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HIERARCHAL RELATIONS WITHIN THE SYSTEM OF
DISTINCTIVE FEATURES

(with special reference to English and Lithuanian)
ALBERTAS STEPONAVICIUS

The development of phonology took a definitely structural turn when linguists
realized the importance of the now well-known Saussurean dictum: ,,Les phonémes
sont avant tout les entités oppositives, relatives et négatives* [Saussure, 1922, p.164;
Cocciop, 1977, p. 151]. This amounts to saying that phonemes are characterized
not simply by their proper qualities, but by their oppositions to one another. Pho-
nemes are opposed to each other by one or more sound features, which may be ex-
pressed in articulatory or acoustic terms. Therefore in 1932 Roman Jakobson sug-
gested the definition of the phoneme as a cluster, or bundle, of distinctive features
(in de Saussure’s terms, ,,éléments différentiels“ “distinctive elements’) [see Jakobson,
1962, p. 231; 1971, p. 105]. Nowadays this Jakobsonian definition of the phoneme
has been almost universally accepted. Following the tradition of functional linguis-
tics, 2 more exhaustive definition of the phoneme could read as follows: the phoneme
is the basic unit of the sound system, paradigmatically defined as a cluster of distinc-
tive features (DFs), syntagmatically, as a minimal linear segment, regularly in con-
trastive distribution with the other analogous segments, and characterized by con-
stitutive and distinctive functions. Considering the paradigmatic aspect of the defi-
nition as its most essential part, we should attach especial importance to the theo-
ies of DFs and oppositi ons. The current theories of DFs and oppositions vary from
linguistic school to linguistic school and even from phonologist to phonologist. There-
fore in the existing distinctive feature theories it is essential to assess properly both
solutions which are indisputably tenable and those which are open to doubt. One
may well begin with a critical appreciation of the fundamental works of N. S. Tru-
betzkoy, on the one hand, and Roman Jakobson and his co-workers, on the other,
which have established two main approaches to the problem of DFs and oppositions.
The importance of Trubetzkoy’s works in the domain of sound features lies in elab-
orating a comprehensive taxonomy of DFs and his attempts at systematizing pho-
nological oppositions, based upon such features [see TpyGeuxoit, 1960, pp. 73 —
206]. Jakobson has greatly influenced and even determined the linguistic thinking
of phonologists by demonstrating the possibility of presenting all types of opposi-
tions and features as binary. The principle of binarism as the inberent principle of lin-
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guistic relationships was put forward by Jakobson in 1938 [see Jakobson, 1962, pp.
272-279, the article ,Observations sur le classement phonologique consonnes“].
Later on, the principles of what may be called dichotomic phonology were develop-
ed not only by Jakobson, but also by his numerous co-workers and followers,
first of all by Gunnar Fant and Morris Halle. They have drawn a comparatively
compact inventory of DFs by way of generalizing several acoustic or articulatory
features of a similar nature when these features cannot be found to function simul-
taneously in the same language, so as to make them represent a single phonologi-
cal feature [fIkoGcon, ®ant u Xaane, 1962; Jakobson, Fant and Halle, 1963;
Jakobson and Halle, 1957; Slko6con u Xanae, 1962; Halle, 1957; Halle, 1964].
This inventory has been declared to be exhaustive and finite, i. e. listing all the
contrasts that can be found in languages?.

