REVIEWS

Aodery. phonology, By Alan H. Sommerstein. Pp. 282, London: Armoeld, 1977,
Reviewed by ISizbicta Gorska, Adam Mickiewicy University, Poznadd.

Since the author does not state divectly what the purpose of his book is and for
whom it has been writben, or what underlies the cholco of the material, it seeins justifiod
$0 postpone answering these questions afber o short discussion of the content.

The first elpter of the book is entitled “Aims and principles”. Tt does not deal with
the aims and principles recognized by the author but by phonological theories in gon-
eral. Hlere the distinction is drawn between classical and generative phonology. Tt be-
comes cloar that the two differ in theoretical assumptions, methods of analysis and
ways of verifying their deseriptions. The auwthor rightly stresses the faet that the new
problem brought inte Hght by generative school is how the structure of the innato mecl:-
anism for learning a language can be accounted for through a study of linguistic uni-
versals. Yeob, having shown that the two approaches to phonology differ in many peinss,
he closes the diseussion with a rather swprising statement that a good classical pho-
nemie analysis may have “ag much explanatory power as the rules of a generative nia-
lysig” (p. 15). This seems like imposing the aims of one school wpon the other.

The title of the hoolk is Modern phonology. It seems right $o ask what the adjoctive
“modern” covers here. Modern times for phonology start in the 1820s (Chapter 2) with the
phonemie anelyses developed in Prague and in America (the reader is warned, however,
that the ides of phonemic contrast goes as far as the second century B. C.). There, the
greatest attention is given fo the American structuralism and only some differences witl
the Prague approacl are strossed. First the eriterian for grouping various tiypes of phones
into smaller dlasses are presented. Aud it is already at this place that the way in which
the material in Ch, 2 has beon organized reveals its weal point. The author makes it
clear that there are, for example, different possibilities of dealing with the problem of
non-unigueness of voieless unaspirated stops in English whoen after /s/ {p. 23). Yet it
is not 6ill the end of the chapter that the reader learns why Prague Sehool hag introdicod,
here an archiphoneme. Similarly, it becomes obvious that various cziteria can be usod
for establishing phonemic level (when the phoneme is understood as o class of sounds)
of o.g. Enghish phonological system and that not infrequently they ave in conflieh (the
status of fyf, long vowels, affricates). But the fact that the choice of the crviteris is to
a large extent determined by the aims of distributional strueturalisim is not made ox-
plicid enough at the moment when $he analysis is presented. I is not till the last sub-
chaptor (2.4.) that the reader learns that the American School was primarily coneernad
with thoe clagsification of obgervable data of o language. In much the same manner, the
fact that American deseriptivists doubted the observationsd status of the allophonic
level and that this led to phonological systems of & Janguage consisting of a list of pho-
lemont abowt their allophones or about their phonotic
jean. axed
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names “without moking wy sta
characteristios” (p. 46) is discussed ot sooner ag the compavison of the Ar
Prague approach is dealt with., This could have given guite s different persy
the importance of the criterie presentod ab the beghming of this chapter,
The suthor mentions alge some contributions of Prague School to the development
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of general phonelogy {e.g. the emphasis on the phonie matter, the study of phonological
oppositions, the idea of archiphoneme}, Here again the author ig not very much con.
comed, with what underlies the solutions proposed by Prague School. The faet dhat
phonologieal oppoesitions were of primary importance since thoy served well in aceonnting
for funetional relatedness of sounds is not given its proper wording.

A Drief outling of dassical morphophonemics is presented (pp. 41-48) but sines its
exposition covers anslyses done within Amerioan School it seems right to remind the
veader that the iden of morphophoneme has its origing in the “morphoneme’ of
Prague School.

Chapter 3 on prosodic phonology is written in guite a different imanner. The discus-
gion of smeared foatuwres shows that they woere not adegquately held by elassical phonal-
ogy and it prepares the reader for the fact that this phencmenoen is of primary import-
ance to prosodic phonology. The links of the latter with long component analyses done
in Ameries are mentioned as well, It is demonstrated that prosodie phonology orighnat-
ed to a large extent as an opposition to classieal phonology, Le. it gave nen-lincar,
non-gegmentai deseriptions, This, on the other hand, reflects ono of the atms of prosodic
phenology to “integrate syntagmatic and paradignmatic statement(s) in a single anified
description™ (p. 58). The ressons for the abandonment of the elassical plionemie level
are also expluined, Theoretical assumptions of the school are diseussed and Inter illustrated
by @ prosodic anabysis of monosyllabic utterances of the form CGVC in English, Finally,
the author commments on some weak peints of he prosodie approscl, such as nucerous
repetitions {eaused, for example, by the tendency o posit distingt systoms) or eomplexity
of exponence stalements.

Stratificational phenology is the next modern phonolagy to be discussed. The
author deaws attention to basie assumptions of 8G and explaing clearly that they directly
follow from the view of language recognized hy this theory. The structure of phonemic
stratum is presented as well as the exwmples of yelationships typical of the lovel and
formal devicos to rvepresent them. I is also shown how the evalnation of alternative
deseriptions is carricd oub by the simplieity eriterion. Bxamples of stratificational do-
seription of word initial clusters beginning with an obstruent and of velar softening in
English are given. The author points out that although 8G is stiil omly a theoretical
model not muel tested {yet testable), it hag already revealed certain drawhacks. Some
of them seem 6o be caused by the faet that formal simplicity s troated as the only evalu-
alion measure. One can obsorve here that shis eriserion, thougl used to evaluate quite
different deseriptions, appeared to he misleading in the theory considered later, namely,
i generative phonology.

