstly, accidental gaps in the lexicon would be raised to the same status
as systematic gaps and secondly, it would deny the existence of language 5ys-
tem by restricting regularities to the actually observed facts. Either of
these assumptions is damaging and it would turn phonology into a sumisary
of data and phonological representations would, to all intents and purposes,
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become indistinet from phonetic representations.!* Naturally none of the
problems discussed above could be handled if similar restrictions were to be
imposed. From what we have seen, it is evident that the lateral [1} and the
semivowel [w] in native Polish vocabulary, no matter whether they are di-
reetly involved in alternations, indirectly involved (i.e. las — leste) or not
involved at all, should in all cases be derived from underlying /1. The existence
of variation strongly supports parts of our argument, i.e. those referring to the
feature cemposition of the underlying element. We must stress, however,
that facts of variation do not help one way or the other in solving the remaining
problems of ahbstractness posed by our data as the relevant facts are basically
the same in all styles of speech. Henece, in this particular example, the variation
data make only a fairly insignificant eontribution to the structure of pho-
nological argumentation. As usual in the case of a complex situation, one has
to build on a combination of theoretical assumptions of varying degrees of
relability and language-internal or structural arguments; contributions from
without tend to be either insignificant or of dubious value.4 _

Our second example is slightly more subtle and less obvious. It concerns
the velar spirant(s) in Polish. As is well-known, there is basically'® only the
voicoless velar spirant [x] in the pronounciation of the majority of Poles,
However, in a way similar to the mode of existence of the phonetic velariged
lateral [1], there is also the voiced velar spirant [y] oceurring in the speech of
older people, coming mostly from Polish eastern territories, dialectally and
in some styles. In the same sense as before then, [¥] ts & vanigshing sound in
Polish. We shall first consider those lects where the two velar sounds are kept
distinct phonetically and then the case where they merge into the voiceless
spirant.

The first thing to be noted about [y] and [x] is that their status within
Polish is not equal. For one thing, the voiced spirant is much less frequent
In its occurrence and in a number of cases it appears in words which are strongly
foreign (including proper names) as in group A below. In group B we present

1 This is indeed what the self-styled ‘natural’ generative phonology appears to be
hoading for. Vennemann (1974 : 346f} proudly ennounces that his approach does away
with nonunigqueness, abstractness, absoluto neutralisation, rule order, functionat explana-
tions and a couple of other major difficulties of the classical theory. One of the dramatic
resnity of this spectacular simplification of the phonological apparatus is aspiration ap-
pearing in Vennemann's underlying representations (c.g. 1974 : 359). Few things could
prove bettor than this how fundamentally misconecived his approach is. Anderson (1975)
criticises the bases of Vennemann’s conception of phonologieal strueture,

* This point can hardly be overemphasised in view of the faet that mueh of recent
worl in the sphere of experimental phonology has been remarkably shallow and simpli-
fied (sce the critical remarks by Kiparsky (1973 : 101 - 2) and Fischer-Jorgensen (1975b)).

15 ¥ith qualifications to follow, fin. 21.
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« list of words where there is no compelling synchronic reason to treat them
as foreign!® although they still contain the voiced velar spirant.

A. handlowaé ‘trade’ B. blahy ‘trivial’ .
maho#t ‘mahogany’ ohyda *disgust’
hippike ‘horse-riding’ hulk ‘mc]-::et’
habamnera ‘habanera’ hak ‘peg’l ‘
historia ‘history’ halgs ‘noise’ 1
wehikul ‘vehicle’ hartowaé ‘temper
hawrfa ‘harp’ hojny ‘genemuﬁs’
maharadze ‘maharajah’ hodowad ‘grow
konor ‘honour’ hulac ‘revel’
habit ‘monk’s frock’ Mﬂlﬁwa(;f ‘brakﬁe’ ’
druh ‘boy scout’ wahad ste ‘hesitate
wataha ‘band’ wahadlo ‘pendulumi
juhas ‘shephard boy’ Raftowad ‘embroider’
Sanhedryn
Sahara
Alhambra

The voiceless spirant on the other hand is very genar&l.m}d chal.:'acteristlﬂ
of predominantly native words (A}, although its occurrence in foreign words

iz not exceptional (B}:

