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In the framework ol Generative Phonology the phonetic iter-
pretation of sentences takes place within the phonological component
of Grammar. The surface structures of the syntactic descriptions of
sentences constitute the Inpul Lo the phonological component. If,
however, they do not comcide with thke concept of the phonological
underlying representations, they are modified by the application of
the wreadjustment rylesn! so as to become appropriate for use by the
phonological component; the modified surface structures constitute
the underlying representations. The phonetic representations will be
derived from the underlying ones by the operation of phonological
rules. The phonological component, therefore, econsists of phonolo-
gical rules which relate phonetic forms to their underlying phonolo-
gical forms.
| Phonetic representations are abstract in that they represent the
phonetic properties underlying the physical actualization of sound
which are arrived at, given the speaker’s® hypotheses as to the sur-
face structure ol an utterance and his knowledge ol the roles ol the
phonological component.® However Lhis degree of abstraction cannot
be disputed nowadays; rather, it has been superimposed by the de-
velopment of scientific methodology, and experimentation.

Within this phonetic framework there are two distinct view-
points: Postal (1968) claims that phonetic representations must [un-
etion as the mstructions indicating the method of performance of the
physical system of articulation. While Postal seems to be concerned
with articulatory rather than perceptual correlates, Chomsky and
Halle’s (1968) view embraces both correlates.

1. It should be noted that this view is pot a general one, Kiparsky, [or exam-
ple, questions the necessity of this operation

2. Understood in a neulral sense,

3. SPE-style analysis, Chomsky and Halle [1968).
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What is at issue, however, is the degree of abstracltion that zshould
be allowed for the underlying forms. A consensus as far as this cruclal
point is concerned has nol as yet been reached.

What one ecriterion determining any approach to this issue may
be is a certain property attached to the grammar which is often cal-
led «simplicity». Commitment to this criterion will effect a maximi-
zation of the wvalue» of the grammar, which is Lhe goal of our Jingui-
stic description. Underlying this concept is the assumption that there
must be a notion of wvaluen or wsimplicity» which will hold univer-
sally and which will eventually lead Lo a correct answer to the prob-
lem of the form of the underlying representations. Therefore, the va-
lidity of this notion must be based on empirical grounds. In setling
up lexical represenlations we must take this notion into account so
ag to maximize the «value» of the lexicon and grammar {CI. SPE%:
296, but see Chen, 1972).

Let us now consider the various forms assigned to underlying
representations. The variable will be the degree to which they are
removed from the phonetic surface. We would be in error if we were
to relegate the whole issuc to the plane of «abstractnessy versus weon-
creteness» because, as Schane (1974:302) puls it, «phonological sys-
tems cannot always be likened to a clear running stream». Therefore
there have been more Lhan two approaches to the problem. One is the
wconcreten approach: There should be a direct link between the un-
derlying representations (morphophonemic represemtations) and the
actual phonetic forms in which the morpheme appears 1n language.
Such a representation should either be the set of the allomorphs or
some form from which the whole sct can be automatically recovered.
This view determines the approach to the problem ol all advocates
of natural phonology.

Kiparsky, in his influential «How Abstract is Phonology» (1968,
1982) adopts a more or lesg wconcreten approach to the problem. Ex-
amining the notion of «neutralization» he distinguishes between two
types of it: one is that allowed by the generative phonologists: pho-
nological distinctions which are never realized on the phonetic sur-
face appear in the lexical representations of morphemes: this kind
of neutralization he calls «absolule neutralization» as compared Lo

4. SPE: Sound Patiern of English, Chomsky and Halle [1968).
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the second tvpe which he terms «contextual neutralizationn. The di-
ference between the two types of neutralization consists in the occur-
rence of the former irrespective of environm=2nt, while the latter, as
the term indicates, takes place in a specific environmont, m which
the underlyving distinction is lost; however the proviso 15 that the loss
is restricted in that the underlying distinction is retained elsewhere.
He gives some examples of contextually restricted neutralization
rules: In Greek, a rule turns & o e In certain morphological contexts
in which the distinction between underlying /g and /of 1s neutralized,
.., KTPETN, UTPOIEY,