The theoretical assumptions of generative phonology are preceded by the presenta-
gion of the developrent of the feature theory (Chapter 5} The author is mainlty con.
corned with modifications of the fenture theory done after the appearance of SPH.
The discussion makes it clear that the feature theory s in a state of flux, The position
accepted by the author is illustrated with an example of classificatory matrvix {p. 112).
One of the major changes ns compared to SPH is $he multinary feature of height. This
exemplifies the author’s dissatisfaetion with the SPE troatment of the binarity hypo-
thesis, Some argunents against it aro provided but the consequences of the acesptance
of hoth binary and multinary {ns well ag complex) features for tle evaluation neasure
are pob even mentionad. This is quite understandable sinee without pricy presentation
of the basic assumplions of generative phonology such a discussion should not have
taken place. The point is, however, that the binarity hypothesis is o pard of the theory
and it scems that both the empirical evidence for nnd against it should boe considered
together with its role in the model.
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The fact that the oxpoesition of the SPI system iz proceded by the disgeussion
of the feature development after SPHE has also some wnfortunate consequences
for the clarity of the presentation of the SPE theory itself (Chapter 6). Its main
assumptions and methods of analysis arve often llustrated with the use of features
not found in SPE but with those that have been acceptod by the anthor (e.g. multinary
feature of heights continuant treated as a complex feature; [J-apicall). Though all the
differences are pomted out, it seems that it is diffienlt for the reader to learn what was
in SPE itself and what wag after it. Besides, this appears to be inconsistent with the
adm of the chapter which is “to deseribe the theory as it is presented in SPE (p. 114).
Hinee o lot has changed aftor 1968, the purpose as stated above tums out very difficult
fo obtain, Thus, on one hand, the syllable boundary is not discussed in this chapter
hecause “it is not reforred to at all in SPEY {p. 144); mirror image convention, however,
is not only presented but alse used in conmeetion with various phenomena (e.z. Rule
149 i the subehapter on rule ordering). ¥ would like to state it clearly that the anthor
explains that, for oxample, mirror-image was introduced after SPE. 1 am trying to
suggest only that a different organizadion of the matorial would have been more con-
ductive to clearness and would have added to the value of the chapter.

In the rest of the book the author presents some problems which generative pho-
nology has faced after SIPK. Various solutions put forward since 1968 are discussed. The
first, area of controversy covers distinet modes of application of the same rule to a given
underlying form and interdependonees among rales i the same derivation (Chapter 7).
In tho ease of the former, four types of rule application are presented {two simultanecus
applications: onee and only and iterative; two directional: lefs-to-right and vight-to-left).
None of this s universal, A new universal prineciple of rule applieation proposed by
Anderson (1974) is mentioned but its validity is not lested.

The problems of ordering of rales in a devivation start with the discussion of one
ordering paradox raised against the SPE notion of linear ordering. Alternative lypoth-
eses fo the latier are given. One of thom, partial ordering hypothesis, is the author’s
own proposal and it s proved that it can account for all data that can be handled by
another hypothesis, namely, local ordering (ef. Anderson 1974). An oxaanple is given
that can be explained by the former but not by the latter. Some lrench data (p. 187),
hawever, cannot be dealt with by partial ordering or loeal ordering. Herve one must
disagree with the author’s reluctance to accept syntacsic conditions on phonological
rules or to recopnize loxical exceptions. Though 1ot very attractive, these solutions arve
sometimes unavoidable in phonclogy.

Hvidenee is also given to prove that the propossl of no-extrinsic ordering should
be ruled out, yot it ig suggested that the universal principie of Proper Inclusion inherent
in this hypothesis is of great value to thoe phonological thoory. The principle, however,
is very similar in nadure to the Blsewhere Condition and the two ean be combined into
a single one, ie. $tifling. Finally, the nced for global constraints in phonology is dis-
cussed,

It is worth noticing that the Principie of Natwral Order applied to pairs of sules
with respect to a conerete form (i.e. local ordering) has revealed a great predietive power
in analyses of Polish and English date (of, Rubach, forthieoming).

The solutions presented in the chapter leave no doubt that the problems of rule
application are still open. One can note here that o similar conclusion can be dravwn from
n detailed discussion of rule application by Coyvaerts (1978).

The anthor believes that some problems are cansed by the fact that surface phono-
tactics and the syllable have been disregarded by standard GI' (Chapter 8). In order to
account for the functional relatedness of rules for which standard GP has no formal
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apparatus, the author puis forward a theory of phonotactic motivation, It is asswmed
that morpleme structure conditions are redundant and that the principles of phono-
logical well-formedness are related to phonetic representations (p. 196). Yet, when
arguing for tactic rules to apply to phonetic representations, only the ereativity of the
process of poereeption is considered, i.c. avcording to the author, tactic rules are used
when “a speaker hears a form that does not already belong to his vocabulary™ (p. 196).
One may wonder, however, how in this situation the creativity in the proeess of produc-
tion can be explained. The argument presented scems to hnply that a native speakoer
can judge woll-formedness of his own hypethetieal form after he has already produced
it, i.e. there i nothing to stop his fréials except the actual error viclating surface phono-
tactic congtrainds. This suggests that we should hear (and produee) a great mamber of
phonologically ill-formed words, which seems rot to be the case. One can obsorve that
even if the problems and inadequacies enumerated by the author were solved, the im-
plications of the theory of phonotactic motivation on the model of GP could not be
escaped. easily.

The fact that the syllable has heen abandoned by standard GP is said to be another
source of conlroversies. Yeb one cannot agree with the author’s statemont that the syl-
lable was not used in GP ouly for the reason that i6s definition coudd not be given, Let
me repeat liore after Tyman (1975 :192) that “one argument which has been raised
against phonological syllables is that, unlike segments, she location of syliable boundary
within a morpheme can never he phonemie”. What seems important is that, according
to the authar of the book under review, there is evidence for the phonological treatrnent
of syllable boundaries. So the disagreement is caused rather by the interpretation of the
data and not only by the lack of the satisfactory definition of the sylable in standard GP.