It must be conceded that even purely hypothetically the binary structure of DFs
seems most plausible; distinctive features as elementary units of the phonological
structure must be characterized by most elementary relationships, and binary oppo-
sitions are the most elementary of all possible relationships. The practice of phono-
logical analysis, moreover, has fully confirmed this, as the most exact definitions of
phonemes, their most coasistent classifications and hierarchical order seem to be
those which are expressed in terms of binary features. Besides, Trubetzkoy's sys-
tem of DFs and oppositions may by freely integrated into binary systems, though,
naturally, with some modifications of the former. It may be pointed out as a remind-
er that in ,,Grundziige der Phonologie* Trubetzkoy put forward three criteria for
classifying phonological oppositions, (1) their relationship to the other oppositions
of the same system, (2) the relationship between members of the same opposition,
(3) the extent of their distinctive force in different positions, respectively distinguish-
ing (1) bilateral and multilateral, proportional and isolated oppositions, (2) priva-
tive, gradual, and equipollent oppositions, (3) constant and peutralizable oppositions.
Trubetzkoy’s distinction between multilateral and bilateral opposition preserves its
significance in that it reflects the degree of closeness of relationships of phonemes,
viz., the most close relationships in the case of bilateral oppositions and more loose
relationships in the case of multilateral oppositions. Secondly, in terms of propor-
tional and isolated oppositions we can express the degree of paradigmatic integra-
tion of phonemes. Reinterpretation, however, is indispensable in the case of Trubetz-
koy’s gradual, privative, and equipollent oppositions. As has been demonstrated by
Jakobson, Halle, Fant, Chomsky and others, the distinctions of vowels of different
tongue-height may be expressed in binary features (the fact that the offered solutions

1 Sometimes, however, they admit that this i y t be idered once and for all
established; cf. Fant, 1973, p. 171.
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may be somehow different is not so essential here) [cf. Jakobson, 1962, pp. 484 —
485; Chomsky and Halle, 1968, pp. 304—306; Wang, 1968, p. 701]. The notion of
graduality, just like those of privativeness and equipollence, is useful, though, when
we want to indicate the physical implementation of sound features. From the point
of view of their physical nature, binary sound features may be termed privative when
they are based upon the presence and absence of the same sound property, gradual
when they present different gradations of the same property, and equipollent when
they are represented by two physically different and logically equivalent properties.
For the sake of consistency of phonological analysis a positively expressed feature and
the respective negatively expressed feature should be considered as two different
features and not the same feature with the plus and minus values (though in matri-
ces it is most natural to specify the positively expressed features with the sign plus,
and the negatively expressed features, with the sign minus, e. g., [+round /,
[ —round /). Binary sound features are by definition contradictory, i. e., they can-
not cluster with each other into phonemes and their phonetic realizations [cf.
INnotkus, 1970, p. 23]. The sound feature theory must provide a means for describ-
ing both phonemes (when sound features serve as DFs) and their phonetic reali-
zations (when sound features serve as non-distinctive features).

Another matter of importance is the choice between articulatory and acoustic
features. Trubetzkoy worked mainly in terms of articulatory features. Though he
seems to have been under the impression that acoustic terminology as compared with
articulatory is less ambiguous, he did not think that it mattered much for phonologi-
cal analysis which one is made use of and gave preference to articulatory terminology
because of its traditionally familiar character [cf. TpyGeuko#, 1960, pp. 101 —102].
Later on, Jakobson, Halle and Fant worked out a detailed system of acoustic fea-
tures, correlating them with articulatory features. Their works introduced a kind of
fashion for acoustic features, much less followed in countries with strong tradi-
tions of functional linguistics, such as the Soviet Union or Czechoslovakia. In the
last decade, as evidenced already by Chomsky and Halle [1968], the shift has been
towards articulatory terms again. The articulatory terms, much more transparent
and unequivocal than their acoustic counterparts, have proved to be more operative
both in synchronic and diachronic analysis (especially in the latter). Of course, no-
body can deny the importance of acoustic correlates of sound features as subsidia-
Ty means of phonological description.

The further progress of phonology lies much in defining more precisely the uni-
versal inventory of DFs, in establishing hierarchies of DFs and phonological oppo-
sitions, and in testing the validity of the general principles of phonological analysis
on the material of particular languages. In this article an attempt has been made to
define more precisely hierarchal relations within the system of DFs, both from the
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point of view of language universals, and the phonemic systems of particular langua-
ges, especially English and Lithuanian®.

