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1. Introductory remarks

Both Finnish and Polish vowel systems display certain phenomena which
have created considerable problems for scholars. Thus the phonemic inter-
pretation of Finnish long vowels as well as the phonemic statw and phonetic
nature of nasal vowels in Polish have not yet been given satisfactory solutions.
In the present paper we do not intend to solve any of these problems but
we shall rather choose the solutions which seem o us best in serving our
purpose. And this is a practical one: the lcarning of Finnish by Poles and the
learning of Polish by Finns.

There is no unanimity among scholars as to the number of vowel phon-
emes in the Finnish inventory. This number depends to a great extent
on the intcrpretation of quantity. At least three competing views have
been put forward:

(1) The most widely accepted interpretation provides for eight segmental
phonemes: /i e 2 @ 6 u o af. The phonetically long vowels are treated
biphonematically, i.c., as scquences of two short identical segmental
phonemes (Troubetzkoy 1949:201; Sauvageot 1949:16, Harms 1960:7;
Enkvist 1962:587; Raun 1963: 20; Wik 1965:40 ff.; Ttkonen 1968:95;
Karlsson 1969:352-355; Lehtonen 1970:30 ff.).

(2) In the second solution long vowels are considered as a combination of
a short pheneme and a chroneme (i.e. suprasegmental phoneme of length).
In this case we get nine phoncemes eight of which are segmental and one
is suprasegmental (cf, Enkvist 1962:587; Robins 1965:135, 208 1.

(3) In the third approach long vowels are interpreted monophonematically,
i.c., as diffcrent paradigmatic phonemes. As a result we arrive at sixteen
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;rog;d I_-[I:;SEHFJES (:(i-iéf;-‘m]mberg 1944 : 87; Serebrennikov and Kert 1958:
It should he noted that the third possibility has the least numher of adh
rean-_The problem is only to what extent t}{iﬁ is justified. If we. rf*rz :ﬁ tl'e-
quantity factor from the paradigmatic plane, we havn.tu shll'ft :itﬂl:j tlm‘:
is}?fnt-agmaitic one. The lack of synta,gmaﬁc contrast between two 11{3ighhou:;
;i t;f:; Z i ;Tjjij }]iil;:wex- er, be one of the factors contributing to their pet-
the;}l;&; pllmnen_u_c svetem of a Iangunage may beﬁ approached fromn various
cal positions. The choice of an appropriate model for descripti
should be determined by the goal for which » given model is bein c;’)nétlsllstn
ed, F.'DI: our subsequent considerations we have decided to u:?.e gi;I:-hws' é st ;
containing sixteen vowel phonemes because we intuitively feel 1;haj; i"m
]anguage teaching and learning the maximal phonemic system .is thel mﬂﬂi
cﬂnv'emfant. Morcover, long vowels seem to be perceived l;}r native s :eak 15
of meﬁah as indivisible entities and so exist as abstract mental imzﬂ.req TS
fshe bli'&lﬂ. Independent syntagmatic analysis of two ideﬁtéeul Jhm;;ﬁe 4
Le., without relying on paradigmatic information is hardly pmsib{e Ber;a, -
of the lack of syntagmatic contrast. And this lack of sn—*r;tagT;mtieromlfrusi
may contribute to the monophenematic interpretation of lniig 1-*0“'.1;19 o

IL. Inventory of Finnish vowel phonemes

Table 1
Phonemes Allophones -Exﬁ.mples :
}’;{} | [1] ; Eif%a‘tiirt’; stma honey’; oppi (he) leurned '
‘,re;; fi:] Imeka: f-f«:masa’; .séi-m line’; oppiitthe} learns’;
X ‘ [f‘] te 3:1'011_ el es.ﬁ.ﬁ‘{he}pre vented’; tule’come imper. ;
&z , [o:] tee Leu’s Besid Eatonia’; fulee’(he) comes’;
jm ;’ | [] Earysmell’; vdrin ‘color Gag.; madd ‘rotd en’;
,:’mf i [:fa:] kdidry roll’; viardn “wrong™; mitad ol rt'ltt-en”; i
; E f ; , |_l__:l] ryppy wrinkle’; typpi°nitrogen’; synty birth’;
Itz | {El:_] rYYpPY drank’; tyyppitype’; syntyy ‘s born
,f:?,-“r : [6] polld owl’; I6yts ‘discovory’;
f6i [6:] ; tneindoreengineer’; Tﬁﬁfﬁu‘distriut- of Helsinki’;
; . {bytdon ‘discovery Tlsg.: | ,
i : r [u] fredi“fire’; umssleep’; kudowild fire';
1 ey
fo:f {o:] | koota “collect®; k X fﬂy 11“}3’*«“‘- 3?,‘
S | a‘collect’; kooppi‘spool’: sanco says
ja, ! [a] | kari‘rock’; talka tire place’; sata"hundred