Whatever the reasons, the introduetion of the syllable, as the author rightly stresses,
requires various modifications of GP. Let me observe only that the cost of the syliabio
houndary should be somehow buill into the evaluation measure and that this will cop-
tainly have some effect on the status of other houndaries, :

Thres areas of phonological theory that still call for re-examination (understood
as o tendeney to constrain phonological rules) are diseuszod in Chapter 9. The fivst of
them covers the types of wules that are to be recognized by the phonological theery.
The suthor argues for the trichotomy of rles, j.e. morpholexical, morphophonemie,
phonetic, and makes it clear that Turther investigation is nocessary to validate his pro-
posal. One can notice that the prohlems tackled heve are only indirectly eonnected with
a general tzend to constrain plu;n*aoiogicn] rules. They refer rather to the organizetion
of the phonologieal component. Yeb it is obvious that by postelating three kinds of rules,
each with distinot charactovisties, the power of the phonclogical mile of the standard
P -typo is considerably reduced.

Othaor 331‘01)().‘321§S that follow constrain phonolegical roles in an indivect manner us
well, Their main purpose is Lo lmit the abstractness of underlying representations. Vet
Lhere is no doubb that the conditicns on possible abstract representations narvow tho
seope of ]:31-1ono’logj(‘:a} rules, The hmportance ol the presented solutions to the abstractness
contbroversy for standard GP is stressed (numercous references to other proposals ave
given; for a detailed discussion of Alternation Condition baged on Poligh data, the reuad
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may consulb also Ruobech fortheoming)). Tt is clearly stated that they speak {or re-exam-
snsbion of standaxd, theory and that no final agreement on possible abstract represonta-

tians has beea renched so Fo
Netural phonology is also o

A concise outline of this approach is given. It s viewed as e attempt to find some gon-

eral ]r:u-ineipies fpom  which “numerous and complex principles of phonological rule

capted as o tendeney to congtrain phonological rules.
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plaasibility™ (p. 227) can be derived. The disenssion starts with the SPH theory of marked-
ness, through its later development in a form of a fixed aniversal set of natural rales,
to finish with a brief presentation of Natural Phonology. One can observe that natuzal
phonology (In o broad sense) constraing phonologieal rules by limiting the nuwmber of
Jlﬁ.ﬁll!‘&] 1)1‘00@55@.5‘1.

From what has been just mentioned it should hecome apparent that the author
presents different ways of constraining the phonological rule. Though the diseussions
put forwand in the chapter are very useful as they stand, one may only regret that there
is no conclusion. heing made about the way in which tho phonologieal component worlks,
Le. any change in one of itg parts is crucial for others, hence the same descriptive tend-
ency may be expressed in a very distinet, often indirect manner.

This characteristic Teature of a way language funcetions hecomes espocially promi-
nent when we look at higtorieal changes. Here one must wealcome the disenssion of
whonological changes given in the last chapter of the book. The author strongly stresses
the fact that it is probably rave for a single change to result from s single factor” (p. 224).
Various types of phonologieat changes are presonted (such as restructuring of underlying
reprosentations, addition, loss or simplification of a rule) and i is made clear that they
are ntroduced to the language for complox reasons (here a fow proposals of possible di-
rections of change are given) and that their offects on a language are not to be izolated.
One may observe only that the same applies to any linguistic deseription if it is to reveal
the mechanism of o language.

Now let us come back to the questions raised at the beginning of this review. Tho
purpose of the work diseussed, as suggested by the title, is to present modern phonology.
There is, howaver, no statement about what underlies the ehoice of phonologieal schools
presented in the hook. One muy say from the way in which the material has beon organ-
ized that the stracbural approach, since it has not gained wide acceptance, can bo
viewed as a history of modern plonolegy, i.e. GP, The book reveals that the majority
of linguists work within the generative framework {more than half of the book deals
with GP). Yet it becomos obvious that the new approach owes a great deal to the achieve-
ments of structuralism. Some links of GP to classieal phonemics are mentioned though
quite a munber of them is not expressed elearly euough (for » concise discussion, of.
Rabaeh, fortheoming). The book shows that GP is far from its finn! stage. Numerous
problems that GF faces are prosented, others given detailed references. It should ho
stressed that this is one of the greatest moerits of the work.

Wheo ecan profit from this boolk most fuliy? No doubt, it requives some knowledgo
beth in phoneties and phonology but a trained reader can learn from it a los, This task
will not always be easy, as the remarks on the organization of the matorial suggest, hus
he eertainly will realize that much i s4ill to he done in this field,
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Contrastive  Polish-English consonantal phonclegy. By  Bdmund  Gussmann, Pp.
1758, Warszawa: PWXN, 1978,
Reviewed by Wiodzimicrz Sohkowialk, Adam Mickiewicz University, Pomnan.

Bdrmmd CGussmamn's Contrastive Polish-Eaglish consonantal phonology comprises Jd
chapters, a list of symbols and abbreviations used, & preface and a bibliog aphy.

Chapter 1, entitled *Morphological alteynations in phonology” (18 pages), is a suceinot
overview of the abstractness controversy — cinrently the most disputahble issue in pho-
nologienl theory. The discussion starts with structuralist morphophonemics and glossom-
atios, and then passes on to the Polish morphological tradition orviginating with de
Courtenay ane ISruszewski and continued by Doroszewski and his pupils. The author
points to the inadegquacies and weaknesses of those approaches from the generative point
of view. At the end of the chapter justificasion iy adduced for the fairly abstract gener-
ative framework that Gussmann is working in throughout the book, A number of important
contributions to G are mentioned, views arve compared and discussod and the more
‘concrete’ theories of phonclogy eviticised.