Distinctive features may be hierarchically grouped according to the degree of their
universality, thus distinguishing universal (or near-universal) and language specific
features, or according to their functional significance, thus distinguishing primary
and secondary features. It is the criterion of universality which in the main deter-
mines the paradigmatic arrangement of phonemes in overall patterns. The set-up of
hierarchies must be such that oppositions of a higher rank comprise oppositions ofa
lower rank. It follows from this that subclasses of different classes of phonemes
are not structurally and functionally identical and must be set up independently,
irrespective of the possible identity of the anthropophonic nature of their DFs [cf.
Tlnotkun, 1970, p. 24). Classes of phonemes may also be separated into subclas-
ses by more than one pair of DFs at a time; in such cases the same phonemes may
belong simultaneously to different subclasses, characterized by crossing relation-
ships (cf. the oppositions of vowels of more than two degrees of aperture, or the in-
terpretation of stops, fricatives and affricates below). When describing particular
languages, for the sake of economy of linguistic description, separate pairs of univer-
sal distinctive features may be reduced to a single pair of features.

The main distinction of universal (or, to be more exact, near-universal) charac-
ter is that between consonants aud vowels, with both liquids and glides classified as
consonants®, This universally primary distinction is expressed by means of two pairs
of features, consonantal vs. nonconsonantal, and vocalic vs. nonvocalic, in view of the
possible presence in some languages of items to be specified as /| —con, —voc [ (cf.
the interpretation of the IE ifi, ufu), oras [ +con, +voc/ (cf. the *“group-pho-
neme” of V. K. Zuravl’ov Dkypaﬁnen, 19667]). Practically, however, in the case
of the majority of languages these two pairs of universal features are reducible to
a single pair, consonantal vs. vocalic (nonconsonantal).

2 We have supplied the article with the overall patterns and matrices of the Modern English
and Lithuanian phonemes (tables 1—8). In so far as we are interested here mainly in demonstrating
the relevance of the suggested principles of hierarchal arrangement of phonemss, we shall not detail
all the controversial probl of the phonological analysis of the two | The propounded
“analysis of the Lithuanian phonemes is closest to that by Schmalstieg [1958; 1972] and Kazlaus-
kas [1966] in that diphthongs are analysed as biphonemic; besides, [e] and [e] are interpreted
as allophones of the same phoneme ( /e/).

3 Asearlyas 1912 L. V. SZerba suggested the possibility of phonological systems with no con-
trast between consonants and vowels. The idea was further developed by D. V. Bubrix; and was suc-
cessfully made use of in the lysis of 1 by E. D. Polivanov, the A. and E. Dra-
gunovs, N. F. Jakovlev, M. V. Gordina, A. H. Kuipers, S. D. Kacnel’son, R. I. Avanesov, V.K. Zu
ravl’ov. A very concise and exhaustive survey of works on the problem may be found in Zuravl’ov
DKypasres, 1966].
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With regard to consonantal modal features, primary importance should be at-
tached to the features obstruent vs. nonobstruent, and sonant vs. nonsonant. In the ma-
jority of languages these two pairs of features may be reduced to the single pair ob-
Struent vs. sonant (nonobstruent). The additional features [ —obstr [ and | —son [ are
indispensable, however, in the case of the presence of such phonemes as the Czech
/T [, or the Chippewyan / tt d1 t’ /, which are to be specified as / +son, +obstr /,
in contradistinction to [/ +son, ~obstr [ (e. g. /r /), and [ +obstr, —son { (e. g.
[81).

The next pairs of modal features which must be classified among the primary and
universal ones are stop vs. nonstop, and fricative vs. nonfricative, with stops proper
specified as /+stop, —fric / , fricatives proper specified as [+ fric, —stop [, and af-
fricates specified as [/ +stop, +fric /. When affricates are lacking, it suffices to have
a single pair of the features in question (stop vs. fricative, or stop vs. nonstop, ot
Sricative vs. nonfricative).

The consonaatal distinction nasal vs. nonnasal, though language universal, is
secondary from the point of view of particular languages in that it is relevant only
in the subsystem of sonants.

All the other modal features of consonants are language specific in that their pres-
ence or absence, primary or secondary status depends upon the concrete type of the
language under analysis.