A, chwila ‘moment’ . B. chronograf ‘chronograph’
chragszez ‘cockchafter’ chorat ‘ehm:ale:
chwytad ‘grasp’ chlor t?hl?rme |
chytry ‘cunning’ alchemia ‘alchemy
chrzan ‘horse-raddish’ chemia ‘ch&ﬁnust-rjfr
chod ‘although’ chimera ‘chimera’
chodzié ‘go’ chining ‘quinine’
chmura ‘cloud’ chaos ‘chaog’ ‘
chleh ‘bread’ koncha ‘conch’
zmierzeh ‘dusk’ monarche ‘monarch’
oddychaé ‘breathe’ moloch ‘Juggernaut

orzech ‘nut’
kichad ‘sneeze’
dmiech ‘laughter’
choroba ‘illness’
chiodny ‘cool”

cheied “want’ ' s B g i
The most essential difference between the two spirants lies in the fac

18 Qbserve that there are very fow verbs in these groups.
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that while the voiceless one is involved in processes of palatalisations resulting
In numerous [x - 3] alternations in a great number of contexts, the alternations
mmvolving the voiced spirant can be enumerated in full:

druk ‘boy scout’ — druzek ‘girl scout, gen pl. — druiyna ‘team’

Sapieha ‘proper name’ — Sapieie ‘id. dat. sg” — Saepteienke ‘id. fem.

wateha ‘Cossack band’ — walaie'? 9d. dat. sg.” — watasek ‘band leader,

gen, pl.

One might entertain the idea that in the lect under discussion [y] and {x]
are realisations of the same underlying segment and that voiced spirant is
mtroduced by a (minor) rule which, in the following discussion will he called
the ‘voicing rule’ for short. Another possibility is, of course, that both voiced
and voiceless spirants appear underlyingly. One argument in favour of the
rule solution is the extremely limited distribution of the voiced spirant, which
stands out in sharp opposition to the voice contrast existing among obstruents
in Polish. Observe that there are very few clusters involving the voiced spi-
rants as against the voicless one thus suggesting that the voiced segment is
not a freely ocourring one. This, of course, puts its phonological independence
in doupt. The restricted distribution of the segment would also be responsible
for the fact that it does not appear in contexts where the rules of palatalisat-
ions apply thus failing to produce more phonetic alternations than those
illustrated above. If it does appear in appropriate contexts, the few alterna-
tions follow automatically. A disadvantage connected with this solution is
that morphemes would have to be marked individually for their applicability
to the voicing rule!® as it could not be restricted to foreign words may have
volceless spirants, nor could it be stated in purely phonological terms.l® A
minor point in favour of the underlying distinction is that the phonological
system hecomes more regularised as the velar consonants would now involve a
full exploitation of the two way distinction into ({continuant) and (J-voice).
This weak advantage appears clearly outbalanced by the distributional irre-
gularities mentioncd above. Thus we conclude that the synchronic evidence
appears to favour the voicing rule solution as against one involving underlying
distinctions for the speech of those who maintain a voice contrast with velar
spirants.

As mentioned above there is no phonetic difference in voice with velar
gpirants for the majority of Polish speakers today. On the other hand, the

17 Also watadze as if derived from underlying /g/.
1% The rule would have to apply early in the gramumar (perhaps as a readjustinent
rule} in order to focd velar palatalisations,
** Naturally one might resort to discritic marks, something like /rSlavief andfor
{=Polishf but as the assignment of a morpheme to a given category would have to bo
arbitrory, this sort of solution merely disguises the igsuc.
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alternations mentioned on p. 56 are all preserved evurywhrere intact. ?:au,
in general Polish, we find phonetic alternations (x - §] and [x - %] corresponding
to the alternations [x - &] and [y - £] in the lects discussed above. '