Chapter 2, “Consonantal alternations in Polish” (97 pages), is the largest in the book
and deals s:pc—)mhcu]ly with sueh morphonologieal processes of Polish as: (dejpalataliza-
tions of anterior and velar consenants, obstruent and nasal agsimilations, final devoicing
and eluster simplifieations. The analysis proceeds from the simplest to the most difficuts
and controversial problems, using abundant data, from hoth inflective and derivative
alternations, pesiting and reavranging rules, providing sample derivations of some words
and. constructing underlying representations at a fairly abstract level (bub, admittedly,
justified within the system, frecly accepting e.g. “absolute neutralization” in Kiparsky’s
semse). Though not directly pertinent to the discussion, some hmportant universal issues
are mentioned, e.g. rule ordering, boundaries, grammatical information in the phonol-
ogical companent, ete. At points whaere no definite solution has yet been achieved, Gus-
smann provides possible options briefly discussing the merits of each.

Chapter 3, “Consonantal alternations in Hngligh’ {24 pages), is hasically a critical
approach to the SFPE analysis. The following problems are hriefty discussed: tho status
of spirants and rounded velars in the UR, softening of velars, glide insertion, palataiis.
tion, nasal assimilation and oluster simplification. CGlussmarm makes cortain corrections
to the SPE analysis and emphasizes the problems where further research scoms necessary
before any definite conclusions can be roached.

‘¢

Leal consideri-

Chapter 4, “Congrastive phonolegy” (17 pages), contains somo thoor
tions pertaining te the status and charactor of contrastive studies (O8), Ga
Tiglak (1975, 1976) in emphasizing the difference hetween O3 as such and their appl
to error analysis andfor language teaching - a distinetion not yet fully com1)1‘0-]1@1‘1(10-(1
by many scholars (for the same emphasis compare also all volumes of PSICL), e als
demenstrates certain fundamental inadequacies of the taxonomic model of phonology
whon applied to contrastive purposes. Gussmann believes that the core of C8 in phonology

should he the funetional comparison of underlying phonological systems and of rules,
Tho fnportance, or states, of rules in the languages eompared should be seen as the manner
in which these rules inseract with other rules of & given phonology (compare Kisseberth’s
‘conspiracies’), i.c., how many rules they bleed or feed, how transparent they ave on bho
surface, how late they apply in the derivation, ete, The choice of distinetive featores,
the status and character of surface phonetic realizations, and the possibility of stating
certain universal processes ave seen as dependent on the functional anatysis of rudes, The
chapter (and the book) terminates with a sainple funetional comparison of some Fnglish
and Polish rules.

pnann Tollows

adion
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Gussmann’s line of yeasoning is basically sound and water-tight {throughout the
book, though, due to the abundance of detail and. data, it sometimes loses clarisy and
gpeed. A subdivision of chapter 2 into well defined passages covering processes under
digoussion (and not, as it is, individual suffixes) could he one way to make amends for
this. Apart from certain evident errors or misprints {1) (he last sound in wrébel specified
as [-ant] on page 41, the stem-final velar in boliem as [4-back] on page 60, alpha variables
on page 140, the stop in abhor specified as {--cor] on page 144, ote.) it could be possibla
to raise questions about certain specifio isswes, e.g., the use of diachronie evidence us
motivation for setbing up rules {a lot of diachrony actually wnderlios (Fussmann’s For.
mulations, though he does not care to justify it}, the dublous status of velar spirans in
1Tand 2 Polish palatalizations (pages 35, 51, 73) or the indeterminacy in the use of features.

This last point is espoecially interesting, The issue of the choice of features for contras-
tive analysis hag not yet attracted the scholarly interest it deserves. Cygan’s paper ab
the 17th International Conference on Polish-English Contrastive Linguistics (Boszlkowo,
May 10--12, 1979) is just an exception to the rule. So far, phonologists (including Cus-
smarm) have assumed no basie differences in the inventory of phonologieal features used
for English and Polish. Guasmann consistentiy uses SPHE-type features in his anabysis
of Polish in chapter 2, While this may work in most cases, thers are clear instances where
some alternative set of features would account better for cortain regnlaritios, shmplifying
nobation at the same time. Some Jakobsonian distinetions might be of use, or simply
differont subget of SIH features {as done in Misiak, Grzegorek, Zabrocki 1978}, To exemp-
Tify the latter solution, let us take Gussmann’s rales 7 and 8 {page 35), covering the first
velar palatalization in Polish [k — & g — Zfdi, x — &

o J|-strident] Y
7. |- ant]-—-» | --coronal v
: - SRS [ haek
--del, val.

—anb 1
8.1 Fstrid j——s] - cont) Y o

- voloe ¢ - cont | J
Rule 7 is supposed to change velar obstruents into postalveolar affricates and rule 8

has ta spivantize these affvicates in some cases (o.g., braeg — braciek, orzech — orazesack).

The problem with rule 8 iz {except the disjeint environments, acknowledged by Gus-
smarm) that it ecannot change intermediate [ofeéek] into [ofefek] as it is positively speeified
for voice and the stern-final obstrent in orzech is voiecless, Neither can this rule nceount
for the druh — drdyna sont of alternation as stated on page 51.

The problern with rule 7 is much mmore serious. The rale as stated lacks naturainess
(and this similarly pertaing to some other rules having to do with (velar) palatalizations).
Why should velars become strident and affricated before frond vowels? This is of course
what happens, but I would like to claim that the two features are just fortuitous and
that the rule can best be formulated as:

- bhack
—ant ] gl
aeond ’ = - § _

goont 4

This formulation seems to buy ns at least two thing::
1. the emplasis on the natural assimilation proeess underlying the alternation:
[ -+Dhack] — [—Dack]/ ..~ Dback],
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4. a natural way of handling the velar spirant Jecont], not achieved by Gussmann
{of course, rule 8 would have to stay, as it is motivated on grounds independont
of fx/ — /8] alternation).