In determining the degree of the universality of the consonantal features accord-
ing to the place of articulation, a sharp distinction should be made between the so-
-called active and passive organs of speech. According to the participation of the ac-
tive organs of speech the following three natural classes of phonemes may be dis-
tinguished: labial, apical, and dorsal. The contrasts between these classes are spec-
ified by means of the following universal (or near-universal) DFs: apical vs. nonapi-
cal, labial vs. nonlabial, and dorsal vs. nondorsal. The actual utilization of these fea-
tures and especially their hierarchical ordering, however, may be rather language spe-
cific. From the point of view of language universals the distinction apical vs. nonapi-
cal is of a higher hierarchical ordering than the other two oppositions®, i. e. conso-
nants must be contrasted first of all as apicals and nonapicals, unless there are rea-
sons to do otherwise. Thus, in Proto-Germanic the local series /d zt@sn 11}/ contrasts
with the rest of the consonants as apical vs. nonapical. Considering the presence of
rounded dorsals in Proto-Germanic, the nonapicals may be further contrasted here
as labial vs. nonlabial (dorsal) (/b p fm/[vs.[gg” kk¥ xx¥jw/), and as round-
ed vs. nonrounded (| g" k¥ x* w [ vs. [ gk xj /). In Old English, on the other hand,
consonants contrast according to the point of articulation first of all as labial vs. non-
labial (the labial series is represented by [ p pp b bb [ ff m mm w /). The nonlabials

¢ Proved, among other things, by the of apicals in all the k& I [sec
TpyGeuroft, 1960, p. 142).
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of Old English may be further subdivided according to the features apical vs. non-
apical (dorsal). The apical series is represented by [ttt d dd €dZ000sss§1 1l r
rr / , and the nonapical, by / k kk g gg x xx j / . The Old English nonlabial phoneme
/ n [ is special in that it has both the apical and the nonapical (dorsal) allophones
[n] — [p), which prove the irrelevance of the features / + apical / for its phonem-
ic specification. This very fact also suggests that the contrast labial vs. nonlabial
with respect to Old English is of a higher rank than the contrast apical vs. nonapi-
cal. Besides, in view of the absence of the rounded dorsal series, the Old English pho-
neme | w /could be integrated into the system only as a labial consonant. Lithua-
nian, with its allophones [n] — [n] of the phoneme [ n /, is much like Old English:
here consonants contrast first of all as labial vs. nonlabial (the labials constitute the
series /[b'bp’p Vv v fm’ m/), the nonlabials further contrasting as apical vs.
nonapical (dorsal) (see tables 5—6). Modern English, which has phonemicized the
allophones [n] — [p] into the opposition /n / — /g /, may be described as con-
trasting its consonants according to the place of articulation first of all as apical vs.
nonapical, the nonapicals further contrasted as labial vs. nonlabial (dorsal) (/b p
vfwm/ vs. [gkhjp/ (see tables 1-2).

Further local specifications of consonants according to points in the stationary
part of the vocal tract, viz., teeth, alveole, palate, velum, uvula and pharynx, are high-
ly language specific. The most common and important of such distinctions is pal-
atal vs. nonpalatal (velar). For Lithuanian, just like for many other languages, this
is a contrast of primary importance; all the Lithuanian consonants, with the excep-
tion of /j /, correlate as palatal and velar.

In some cases the exact points of the above-mentioned articulations are phono-
logically essential. Thus, in Old English in the series of fricative nonstop obstruents
there were three kinds of apicals whose contrasts may be expressed in the most nat-
ural way as dental vs. postdental(nondental) ({060 [ vs. [sss3[), withthe post-
dentals further contrasting as alveolar vs. postalveolar (nonalveolar) ([s ss | vs.
/8 [). The contrast of the Old English /11l / with /r rr / may also be expressed
by means of the features alveolar vs. postalveolar. The same two pairs of DFs, dental
vs. postdental, and alveolar vs. postalveolar, preserve their relevance for the corre-
sponding consonants of Modern English (the dental /6 @ / vs. the postdental /s z
$ Z [ ;thealveolar [s z fand [1/[vs. the postalveolar [ § Z [ and [ r /, respectively).