We must now inquire into the phonological rules m1d‘repreaenta-t1c::-ns f:{)]ﬁ'
this dialect. On the basis of the available evidence nothing favi?urg f "L-'[‘;BB
contrast underlying the velar spirant. Evidence of three s_m]t-erna.tmg Morp E-
mes is as irrelevant to the establishment of an underlying contrast as the
evidence of three morphemes can be used to contradict an otherwise well-
motivated analvsis (cp. the [1 — w] pairs discussed above). As a result, we
have to treat these three morphemes as irregular and we further suggestl- t].mt
(y) appears at no stage in deep Polish phonology. This we .{{D with, Lei%re.
because 1) the actual alternations are perfectly regular — within the atr%w are
of Polish () should palatalise to [4] in those cases where e.g. [x] palatgljsei tr;
[4]; in this way the alternations are regarded as 1rregu1'ar {(NOT supp]em:a« m;:} ru.
showing extremely low lexical frequency;* 2) thfe existence of lects wit 1¢ xm%
ced velar spirants must be seen as having no influence on the grammar 01
general Polish. In other words, we have to assume that spea-k'ers of genecra
Polish in some way ignore the voice distinction with velar spirants as t-he:'g
obviously encounter no difficulties in understanding speakers who make this
distincti;n. The difference between the dialects would then he reduced to
he cnce vs. absence of a rule®
- Tﬁ?i?iiing the case, the existence of variation l.la.s nnt-hi*:r}g to say aho;:t
the grammar of speakers who do not make the difference m questm‘lL ¥ e
conclude that if language internal evidence for rulea:r. and representations 18
wealk, the presence of variation cannot by itzelf _dec.is?{e_ly affect _that:}m.+ o

Our final example illustrating some of the possibilities a,n(.l hﬁmlta.tmnb 0
the influence of the existing variation on phonological destzrlpt-mln.s and ge-
neral theory concerns the treatment of preconsonantal and word final s
in an rless dialect of English, such as RP. The problem we want to ::1(14.:11'&55
ourselves to is again the same as before: what is the structural and variational

20 We must note, however, that cven very low lexical froqueney of some .Ph:m:‘“m“f“m
does not necessarily mean that the process underlying itis e ﬁgn‘xent_- of a linguist’s 11'11515111&7
tion. As a case in point, consider the voiced velar spirant [¥] which 18 & tesult- ofl lﬁ:ﬁ P m;:;
tic regressive volco assimilation {Wicrzchowska 197-1 : 7,1; Rubafzh 1&?‘4]. T e;.le &Ppan ;
to be only two words exhibiting this process: klechda 'uu-clent tale’ and the sf_'?rnc E;m;c th::}
foreign Christian name Bohdarn (its native equiva]_ent being Bogfia.v‘a}. Apart (;crm 1;1;‘1],L o
rule applics aeross word boundarics and this a,dlmtalfl lnt.of variation depen E:;g up; 1 m-l °
tempo of speech and other incidental factors. In :?:1p1te of the extreme lack © *(;.xlm - }] ,
port, the rule is absolutely uncontroversial; its failure to produce more refloxes 18 sumply
dne to there being no elusters of [x] plus a 1._.f{;h:'uneu:]. nbstrue-nt.‘ _ -

21 T,et us observe that the change from lects with the voicing rule to general Polish
invelves a loss of a rule and removal of diacritic features on individual morphemes,
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:.;]ud‘ence.fczur_a parti'eu.lar analysis? Within RP [r] occurs only prevocalically?2
1 u:._ exhibiting agait an extremely limited distribution and again being sug-
gestive of & phonological patterning differing from the phonetic one.®® There

are s rell- ' : ] i
¢ some well-known instances of alternations which motivate the monophthon-

gal interpretation of English vocalic nuclei. 1
. i Tadhs Bk ¥ 1
fhebollowipesuiplas In the context of [r] we can note