Tt is very probable that, reworked along these lines, Gusgmann’s rales would some-
times be sirapler and would provide still more valuable insights into the workings of
Palish morphology.

One major formal weakness of the book seems to be that it does not do whab it has
promised, that is: “..not so much to pregent an exhaustivo study of cither Polish or
Fnglish phonology as to raise questions concerning conirastive generative phonology...”
(page 28). Though the presentation of Polish phonology iz not exhaustive, still chapter 2
ocenpies more space than all the other chapters pub together, whereas chapter 4 (“Con.
trastive phonology™), most fegitimate in o study of this kind and truly fulfilling the
roader’s expectations, is the shortest in the boolk. The author seems o be much more
interested in investigating Polish data than in actually comparing phonological rules.
What he adduces at the end of chapter 4 as a sample comparison might be profitably
expanded (using the data from chapters 2 and 8) and associated with the most fundamental
phonologieal problems of rule order, distinctive features, congpiracies, boundarios, opaecity,
ote. Such a comparison would be very likely both to produce and to stimulate original
new solutions, questions and ideas in the field of contrastive phonology.

However all the critieisms notwithstanding, as far as Polish morphonology is con-
corned, Gussmann’s book is a fairly detailed and comprehonsive generative study earried
out at a high level of abstraction, scientific sophistication and methodological regime.
As such, it is to be weleomed as one of the faw larger works in Polish generative phonology
wo have so far {Laskowski, Rubach, Schenker), Gussmanni’s dowrn-to-earth, strictly fac-
tual prosontation of the complex morphonological issnes and persuasive argumendation
inspire respect and stimulate interest. The Tast, traly contrastive, chapter is especially
interesting as Gussmann’s suggestions for rule comparison procedures are extromely
vatnable {aven though it is partly a repetition of his 1975 *How do phonological rules
cormpare?”’).

Supgesting new solntions to the old problems and positing new questions, often
revealing in thomselves, Gussmann’s work is a notable contribution in the field of Polish
and eontrastive phonology.
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Language of poetry and generative grammer @ loward generative poetfes? {with sy
anadyses of 1. 8. Bliot’s poems), By Nina Nowakowska. 1’p. 137, Pounari: Uniwersy-
tot inn Adama Mickiewieza, 1977, Reviewed by Irena KaluZa, the Jasellonian
Thiiversity of Cracow.

loward generstive pocticg?” — When the question pub in the fitle of I Nowsko-
wika's ook gets 2 negative answer, it is not — ag more Simid sonls may expeet - hecause
of the sheer vnattainability of sueh a goal at the present stage of o knowledgn, On the
contrary, Nowakowska's dizmissal of thwe desivabiliby of creating an autonomous modal
of poeti T 1o ey hebiof that the time has come for hroadening the scope of Huguistios
g0 as to embrace sl menifestations of langnage, ineluding the agoage of poctry, in me
integrated model. GF conrse, tendeneies toward such holistie conventions have heen

gaining ascendaney for some tme now. Congider, on the ene hand, &
construct a theory of metaphor within exist

s,oand on the other, $he empirical "dis
igtic are capable of funetioning as granumatical fetors in control

sttermy
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ing ordinary’ mods
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3:(‘1111;“ oxr pronontinad refevence (ef. Chomsky 1975217 and on pros
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et ug now have g coser look at the contents of the book. After & brief inteoduction
i) are devoted to s oritienl
tional generat wanar and in Fora-
ing those conditions that st be

stating the aims and methods of work, three chapters (

survey of doebrinal developments i franslor:
pean functional Hagaisties, with tho view to diseov
weh if aomodel is to account for poetie as well ag for “newinal
s ovganized around three definitional postnlates that Nowakowska considers basic in
meretive theory, namely that

(1} the grammatical rules consist in relating meaning to sound,

(2) the grammar is & mechanisim of senferce generation, and

{3} the grammmar is the theory of linguistic competence (p. 7).
With respeet to (1), these theories which give maximum attention to specification of
meaning are maore highly valuod, {2) is rejected as inadequate in favour of text granumar,

e g

eur

saage. The diseussion

13 Studia Anglica Posnanlensia vol. 12
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and {8) is rejeeted in favour of textual functiconal competence. fonsequently, Chomsky's
predominantly syntactic and senten ce-oriented Standard Theory and Extended Standard
Theory are rejected, together with the concepts of inguistic competence, syntactic selee-
tiomal vesbrietions, and degrees of grammaticalness regarded over a decade ago as a
suitable basis for theories of metaphor. Similarly, an imposing array of stylistic studies
aned theories written within the framework of generative grammar arve rejected, for
instance, o mention only a fow, Weinreich {18G6), Reddy (1969), Thorme {1965, 1970},
Civgque (1973), and Kaheza (1975}

Tn the course of the discussion there emerge fragments of various theories that
Nownkowska considers acceptable for her purposes. These she reinterprots for Tier needs
ng theories of language Nmetioning, in exder to facilitato an ntegration of transformational
grammar with the funetional grammar of Buropean linguistics.

A natural steréing point for the presentation of Nowalowska’s model, outlined in
chapter & of her bool, is provided by her acceptanee of Lakoff’s (1971) concept of well-
formedness of an utterance as relative to its own presuppositions. This coneept, though
coming from a generative semanticist, has no clearly doefined status within generative
cemantics, as Nowakowska rightly observes, but can he accommeoedated within an inter-
prefive semantic component, She thus accepts Jackendoff’s (1972) version of interpresive
sernanties together with the distinetion of the formal plance of language from it contont
{originating from functional linguistios?), bhut is of the opinion that loxical insertion oceurs
in different places of derivation, in accordance with generative semantics. In the lexicon,
which forms a separate component, tho structure of lexical iboins reseinbles that of other
Linguistic wnits {after Weinreich 1966, then also generative semantics) and lexical ibems
are viewed as predicates carrying both lexical and presuppositional meaning {Fillinore
1064), The undmlying structure, to whiel the loast attention is given, is also conceived
of in the spirit of gonerative semantics. It specifies logieal relations wlieh may bo defined
in terms of the first order predicate caleulus and dominancy rolations. Thus Chomsky’s
strict subeategorization is expressed by means of the nuamber of argiments a predicate
takes, while hig selectional restrictions are controlled by presuppositions, which placoes
these troublesome constraints squarely within the semantic component.