jar! : :  eurve” : ?
J ; Faz:] | kaari‘curve’; taakka burdon’; setac it js raining’;
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III. The system of paredigmatict oppositions in Finnish

The number of sixteen vowel phonemes in Finnish makes necessary four
hinary decisions in order to distinguish a given vocalic phoneme from every
other one. This results from the equation H=1d m (i.e., H=1d 16=4). Thus
the minimal number of relevant binary distinctive features to define a par-
ticular vowel in the Finnish vowel system equals 4. Of course, this number
would be smaller in terms of ternary distinctive foatures. But it is a well
known fact that langnages are redundant and redundanoy is also present
at the phonemic level, On account of this the diacritic system employed 1n
phonemics makes use of a larger number of Jistinetive features than the

minimum required.

From the articulatory (kinemic?) point of view the oppositions between
vowels in a Janguage may be created along several dimensions which result
from the co-operation of various positions of articulators {moveable organs)
and various points of articulation (non-moveable organs) as well as from
tension in the vocal tract and the duration of an articulatory position in
time,
For the Finnish vowel system it is necessary to distinguish the following
gix articulatory dimensions: (1) duration in time; (2) the horizontal position
of the tongue; (3) the place of articulation: (4) the position of the lips; (5) the
degree of supraglottal aperture; (6) the vertieal position of the tongue,

{1} Duration in time conditions the guantity opposition short vs. long.
Tn Finnish cvery short vowel phoneme has its long counterpart. Thus there
arc two seriex of vowels hased on this opposition:

short long
il fisf  fif
fel 8] fof fe:l  [o:f  foof
foe] fa/ jeef fa:f

This distinction does not depend on stress, Le., it is preserved also in unstress-
ed syllables {cf. safe “hundred” vs. satea It is raining’’).

(2) The horizontal position of the tongue. i.c.. the location of the highest
part of the tongue in the oral cavity in the horizontal plane, is the dimension
according to which we recognize the opposition between front and back

vowels:
front back
if  fiif jaf fin:f jul  fuf
fef Jer} [8] [0 o] o
fef [w:f fal  faiy

1 About the paradigmatic and syntagmatic relationship see Hjelmslev {1943:34),
2 Tn the sense of kinemas, a term introduced by Baundouin de Courteoay.
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The articulation of front vowels is connected with shifting the body of the
tongue forward while the front of the tongue is raised against the hard pal-
ate. In articulating back vowels the tongue ig retracted and its middle or
back part is raised in the direction of the soft palate (velum) and/or back
wall of the pharynx (Sovijarvi 1963:13 ff.).

(3) The place of articulation leads to the arrangement of vowels corre-

sponding to that given in point (2), We have here to do with the opposition
palatal vs, velar:

palatal velar
A /o fuif
fef fe:f fof [B:f fof o
feef [ faf o

(4) The position of the lips, or the degrec of rounding. In accordance with
this dimension two series of vowels are also distinguished: labialized (rounded)
and mon-labialized (unrounded):

non-labialized labialized

il iy g ff
fef  Je:f /B B fo] Jjo:f
fef fe:f

faf  [aif

The distinction rounded vs. unrounded is phonemically significant in Finnish
unlike in English or Polish in which the labialization is always a concomit-
tant fcature of the back vowels. In Finnish the labialization concerns not
only back vowels but also the front ones.