Kiparsky cannot see any justifications for the existence of ab-
solute neutralization. The alleged justification, as he sees it, is the
purpose of classifying identical segments into classes which undergo
certain processes and classes which do not. «Absolute neutralizationn,
he writes, «is a consequence of setting up underlying distinctions for
the sole purpose of classifying segmonts mto those that do and those
that do not meet the structural analysis of a rnle» (1982 p, 128),

le eriticizes generarive analyses of vowel harmny in Hungarian,
in words in which the root contains oniy neutral vowels, hecause the
underlying torms posited do net appear phometically in those parti-
cular words. IHe calls thiz use of phonological [eatures apurely dia-
griticn. On Kiparsky's view, generative phonologists, in their attempt
to generalize, treat all vowels unilormly while they should allow for
special treatment for those classes of vowels which behave variously.
Exceptions to Linguistic rules should be designated in the lexicon by
the use of diacritic features. However, he questions the use of dia-
critic features as exemplified in SPE-style phonologies. Rather, he
claims, exceptions should be treated as regularities reflected in redund-
ancy rules of the form:

[ Rule X] -« [— Rale Y]

The theory of gencrative phonology must be readjusted so that
the diacrittc use of phonological fealures, and the phonological use of
diacritic features be excluded. «One of the effocts of restricting pho-
nology like this», he writes, ws to enter nonalternafing forms in the
lexicon in roughly their sutonomous phonemie representations. That
18, if a form apporars in a constant shape, its underlying representation
18 that shape, except for what can be attributed to low-level, automa-
fic phonetic processes» (p. 130). Il morphemes which have identical

Th
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surface manifestations must have the same underlying rvepresenta-
tions, then a great deal of absolute neutralization is excluded. How-
ever, this is nol the sole condition we should posit; on Kiparsky's view
morphemes which arc always phonetically distinet must not have
the same underlying representations,

Let us, now, consider Kiparsky’s argument levelled against ab-
solute neutralization. If we assume that absolute neutralization does
exist, he argues, then we make certain predictions about change in
phonological systems, which are false; the theory of change tannot
be adjusted in any general way so as to exclude these predictions.
Therefore absolute neuiralization does not exist. «Contextual neu-
tralizations are reversible, stable, and productive whereas the alleged
absolute neutralizations are irreversible, unstable and unproductives
(Ibid., p. 136). Neutralized features, in the concrete approach, are
more or less ad hoe devices for handling exceptions.

How much abstraction is, therefore, allowed by the «eonecreten
approach advocates? The «morphophonemic alternation» i1s general-
Iy accepted as a justified reason for deviation from an autonomous
phonemic representation since it enforces relatively concrete ana-
lyses» which effect «the greatest generality and explanatory valuen
(Ibid., p. 160}.°

It has been stated that if there is alternation on the phonetic sur-
face, then one of the alternants should be the underlying form. For
example, we assume that in French the underlying representation of
an adjective is the phonetic variant with the final consonant. How-
ever, this is the weak version of the wmorphophonemic alternation»
(Schane, 1974), and it should be noted that the strong version of this
pegson is not acceptable by the wconcrete» approach advocates as a
valid reason for deviation.

Kiparsky (1968) states that «the alternation condition embodies
a claim aboub the importance of phonetics in phonology. Tt leads to
underlying forms which are closely failored to their phonetic reali-

5. Here, we consider Kiparsky’s approach to the problem to be wconcreien
althongh he, himself, disallows bolh the «fully abstract» and the «fully concretes
morphophonemics, because, on his view, neither is capable of providing an ade-
guate foundation for hislorical linguistics in general. When he pofers to olully con-
crete morphophonemiess what he has in mind 15 Trubetzkoy’s morphophonemics
and the witem-and-arrangements approach adopted by American Linguists.
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zations» (1982:159). He draws a parallel in syntax where the import-
ance of semantics has been recognized. The evidence which 1s avail-
able 15 not suflicient to permit us to eonstruct abstract, theoretical
models; the sole levels for which there is sufficient evidence available
are the aconcreten levels of phonetics and me2aning.