Upderstandably, it is the somantic component that possesses the most extensive
ramifications in the modal. Tt assigns meaning to the previously generated structures and
provides assessment of semantic well-formedness. The kinds of meaning (which is identi-
fied with language functioning) inelude funetional or ideational {corresponding to the
referontial funetion), model {emotive-appelative function}, and informational (textusl
funetion). Tdeational interpretation malkes use of an nventory of semantic eases after
Filimore (1968, 1971) and Halliday (1973), provisionally specified as Agent, Kxperiencer,
Instrument, Object, Sowree, and Goal, which perform participant roles; and Beneficiary,
Lacation, Time, and Manner, whose roles are cireumstantial. The Predicates ave grouped.
into three main classes: material, mental, and relational, each of them eapable of farther
subdivision into conceptual functional sulclasses. The modal meaning looks after inodals,
tense. azpech, guantifieation, negation, dofinitivization, and, possibly, coreferentiality
e modal operators, as in Jackendofl 1972}, The informational structure accounts for
textual colerence, Tor instance by identifying transitions botween theme and rheme,
that is it terms of thematic structure, following Ceoch and Polish linguistics (ef. Mayenowa
1971). Coherenco is understood as a well-formedness constraint on a text,

Semantic well-formodness is assessed by a separato semantic subcomponent. Natu-
ally, any toxt, not only poetie, is examined with respect to semantic well-formedness,
but in the lattor (so far as I understand Nowakowska) well-formedness is revealed in
incomparably more ways and can contribute to the aesthetic, symbolic, ete., interprota-
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ton of the text, so that the impressionistic commentaries by literary crities may gain
support from Hnguistic facts whieh were not statable in earlier grammars, Theoretically,
all types of semantic information are subject to this mode of evaluation, preferably Ty u
unified set of notions, This uniformity can be assured, Nowakowska thinks, by exploitig
the notion of presuppesition in the following way: for instance, if we presuppose thai
informational strueture of the text must adhere to sequential thematization (e, tn a
definite manner of coberence devising) then a text which is lacking in this respect. is
defined as ili-formed. (What kind of presupposition is it: metalingual? supratextual? or
it is just & preconeeived norm’ to which we have decided a text should adhere?) The same
is true of the ideational meaning. If wo confront a metaphor with dictionary readings
of its constitutive parts, the metaphor must be evalnated ag semantically ill-formeit
sinee it does not denoto conventional referents as statod in the dictionary. Tf, however, we
define metaphor as relative to its own unconventional presuppositions, then metaphor
is also semantically well-formed and this assessment can be strengthened wlhen textual
metaphors are found o contribute to the coherence of the informational content. As far
as modal meaning is concerned, no indication as to how presuppositional checking o{'
well-formedness may be exeeuted has been given by the author. :
It is very hard to evaluate Nowakowska’s proposal for a “universal model of langnage
funetioning. For one thing, it consists, as we have seen, of a number of more interesting
or ‘revolutionary’ fragments of theories which are often in opposition to one another:
Fhis breeds at least a potential danger of contradictoriness, but then the model is ot
explicit enough to allow deduction of various consequences, hence no precise evaluation
¢in'be made in this respect. To give an instan ce of many potential doubts: how can Nowéi
kowsko’s acceptance of the GBS concept of multi-level lexical insertion be made to agren
with her acceptance of Jackendoff’s IS with its en bloc insertion into the pxeiomm:ml—
sbrmg, as in Aspects? Or, consider her belief in the isomorphisin of linguistic units (p. 29
and elsewhere), which is at varianee with Jackendoff's (1972:15) statement that soirie
“olements of semantic representation de not lend themselves to being represented in
trees or functional form”

. Of course, when such a vast enterprise is undertaken by one author, explicitness is
hardly to be expected and Nowakowska admits that for some parts of her model no form-
alism is available at present. In fact, she indicates & number of times that shoe is not
particularly interested in precision and formalism. Her goal is to cover the ‘infinite
variety’ of langnape by means of finding promising theories to which she assigns oniy
“an instramental function” (ef. p. 5), whereas most of the stylistically oriented studics
in TG so far have abmed rather at exploring the possibilities of particular TG concepts,
in accounting for particular stylistically marked structures, and hence have heen able
1o devote more attention to explicitness. As a result of Nowskowska’s aims and attitudes,
her model is generative in the ‘projective’ sense only, the other requirement for genorst-
iveness, . l.e. explicitness not having been — as indeed it coudd not have been —
obgorved. .-

Other difficulties arise in connection with the ‘generative poetics® part of the uni-
versal model. Remembering that “generative’ can also be used in opposition to "interpres-
ive’, consider as an example (of a minor technical difficulty?) the task of accounting for
the relatively simple device of fignres of repetition. Nowakowska attribntes repetition
either to non-application of a reduction transformation (p. 84), or to the operation of a
copying transformation (p. 86). Techmiocally, these syntactic statements may be qui ite
correct but they hardly provide an adequate explanation. The question that arises is
what precisely triggers or blocks these transformations? They certainly do not operabe
dt-vendom, the way Chomsky’s referential indices did in 4spects. Consequently, it is not

13
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enough to investigate the repetitive patterning as an important cohesive device, a mods
of investigation implied in the book. One has to find the controlling faetor which shapes
the repetitive patterning, and this moy be jodged in any of the threo main esmponents:
phonological, syntactic or semantic, or in & eombination of these. Does that mean that
phonology and semantics hecorne somi-generative on such cceasions?