TaTe -— raritv

clear — elarity

severe — severity
superior — superiority
3000TOU8 — sohority
bar — barrier

car — carrier

declare — declarative
compare — comparative
prepare — preparative

Althfl}ugh the list could be extended, i.e. the examples presented abo
are not lsc:IaJt‘et% in the language (Chomsky and Halle 1968; Hoard 1972) tEe
processes deriving. complex vocalie:nuelei from quBI‘I}FiIl,_C_;- simple (:-neaj h. y
Fa.cterlstmally involve grammatical boundaries We know of nlz:n Iory h«3 .
Internal alternations, ie. ones with final segment(s) neutral. In Pﬂ? *nf
a,lt-l?nugh there are derivations justified on the basis of mr:rfphc-l;) i(*&lealigrj
Zf]&tlﬂﬂﬁ, we also have hundreds of morphemes which appear in ci)nj:a-;lt sha
in the language. Thus side by side with the alternating car and bar we h: P‘f
non-alternating card and bark and the guestion now arises as to how we ahc:ﬁr:i
represent the second pair of words phonologically. One obvious possibilit
Is to represent the non-alternating formes in their more or less phonEtic sha {
u:_ P&ccordan‘ce with several versions of concrete phonology (cp. also Wa.E
1J.r3:1];5), 1.e. car and bar would be represented lexically as [kt;r] and [baé;
respectively, while card and bark would be [kad] and [bak] underlying: t}i
the second solution is to represent the morphemes as [kar], [barJ} [lgc’ard]b

agr < 5 . A
appmﬂ; li“:.r ZELETIF:" to tl;izﬂ'ﬂ;ﬂleﬂ linking and intrusive r. In agreement with the traditional
clieve t the linking + is simply the non-dele i ke
: _ i : -deleted r, while the intrusive
;‘;‘ lilfizf:rﬁ%{iﬂ:hﬂﬂls wc{:rlrl;ng under special phonologieal and sociolinguistic cunditin;s
LA rever, Johangson 74) whers a (particul i R : \
for epenthesis in both instances. s b PRIBINR) SRR S
23 s ]
i II; thllle course of the _dlscusmon we have relied several times on distributional areu-
. th‘fﬂ\; uch are usually viewed as of scdondary importance, Tt is perhaps worth ngtigll:
I‘EEal-dedU;I;:]izz?i; mit about a century ago, Kruszcwski (1881 in 1967 : 29) evidently
58 ; nal arguments of cqual or greater value tl al 1 J
as g first example of & elags of what he B it BB e
i regarded as & complotel ducta ;
ly eonditioned process he otk e e
! gave the case of the voieing of the initi I }
4 » . e initial and intervocal
m German, where no morphological alternations are ever involved R,
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(bark) and apply the same rules to all of them. The former solution would
require a complete reshuffle of the underlying system of English vowels which,
despite the difficulties it is beset by, appears in parts well motivated (Hoard
1972} or alternatively, were we to uphold the underlying inventory of vocalic
segments then hundreds of morphemes would have to be marked as exempt
frorn the operation of the major rules of Kmnglish non-consonantal phonology
(i.e. vowel-shift and the like). Either solution would increase considerably
the complexity of the description. and ag such it is not parvticularly attractive.
Simplicity arguments are no fonger terribly attractive either but in this parti-
cular case they appear to support {or be supported by) at least two other
types of consideration.?® For one to sever an interpretation of words like bark
from words like bar is, in effect, to deny the relevance of phonetic considera-
tions in phonology which would supposedly have to be based on morpholo-
gical data alone. We specifically argued against such a simplistic view of the
working of phonology in language The obvious phonetic similarity of the two
words, with no evidence to the contrary, would suggest that they
should be handled in the same way phonologically This line of reasoning 1s
nothing more than another way of saying that individual cases should be
thrown into relief against the system of lunguage (cp Fischer-Jergensen
1975b).

We may appear to be belabouring this case as, in fact, no one, to our
knowledge, has suggested that a morpheme like part should have a phonolo-
gical ¢,VC, structure. This may be partly due to the fact that most work on
the phonology of English has been based on American data but we helieve
that mostly because the adoption of some version of concrete phonology with
its apartheid policy segregation alternating and non-alternating morphemes
would produce tangibly counterintuitive results. The basis for this feeling
is, of course, the existence of numerous dialects of English where preconso-
nantal #'s actually appear phonetically. To all intents and purposes, the 7-
less speakers of English are, mathematically speaking, in the minority. It
is probably not too far fetched to say that forms such as (bak) have not appe-
ared in the literature not because of the existence of structural arguments
involving — which are not overwhelming in any case — but precisely because
speakers of r-less dialects have to accomodate the r-full type of pronunciation
in their competence. {In this case it is, most often, a fully conscious know-
Jedge). The obvious solution to adopt is to take the facts of variation as re-
inforcing the structural evidence and consequently posit underlying (r)
preconsonantally as well as rules that lengthen the vowels and delete (r) in
appropriate contexts. The alternative solution where, apart from the comp-

2 Por & carcfil evaluation of the eoncopt of simplicity and its possible link with othor
aspects of phonological structure, seo Anderson {1974 : 77}
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lication of the grammuar, the speaker in every instance like bark would have
to learn two underlying forms, one r-less for his own speech and another with
r, without at the same time ecapturing the basic and recurrent phonological
relatedness between them, becomes ludicrous.