In many other cases different, though adjacent, points in the stationary part of
the vocal tract participate in the production of the same local series. In such cases
phonological contrasts may be said to rest simply on the difference between more ad-
vanced and more retracted articulations. For example, in Proto-Germanic there
were two apicals in the series of voiced obstruents and two apicals in the series of voice-
less fricative obstruents, which from the purely articulatory point of view must have
differed as dental ( /d © /) and postdental (/z s /). Besides, there were two api-
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Table 1
English consonantal phonemes and their DFs

Di fe _ Distinctive features
Modal Local Modal Local
g [5lz] |e ol 2 (5B |e N
E (g8 Z = ==l E [5]8 2 Zl=sl==|E
P l+ +!+l— +]o|-]+ ofef & |+|+]- +|—|o|+ of+]o
b |+ +]+]=]= o]—|+ o]o s |+ +|- +|+|o|+ ol—!+
k ++|+—+o——oo z |+|+—+|—lo+o|—|+
I ++|+——lo——oo 5 +|+—+l+'o+o|—l—
t |+ +|+ -|+|e +lo|o of z +|+l—|+ —lo|+lol—|—
d +|+|+ - —Iol+|o|o o m [+ —Io o o|+l—|+|o o
[ |+ +|+ +'+lo +loloo bi] +—|oo ol+|— —loo
di|++++|—o+|ooo n|+ —IO OIO +|+ °|°|°
f |+|+—+,+o—l+o o w|+ —Io olo —'— +|oo
v l+'+|—+—|o—+o of i |+—o[o|o-|—|—oo
hl+l+ -+ +|o——oo 1 +—00|o —|+I00+
0 |+|+ —|+l+lo|+ o +|o ro+]-]e o|o —|+l° o|-
Table 2
The overall pattern of the English
consonantal
P t k
b d g
3
az
f [:] s 3 h
v 3 z 2
m n n
w I i)



cals in the series of nonnasal sonants, the alveolar / 1/ and the postalveolar /r /.
For the sake of economy of description, these two pairs of features may be reduced
to a single pair and termed front vs. back (fd 81/ vs. [zs 1 [). The same analysis
and terminology may be applied to the two series_of Lithuanian apicals (the front
[dz’dzc’cz’zs’s ' [vs. the back [dZ?dZE& EZ Z8 811 ).

Additional specifications of local series of consonants are provided by lip-round-
ing and, correspondingly, the features rounded vs. nonrounded [on details see Choms-
ky and Halle, 1968, pp. 309—311], essential for the description of Indo-European
and Proto-Germanic dorsals (IE [k g" g®® w [vs. [k g gt j / ; PrGmc [ k" x¥ g¥
w/vs. [kxgj/)

Vocalic features of aperture are universal in that all the known languages have
at least two vowel heights, the most regular type being three heights. English and Lith-
uanian also belong to the language type with three vowel heights. At least in the ma-
jority of cases the choice of the binary features of aperture depends exclusively upon
the number of vowel heights. Contrasts of two vowel heights are specified as
high vs. low (nonhigh). Vowels of three degrees of aperture, such as [iu/vs. /e
o/ vs. [a ], are contrasted by means of two pairs of features, kigh vs. nonhigh (/i
u/vs. /eoa/),and lowvs. nonlow (/2 [ vs. [e 0iu [). These features enable us to
describe [iu [as [+high, —low [, [a [, as [+]low, —high /, and /e o /, as [ —high,
—low /. Vowels of four degrees of aperture, suchas /iu /vs./eofvs. [ed [vs. [@
a /, can also be contrasted only by two pairs of features, high vs. low (nonhigh) (/i
ueo/vs./es®af),and mid vs. nonmid (feoed [vs. [i ua /). These features
enable us to describe /i u / in such cases as / +high, —mid /, [ e 0 /, as [ +high,
+mid /, / €5/, as /—high, +mid /, and [ ® a/, as /—high, — mid /. Short vowels
of four degrees of aperture may be posited for Old West Mercian, a dialect of Old
English [see Steponavi&ius, 1971, p. 26].