The diametrically opposed view to the aconcreten one 1s the com-
pletely abstract view held by phonologists like Lamb and Fudge. In
this approach morphophonemes should be «eompletely abstract»
elements: they should have absolutely no properties which are even
remotely phonic (Fudge, 1967). The phonoiogical level is logically
independent of the various phonetic levels and the relationship ob-
taining between the two should be invesligated by the phoneticians.

Fudge proposes that we have rules of «realization» whose simpli-
eity will be directly analogous to the degree of abstractness of the
asystematic phonemics» level. Tmplicit in this view 1s the notion that
the stutement of these rules should be independent of phonetlic lacts
which will be accomodated within the fram>» of our rules. We can thus
constritet & universally statable phonological system within which
phonetically diverse dialects can be accounted for. The justification
for this approach is that we would rather have a universal phonolo-
gical system —no matter how abstract this might be— which will be
our departing point in our attcmpt to account for the phonetic leve]
of a language, than have a phonetically based approach to phonoelo-
gy, which will lead us to diverse phonemic levels for each dialect. Re-
alization rules will handle all alternations, while mutation rules will
enable us to state the articulatory correlates of certain elements and
will also handle anomalies.

What is the motivation for such an abstract approach? Fudge
considers the nature of the Jakobsonmian distinetive features: are
they articulatory or auditory? If they are auditory then they are re-
cognition-oriented and the articulatory correlates maiy be more than
one: e.g. (-+Flat) may indicate lip-rounding or pharyngalization or
retroflexion. Therefore, a more precise specification is needed. Further,
some of the articulatory features are redundant in so far as they are
not crucial for recognition. In English, for example, the articulatory
features distinguishing dental from alveolar must be specified only
for fricatives, The Jakobsonian distinetive features do not provide
«a universal {ramework» at the systematic phonetic level.

Fudee, therelore, coneludes that «phonologists... ought to burn
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their phonetic boats and turn to a genuinely abstract [ramework»
(1967, p. 26). An example of how abstract the morphophonemic le-
vel is envisaged by Fudge is provided, when he clams that «there
seems no reason why we should not say that /rf is functionally voice-
less, though phonetically voiced» (ibid., p. 31). Adopting a complete-
Iy abstract approach, Fudge suceecds in maintaining «necutrality as
between the auditory and the articulatory [elemenis]» (ibid., p. 3).
Chomsky and Halle, however, implicitly criticize Fudge [or [ailing
to distinguish between the abstract phonological features and the
concrete phonetic scales of the Jakobsonian distinctive features (1968:
297 n).b

The third approach, adepted by Chomsky and Ilalle, Hyman,
Jakobson and others, lies between the two, and combines the ideas
implicit in the eoncrete approach with the ideas of the fully abstract
approach. This approach is still «permissive» m that «the represen-
tation of a lexical item as a feature complex may he perfectly abstractn
(Chomsky and Halle, 1968: 208) provided that the notion of the ma-
ximization of the value of the grammar enters into the determination
of underlying forms. Distinctive features at the phonemic level do have
a classificatory function (Fudge), but Schane (1973} claims thalt any
approach which ignores the phonetic content of the phonological dis-
 tinctive features, fails to recognize the direct correlation between the
underlying and the derived forms. This statement 1s implicit in Cho-
msky and Ilalle’s analysis, This approach seems to enable us to plau-
sibly account for more phonological phenomena.