Next, consider a more basic problem. Nowakowska, after Jalkobson (1920) and others,
holds poetry to ho & “sonselons exploitation of the potentials of the linguistic code’
{p. 28), Theoreticaily, is it then possible to predict the results of such exploitations, in
other words, to foreseo the poetic techniques to come? Will sueh a veniure not lead to a
situation where, metaphoricaily speaking, » Boileaw's rales will be expected to capture
the bovations of & Dylan Thomas? It is, of course, fensible that some schemata could
bo established to allow ‘infinite’ possibility of variation within the model. One might for
inptance reasonably try to delimit the range of poetic inventiveness as boundoed by the
formal universals on thoe one side and by some low-level semantic interprotability on the
other. Bud, T am afraid, one is likely to find that oven such sonsible delimitation has
already heon disrupted in reality, for instance by an ovcasional irrecoverablo deletion
in Bimily Diekivson’s poetry. In brief, this time it is not only tho oxplicitiness of the model
bulb adso its projective nature that is heing questioned.

The olosing chapbers (6--8) of the book prosent sample analysos of T. 8. Eliot’s
pootry (The love song of J. Alfred Prufrack, The waste land, and others) to show the bheow
at wonls, I shall concentrate on Nowalkowska’s acoount of the processes of 1nemphorua-
tion. Hawmrr accepted Lalkoff’s (1971) relative well-formedness, Nowalkowska assumeq
that “the coneept of prumppos,ltlolmi activation is a necesgary and sufficient doscmpt‘.xon
of a.im ¢ 01111)3(‘\ notion of metaphor” (p. 48), where, so far ag I can se, ‘pebivation” %tands
h)r allowing some tneonventional presuppositions to operate. The semantic mtelprem»
Lmn of a metaphor consists of two stages: identifieation, which involves the detect.mn
of the unconvontmn&i ideational structure, like personification, reification, ete.; a,nd I;u
tzvmlon {largely nogloctod in carlier theories), which sceks to identify the covert wrm, e
comparofionis hetween the two {overtly expressed?) metaphoric terms, for mstu.nco '.)y
finding the presuppositions that they share. Irom the exemplificatory material $hat
Toflows these statemonts I have deeided to quote Nowakowslka’'s deseription of the (,el
n'h} dtt'(l line opening The waste land, For the salze of snnphclty, the line has been iso X
from its comtext but we must remember that in Nowakowska's way of thinking the

giderations of the context will enricl: the description and provide mesns of a,-sscssmg, mq
dorrectness,
April is the cruellest month (W, 1., — 1} . e

the superlativization entails : months are cruel
eiuel  presupposes: primarily: human Agend, or
secondarily: natural foree Insbrument (mebonymy)
thirdly: veified Tnstrument of Agentive God.
sronth is reinterpreted from Time into one of she above, ginee cruel presupposes also i -
neate Goal, so does month, sinee reference of month is purely linguistic, i.e. inac.
cessible to other than human animates, the reference of the Goal is inmted to.
" human motivation of the reinterprotation
[
2. pr vsuppowd eruelty of nabural force Instruments
3. prosupposed cruelty of the Agentive God factor, and derivatively of his Instruimenss
m the reading of April similar presuppositions are activated (p. 115). e

Whether this sophisticated network is superior to the traditional and far sunplu‘
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notion of animation of the forees of nature is & moot quesbion. For one thing, in order to
demonstrate that 16 works systematicaliy, and not in an ad hoe faghion, it is necessary Lo
devize redundaney rales regularizing the possibilities of ideational contont shifts and their
eomnection with the accompanying presupposisions, This can be done only after a vast
amowmit of empirieal material has been investigated. The traditional non-presuppositional
animation, on the other hand, gains direct support from immemorial my ths whiel: animate
& of nature in their eyelic ehange of seasons, snd thus becomes psycho-

or deiflly the fore
Togieally viable,

Obgervo, mareover, that in Ler interpretation Nowakowska stops short of poinbing
o what is no deubt crucial in Apeil 45 the cruellest month. The surprige the reader ex-
periences is not so mucl concerned with o season of the year being described as ‘eruel’,
but with thoe fact that this property is ascribed to the spring month of April. In our ¢li-
matie zone the winter months are ‘eruel® in the sense of dife-exterminating’, through cold
and lack of food suffered by birds and animals. April, on the contrary, fosters the life
of plants and animals, Eliot’s statement s, of course, & paradox and it seems that the
emsence of paradox can he handled by the notien of presuppositon again, though this
thne of 4 pragmatic nature, Furthermore, if wo streteh the notion of pragmatic presup-
position, it may cover associations hitherto reserved for literary eriticism, and, for instanco
Juxtapose Bliot’s “April is the eruellost month” with Chaucer's “Whan that Aprill. with
hig shoures soote...”, thus adding snother dimension to the interpretation of liot's
Iine. These examples indicate that presupposition has great possibilities in accounting
for & wider renge of phenomena than those described by the author, 1 suppose, that
uneonventional presupposition may also underlie other tropes, sueh as irony, hyperboie
oFoxymaron. Consequently, if we wish to distinguish between the tropes (and it malkes
senEe to do 50 sinee the distinetion originates in speakers’ intuitions), the Ppresuppositional
properties will have o be shown as forming different configurations for each of the tropes.
I shis is correct, then Nowakowska’s elaim that “the concept of presuppositional actis
vation is a ... sufftcient desceription of ... metaphor” (p. 48, quoted above in full) cannos
bewmaintained. Let me add that Nowakowska Las not considered the need, for diversifica-
t1on of unconventional presupposition aetivation so, naturally, she does not teuch: upon
thizdssue, bub the matber is worth investi gating. G