Primary importance should be attached to the vocalic features front vs. non-
front, back vs. nonback, and rounded vs. nonrounded. The utilization of these voca-
lic features is rather language specific, and on their basis separate typologies may be
established, depending on whether tongue-retraction, or lip-rounding, or both are
distinctive. The first two pairs of features may most often be reduced to a single pair,
front (nonback) vs. back (nonfront) (potentially both frontness and backness
may be marked). The discrimination of the pairs front vs. nonfront, and back vs.
nonback in the universal inventory of DFs is essential, however, in view of the pres-
ence of monophonemic diphthongs, combining both front and back articulations. The
description of phonological systems with central vowels, especially centering diph-
thongs, moreover, may be much simpler when utilizing the features central vs. non-
central, though it is also possible to specify central vowels as [ —front, —back/. All
this also suggests that the distinction gliding (diphthong) vs. nongliding (mono-
phthong) goes to the making of the universal inventory of distinctive features. It is
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Table 3
English vowel phonemes and their DFs

Distinctive fe _ Distinctive f
2155 Sl ElEl s o
IEDREEEE R EEEE
AENEEEEE DR OEEE
=|—+|—+—|+|— w —|—|+—|+|——
w ||+ +]=+]-|-fe]|-]-1-]-]*]-]-
o|—+l—|—+—|— au’——|—++—|—
A|—|+—++'—|— na|—|—|+—+|—|+
a|—|+o o =] -]+ ——]——+|—|+
i [ o[l e =T =[]+~
NN RO OSSR
NN PSS

. Table 4

The overall pattern of the English vowel phonemes
i u ia uu ud
e o eals:) ou o0s[:,93)

2 A €3 au Ia[a:.aa]

important to realize that not only diphthongs, but also monophtongs may be marked
in the correlation monophthong vs. diphthong. Thus, the Modern English checked
vowels, phonematically marked?, in view of the diphthongal character of all the free
vowels, may alternatively be termed the marked monophthongs (see tables 3 —4).

Lod

* The analysis of the Modern English vowels in terms of the correlation of
vs. free; Russ. ycewennoid —neyceweninaid) prevail Soviet linguists. It goes back to Tru-
betzkoy [TpyGeukoii, 1960, p. 218}, who approached the Modern English vowels in terms
of the prosodic features of ,fester'* and ,loser AnschluB“. Though the majority of Soviet linguists,
following Trubetzkoy, argue for the prosodu: mletpremuon of the correlation, Plotkin [IL

1976, pp. 67 ff.) analyses the rel ic, not prosedic (he calls
them the features of abmpmess) We amept Plotluns interpre tati differing, h from
him on the further di of hecked (“‘abrupt™) vowels [cf. Tlrotkun, 1976,

P. 97 and the overall pattern of the Modem English vowels in this article, table 4).
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Table 5

Lithoanian consonantal phonemes and their DFs

Distis fe Distinctive features
Modal Local _ Modal Local

3 |Elg| |e g |Elg| |e
553 'E‘v...——...iggs 2 a|B|=|3
b l+|+ + —]+lo +|o o+l |+|+|—|+|— o|+|o|o|+
b | +]+]+ |+|o +|o|o = f l+|+ —|+I— ol+|o|o|—-

1

ANnNEEDEOEE EOt B EENE A ED
p |+ l+[+[=]=lol+[ofe]-f = [+[*|-[+[+[o]-[+]+]-
@ |+++—|+ o|o|+|o|+ s |+ +|—l+|-|o|—|+|++
4 |+ +|+l—|+ ° o|+|o|— s |+ +l-|+|—|o!—|+|+ -
v+ +!+|—|—|o o|+io|+ z |+ +| - +|+|ol—|+|—|+
t |++-¢—|—|—|olo|+|o|T g |+]|+|=|+]+|o|-]+]-]|-
[4 |+|+ +|—]+|o|—|—|o|+ 3 |+|+|—|+|— 0]—|+|—+
s ||+ |=|+[o|-[~]o[-|2_tl+i- Ll e e R e
K |+ + +|_ _lo _l_‘°l+ h’ +|+|- +|+ o|—|—|o|+
K |+ +I+I_I_|o —T_ °|' h +l+l" +|+ °|‘|_|°|‘
M R E DR
@ |+ +|+ +|+]o |-+ +l+ :
, NENERENEENE
dll+|+|+ +|+|° -|+ +I- m |+|- o|o|o|+|+ o|ol+
@ [#[ele[+]=lel-I+[+]+| m [+]-Tololol*i+]o[o|-
¢ j+|+i+i+|-fol-[+]|+]-] = |+|-lolo]o|+|-]|+]o]+
@ |+l+]+]+]+]oj=]+i-|+]| o |+|-]o]o|o|+]-|+]o]-
a |+|+]|+]+]+]lo]=]+]-]-|| [+]-lololo|-|=|+!+]|+
e |+ +|+]+l-|o|=|+|-|+| 1 |+|-]ololoj-|-|+]+]|-
& |+ +|+ +|—iol—+—|— r i+|—-io|o o|—;—|+:— +
v |+|+l—|+|+lo +|o o|+ r |+|—lo|o ol—l— +i-|-
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Table 6 Table 7