We have considered arguments for phonological abstractiess in connection
with the existence of speech wvariation. The assumption underlying speech
variation has naturally bheen that the speaker of one dialect is capable of
understanding quite a lot of what he himsoclf never actually produces, he it
other dialects, styles and other lects such as, e.g. the strongly marked speech
of a foreigner where the difference cover not only details but may involve
considerable modifications andjor distortions when compared with his own
speech; consequently he must have at his digsposal means of achieving this
purpose. More abstract underlying representations and a more complex sct
of phonological rules appear to describo these facts better than a coucept
of, say some storage procedure as most, if not all, of the observed speech
variation (and here the Polish velar spirants constitute an interesting cxcep-
tion) must be derived from the same underlying forms (Similar lines of reason-
ing have been adopted by Nessley 1973; Hoard and Sloat 1973). The existing
variation sometimes enforces considerably abstract forms which, in the cxamp-
les we have examined, may be interpreted as reinforcing the struetural evi-
dence. In this way the existence of linguistic variation strengthens the casce
for abstract phonology. The aspects of abstractness where we have found
support from variation comprise cases a) where the feature composition of
an underlying segment is modified beyond articulatory {though perkaps not
acoustic} recognition — Polish {1]; b) where segmental composition of & mor-
pheme differs from its phonetic form in the sense that some phonological
segment never emerges phonetically in that morpheme (thus violating both
segment paradigm condition and feature paradigm condition discussed by
Jensen 1974 and also Kiparsky’s strictures) — the RP preconsonantal [r].
'Flie existence of variation may he indicative of other aspects of phonology
which cannot be decided on the basts of monolithic evidence — rules and
representations in the case of the Polish [y - x] distinction.

We must observe, however, that recourse to speech vagriation ag a means
of justifying abstract represenfations is an extremely dangerous procedure
ag one may easily misuse it. The case wo have cousidered above seem to us
to be fairly uneontroversial but numerous less obvious instances easily come
to mind. To mention just enc; there are dialects of English where the initial
semivowels in whick and witeh contrast. Should this fact be regarded as re-
levant for a grammar of a speaker who makes no such distinetion? If not,
then how are we to account for this interpretation of the phonetic differcuce
in the speech of others? (cp. also the case of the Polish velar spirants.). We
may guess that there exist some restrictions on phenomena which should he
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included into phonological competence as its truc part while others simply
have to be learnt {stored) or leamnt to disregard individually. But we ha-vt'{-.
nothing to offer by way of supporting such a hypothesis which .mus.t remain
a guess, The issue as to what facts must be taken into a-ccmm;t- jﬁrhlle cun&t-r.uet-
ing a realistic model of phonological competence comprising also specch
variation is in essence not very much different from the question of morpheme
relutedness in a monolithic grammar: there is nothing to decide in advance
which facts should be taken into account and which ones should be lett nyt.
Relying on one’s intuition and general coneepts as to what is productive
will not take us very far as very often scholars will recognise & related those
facts which support their major thesis or theory; Derwing’s {1973:123’% ff) re-
jection of synchrenic relationship between forms such as reciprocal — ?'af;zp_m{i-aty
various — wariely constituents one extreme while Lightner’s (1975) conviction
as to necessity of relating synchronically such pairs as dual — hwo, pregnant —
kindergarien reaches the othor end. Facts of speech variation just as much
as any other facts must be looked for and sifted with extreme caution; o
G}'J(?I‘iLiZ-iDllE—L] procedure can be given once and for all. ‘

Finally we would like to stress that the frequently voiced call tor a more
realistic model of language acquisition is, in any case, tantamount to the
need for broadening the scope of competence. We have tricd to indicate some
of the ways where phonological competence appears to be in need of exten-
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