It isto boe regretted that the text undoer review has not been more earefully prepared
For publieation. Asitis, the hool is marred. by numerous misprints (e.g, simile consistently
shelled.ag simdlde, pp. 93, 94, 110, 114), chaotie application of graphic dovices {c.g. uneven
indonbing on p. 115), hibliographieal inaccuracies (o.g. reference to MeCawley 1976h,
B 45, nat disted i the bibliography; or is it MeCawley 1967 that is meant?), and. even
by an cceasional confusion in terminology {e.g. “implicational, i.e. prosuppositional
torms’, po 60} Moreover, the author let hor individualism run away with her even when
the decencies of Buglish grammar and usage are coneerned (e.z. “underlied terms® P 27,
“theory [the agentive, ete.] is undeslied y™, pp. 68, §6, 88, 89; “basing on Ziff’s...”
D 24, “hasing on Biblers.,..” p. 81; “examples are apt to revision” p- 49, “poetry is apé
to unique mterpretation®™ p. 1§, ete. ete.). She also shows little consideration for her
readers, who may he less than perfoetly familiar with the theories she diseusses, A highly
condensed form of presentation (including rather awlkward enumeration running into
the feenths: “fivst, secondly, ..., twelfthly, thirteenthly...” pp. $0--47) makes Language
oif _poetry and generative grammar o, bools mainly for the initiated, . '

._{‘[Sut, when all thing are considered, it is an important and a eouragecus book, the

move to be appreciated as 16 repregents a sericus contribution to that clusive braneh of
lingnistics which purporss to deal with the language of literature. I am confidont that i
will have & stimulating effoet on other workers in the fald,
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A Ristory of English spelling. By D. G. Seragg. Pp. 130. Manchester: Manchester
University Press, 1974. :
Reviewed by Josef Hladky, University of Brno.

The third volume of the Mont Fellick series is once again a monograph (nfter a col-
lection of papers discussing spelling reform in Alphabets for English and a monograjph by
the editor of the series W. Haas on the velation hetween written and spoken langidge
Phonographic translation), devoted this tinme to the history of English spelling. T'he author,
D. ¢ Serage, traces the history of English spelling {rom: the earliest written docurments
up tothe present Lime. : RS

The rcader, even a non-linguist, is gradually introduced to the field and to tho protst
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foms involved. The first chapter, “The foundation”, explains the basic terminology
(including, e.g., Old English) and presents she historical background for the development
of the TEnglish language. The wide-seale production of heoks in Tinglish (i.e., not in Latin)
at the end of the 106 century led to the stabilization of orthography on West Saxon
basis, well preservod during the 11th century, In the 12th century, however, there was no
furiher national development and regional orthographies began to develop. The oulputb
of English books was much Jower, which also contributed to the loss of unity.

The varied orthography of the Middle English period is gradually replaced by a
mare uniform system only in the late fourteenth eentury, affer Wyclif and his followers.
This more uniform orthography, however, spread more widely in Central Midlands only
and London writings were not part of this type of production. Lendon usage was to
become uniform only later, after English was adopted for the written documents of the
royal chancery. During the fifteenth century then, the chanecery orthography was ac-
copled even in the regions,

The influence of loanwords upon the Fnglish orthography was rather vavied: the
Old nglish borrowings from Lasin left no traces in the orthography {these horrowings
were nob very numerous and were integrated into the basic werd stock within s relatively
short $ime} but the MB and BENE borrowings from French and Latin (and Greek) led to
confusion as these borrowings guite often preserved their original form in writing.

The sixteenth century mtroduced many otymological spellings for earlier French
borrowings (trone ~ throne}, sometimes based on false analogies, There was, howevoer,
one welcome effort, i.o, the effort to avoid homographs.

The printing press had a stabilizing influence on English spelling. 1t was not Caxton
or his divect followers, however, wlio started this influence. Their spelling, as the author
of 4 history of English spelling shows, wag vory irregnlar (as opposed to the works of the
seriveners’ establishments) and it was only in the sixteenth contury that “the orthographic
practices of the manusceript shops were transferred to the printing heuses” {p. 67). The
fixed spelling of the printers there provided a norm for private speliing.

An important role in the stabilization was played by the spelling books, espoeialiy
the one by BEdmond Coote (his aritorion for selection of a particular spelling was its fre-
gueney). There were anly a fow spelling changes aftor 1708, Johnson's IHefionary fol.
lowed the established spelling practice and spread it into the sphere of private writing.

The last and the Iongest ehapter of A history of English spelling concentrates on the
history of attitudes to incorrect spelling and on the search for an optimal writing system.
"The work of Hart, Bullokar, Wilking, Ifranklin, both Pismans, Bliis, and many obhors is
discussed. There have heen many approsches, many schemes, and they Lave not et with
any substantial public or offieial support (and if they have, like the 4.4.0., they have notb
succceded). Bradley’s papoer of 1813 is quoted refusing the axiom that the sole function
of writing is to represent sonnds. Views of other scholars are given as well and the Very
lagt Iines of the hook stross the importance of the knowledge of the history of Hnglish
spelling and of $he history of the attempts ab its reform. Without such knowledge, con-
Buries-old arguments for and against spelling reform ave just repeated onee again, Scrage’s
hook is, in fact, a good source of such knowledge. Tt does not study he history of English
spalling in any wider linguissie context, it does not diseuss the relation hetween the writton
and the spoken norms of English, but it presents a comprohensive - in fact, the frst
comprehensive — survey of the history of Bnglish spelling. The book is not only COmpre-
hensive, but also comprehensible to non-specialists, who are gradually introduced to the
terminology.

‘Fo sum up, D. G Seragg’s book iz a elearly written survoy of the history of Bnglish
spelling and will be undoubtedly of use to all those who are intorested in this subject,