The overall pattern of the Lithuanian Lithuanian vowel phonemes and their DFs
consonantal phonemes -
Distinctive fe
b d’d ge — T 1
PP t't Kk E
iz dz ¥ dz g 5|3
cc & g E E 5 s =
vy zz ¥ 2 b’ h £ S S = K] E
f f s's 3 x'x
m m n'n i I B ' B I + I - +
i i e | - | -] e ]+
IR
I
I
i:I - | + | + l - |+
R
Table 8 s:l _ + I _ | +
The overall pattern of the Lithuanian
vowel phonemes “:I _ l + | + - -
i o:l - + - - -
exe)
€: a:I - + - l + -

In addition to falling and rising types of diphthongs, distinguished on the basis
of prosodic criteria (a diphthong is termed falling when its stronger element precedes
the weaker one, and rising when the stronger element follows the weaker one), the
main phonematic structural types of diphthongs are (1) monoserial diphthongs
(when the elements of a diphthong are realized in the same series) and diserial diph-
thongs (when the elements are realized in different series), and (2) eve/ diphthongs,
on the one hand, and closing and opening diphthongs, on the other (in level diph-
thongs the degree of aperture for both elements is the same, in closing diphthongs
the second element is higher than the first, and in opening diphthongs, on the con-
trary, the second element is lower). No additional features are necessary for the mu-
tual contrasts of such diphthongs: just like monophthongs, diphthongs may be
specified by means of the features [+ front/, / + back/, / + central/, / + round/, and
the features of aperture (cf. the description of the English nonchecked vowels in
table 3).
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UEPAPXHSA AHUCTUHKTHBHBIX MPH3HAKOB
A.CTEMMOHABHYIOC
Pesome