By allowing abstract constructs our lexicon is not enlarged; more-
over, our phonological rules tend to highlight, rather than obscure,
the underlying structurcs. The abstract forms which are processed
to the phonetic forms, by the application of the rules, often reveal
processes of language. This approach is also more flexible in that it
can aceount for phonological phenomena in a way that generaliza-
tions are captured, and hence «simplicity» is maximized without los-
ing contact with the phonetie level,

In this approach the underlying representations are abstract in
so far as they «exhibit structural regularitiesy which may not always

6. Detailed criticism of the abstract approach to the preblem can be found
in Postal [1968).
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appear in the phonetic representations, The underlying form 18 usu-
ally one of the phonetic alternants, as 1 the example of the French
adjectives, However, this is not always the case; we are often led to
the postulation of an underlying phonological representalion which
does not appear at all as a derived [orm and, hence, the underlying
form is even more abstract. For example, Hyman (1970) was able
to plausibly account f{ot phonological phenomena which appeared
to be irregular at the systematic phonetic level solely by postulating
two avowelsn at the abstract, phonological level, which had no distinct
phonetic realization. He thus showed that these phenomena were in-
stances of general processes operating in the language. This abstra-
ction is allowed in SPE-style phonologies. In fact all reasons for de-
viation (abstraction) as presented by Hyman (1970) are allowed in
SPE-type phonologies.

Hyman (1970) claims that an abstract? approach to phonology
may provide the most highly valued solution to a phonological pro-
blem. A more conerete approach may prove incapable of capturing
all significant linguistic information. Thus a considerable degrea of
abstractness in phonology may be justified. This 18 not to imply that
the abstractness accompanyving representations and, consequently,
phonological rulos, need not be awell motivated», in other words, jus-
tilied. It should actually have a simplifying effect on grammar. Further-
more, rules accounting for the derivation of the phonetic forms
should not be simply devices for generating variants ol a form. Rather,
they should reveal linguistic processes. Abstract underlymg forms
often function explanatorily in that they acecunt, at the abstract
level, for forms which appear to be anomalies at the paonetic level.

The justification for the need of the abstract phonological repre-
sentations 15 given in SPE:

If we chose to represent each lexical item by the set of its pho-
netic representations, we should be treating all phonetic variations
as exceptions and would, in prineiple, be unable to express within
our grammar the phonetic regularities and general phonological

7. Here, Hyman is not referring to the fully abstract approach adopted by
Fudge,
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processes that determine phonetic form;...many of the most general
and deep-seated phonological processes cannot be formulated
as rules that direclly relate phonetic representations; rather,
these processes presuppose underlying abstract forms (p. 296).

The postulation of abstract forms, however, should be wmore than
compensated [or by greater overall simphfication» (ibid., p. 296). At
the abstract level we are interested in knowing whether a particular
feature is attributable to a particular segment. At the phonetic lavel
we are concerncd with the absolute phonetic qualities ol segments.
The implication of thiz argnment 1¢ that underlying representations
have «phoneticn conlent., Classificatory matrices, therefore may be
submatrices of phonetic matrices but this need not always be the case.

This approach seems o combine the wvirtues ol the other two.
The justification for the fully abstract approach collapses if the dis-
tinction between the abstracl phonological features and the phone-
tie features 18 recognized. The concrete approach tends to be too ri-
gid; it is not capable of accounting for many exceptions to general
rules and condilions, since 1t does not allow the postulation of a deeper,
more regular pattern. If such exceptions start finding thewr Way into
the lexicon under the rubric of diacritics, then a disquieting increase
of the items in our lexicon is Inevitable: a cupboard of «sundries» 18
not desirable in our grammar, buf, should this prove unavoidable,
its contents should be kept to a minimum. Besides, the postulation
of abstract underlying forms often tends fo reveal rather than obscure
the slructure of the language. Therefore, there will be cases, 1n a more
rigid approach, where the internal structure of the language will re-
main cbscure.

Another approach lying between the wconcreten end and the SPE-
style phonologies has been developed by Schane {(1974) who, by po-
siting segments within a phonological space, tried to have «the best
of both worlds - the advantage of the concrete analysis where Chere
is a closer rapporl between underlying and surface forms while at the
same time retaining the structural insights of the abstract approach»
(p. 314).
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