B sroit pafoTe paccMaTpHBaeTC HEpapXHA AWCTHHKTHBHEIX npuaHakoB ([IT) u donoornue-
CKHX OMMNO3HUMA KaK C TOUKH 3peHH M3HIKOBWX YHHBEPCaNHil, TaK M C TOYKH 3peHHA QoHoso-
THUECKHX CTPYKTYp OTAE/BHHX SI3HKOB, B OCOGEHHOCTH aHTJIHACKOTO H JHTOBCKOro. Hepapxus
NPOTHBONOCTABNERN JOKHA YCTaHABJHBATLCA TaKHM 06pasoM, uTOGM NPOTHBONOCTABAEHHA
BHCILIEr0 NOPSAKA BKJOY2NH TIPOTHBONOCTABJIEHHA HH3wero nopazka. Us storo caenyer, uto
MOJKNACCH Pa3HHIX KJAaccOB (OHEM, NaKe NpH TOXASCTBEHHOCTH aHTPONO(POHHYECKOH NMPHPOAL
HX NPHU3HAKOB, CTPYKTYPHO HE SBJAIOTCHA TONIECTBEHHEIMH M JOJIKHAE! YCTaHABJIMBATBCA CaMO-
cTogTebHo. OCHOBHOE NPOTHBOMIOCTaBJi€HHE — 3TO NPOTHBONOCTABJEHHE IJACHBIX H COrjac-
HRIX, NPH KJacCHQHKAUMH NJABHRIX M TAailloB KaK corjacHHX. [{aHHOe yHHBepCaJbHO TNpH-
MapHoe NPOTHBONOCTAB/IEHHE BHIPANAETCA C MOMOMbIO ABYX Nap NPH3HAKOB, ,,KOHCOHAHTHAIA —
HEKOHCOHaHTHRIII® U ,,BOKAJIHYECKHIT — AeBOKanuyeckuil“. [IpaKTHUeCKH, ONHAKO, B GO.TBLIHHCTEE
SI3WKOB 3TH JBE Naphl NPH3HAKOB MOXKHO CBECTH K OJHOH, ,,KOHCOHAHTHHIH —BOKAJHYECKHM .
M3 KOHCOHAHTHHIX MOJAJILHBIX NPH3HAKOB NEPBOCTENEHHOE 3HAYeHHe JOJIKHO NPHAABaThCHA NpH-
3HaKaM ,,WYMHBIH — HEWYMHRI“ W ,,COHaHT —HecOHaHT“. Cnejylolllad napa MOAAJbHHX TpH-
3HAKOB, KOTOPhIe JIO/KHL PaCCMaTPHBAThCA B YHC.IE Y PCaNBHEIX H NEp X, 3T0 — ,,CMBbIY-
HBIiT — HECMBIUHKLIA “ ¥ ,,(PHKATHBHEI — HeppHKATHBHEIR “. KOHCOHAHTHEIE IPH3HaKH ,,Ha33JIbHBIH —
HEHa3aJIbHH®, XOTA W NPeACTaBIAIOT co6oil AIHKOBYIO YHHBEPCANHIO, ABJAIOTCA BTOPHYHLIMK
€ TOYKH 3peHHs OTAS/bHHIX A3LKOB. [IpH onmpefeseHHH y pCaIbHOCTH T-
HBIX TIPH3HAKOB MO MECTY apTHKYJSLMH HEOGXOJHMO YeTKO PasrpaHHYHBaTh TaK HashlBaeMHe
»2KTHBHBE" H ,,TaCCHBHHIE® OPraHm peud. ITo yyacTHIO aKTHBHRIX OPFaHOB peuH MOTYT OHITb
BLIJIe/IeHH TPH OCHOBHAEIX JIOKAJbHAIX KJaCCa KOHCOHAHTHHX (oHeM: JabHaJbHhle, anNHKaJibHHE
H popcanbiuie. ITpoTHBONOCTaBAEHHA JaHHLIX KJACCOB BhIPa3HMhl NMOCPEACTBOM CJEAYIOMUX
YHHBEpCAJBHHX (1M 6;1H3KUX K TakosuM) [I1: ,,aNHKanbHKIT — HeanAKa/bHbII ", ,,na6HanbHRIi—
HenabuabHBIH® M ,,I0pCANbHEIE —HeopcanbHuii . KOHKpeTHoe Me MHCNONb3OBAHHE 3STHX
IIT cxopee ofpasyeT cneundHKy TOro WJH HHOre sstika. Eue Gonee cneunguuHsiMia GYAYyT Jo-
Ka/bHble IPH3HAKK COrJIaCHHIX MO YYaCTHIO NAaCCHBHRIX OPraHOB Pe4YH, TaKHX KaK 3y6ul, aJibBeo-
7bt, TBEpAOe HEGO, MATKOe HEGO, A3KYOK, rOpTaHb. BoKanHyecKHe NPH3HAKH PaCKPHITHA YHHBEp-
CalbHE B TOM OTHOUWEHHH, 4T0 BO BCEX H3BECTHHIX S3BIKAX HMEIOTCA TJAacHBE NO KpaiiHel Mepe
JABYX cTynenefi moasema. ITpoTusonoctaBnewns mo HIT rnacHeIX ,,nepeaHnii—HenepeiHHii®,
»32AHHA —HE3aQHHA", ,LEeHTPANBHHEE—HEeUeHTPANbHBIA" H ,,0ry6aeHHbIH — Heor yGAeHH A" s1B-
JAIOTCA crenudHYeCKHMH A1 LaHHOTO A3hIKa.
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