(6) The degree of supraglottal aperture. The opposition close vs, semi-close
vs. oper in Finnish is based on this dimension.

cliose  fif  fi:f  faj faf juf juy
semi-close  fef fe:f 5] f6:f o] jo:f
open [fef [w:f faj  fa:f

(6) The vertical position of the tongue, i.e., the location of the highest part
of the tongue in the oral cavity in the vertical plane. Along this dimension
18 arrived at the same arrangement of vowel phonemes as is the case with
the degree of supraglottal aperture. Thus the vertical position of the tongue
corresponds to the degree of supraglottal aperture and the features originat-
ing along both the dimensions are mutually dependent, i.c., Aigh is asso-
ciated with close, mid, with semi-close and low with OPER.

high fif  fi:f faf fa:) o
mid o/ fe:f [of (6 Jo] forf
low [ef [ee: faf  fa:f
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The distinetive features along dimensgions (1), (2). (3) and (4} arve binary;
those alone (5) and {6), which in addition correspond 10 cach -:ﬂ'h{t‘r, :u.'tr_t-ern-
arv. Morcover, it is worth notice that the opposition Jd-‘[(_ﬂl},_;‘ ’r-hv.. .[.‘111‘[1{’;11‘.‘-‘-1011 of
tension in the voeal tract {femse va. lew) as well as that of _ﬂm position of velum
(oral vs. wasal) ave not phonemieally relovant i '_Eill_ll]‘:'-&i'lv.. | o

Finnislt phonemes niy be encoded with the help ot elght dli—:fll(:tﬂ-”{'..](_f_‘!d.—
tures which comprise aredundant and redundant ones. (}n_{.*. .it‘l‘ll;l-.l.‘}’ (|{_‘.{!IHI[‘J:I£;
may De veduced to two binary decisions: thus the opposition kegh vs. o

va. Iow is veducible to: mid vs. non-mad; high vs. low. ;
B Table 2

Tag Phonemes

Articulalory i i: e ¢ @ om il &6 & ow w0 O & a
distinctive fed-
tures (bmanly

arranged)

o e b — b — = F
short @ long =il [ : - F , WEN e

—E e HE g AeSE W Sml b ot W RS IRER WP IR Ea
front : hack o oF o b b o o
pi.l-l?!.‘.-ﬂ-l: velar B ot s M T == | , 5 _[_ + _;_ _;_ &k
1|itT'1}1:r!:11‘:|_ :I'DIII‘Idﬂd SO A ST W m “ ; : : 7 i ; P i i . +

: Eat b Rl @ BE & i odde — o ow e ol T s
ot loser - non-senticloso ! , T

'_ — g —— —

oelose Dapen i 2 t L T - e e T g 2 s
1 ek non-inud T | L]
Lo = e - - + A

hoghy @ low e e

IV. Inventory of Polish woteel phonemes

If the suogestion coutd be wecepted that every oral phoneme ]IL?:S[.H:}S
5 iy aun 5 : : 5 - s s T ]L
nagal commterpart in the Polish vowel system, then the inventory ot Polish
chs 3 : ke "
vowel phonemes would cousist of the ten following items:

Table 3
e | . : | T Examples
| Phﬁ]lﬂ]ﬂ{*}-{ . r‘LHﬂpht}ﬂBS | . - i e
I < - - et T
i[ i) 3] pila [Piwa] saws sito [eila)] o o
4 {1l ©opyt [pw] dusts iy (U] Type :
/i | rI]til]] ] §owinszowad Vifovals, Vinfovatc] "o GEDRIELALG

ww pida Tvida, vinda] L faeka ke, (inka] "bowle
koife’; o 9 m
(1] [iu] [in] | czymszfefif, tfinf} Tont'; symiylat [sidikal, sindikat]
- ‘gyndicate’; tynk [tik, Link] plaster’s

fef iz] leke [1ek] "drug’; wiek {#ek] ‘eerdury, nge’;
Tﬁ] siedzifeedzi]” thedissidling’;

1§t (Hlemlfen] | kes (kB kens] ‘piece, bit's piete [peto, pento] fetter:
- reh El‘Ei{ﬂ, renka “heand
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Tt z i 2 - ip 3 -
V. The system of paradigmedic apposilions tn Polish

” .[hn tollowing six dimensions account for relevant distinctions Among
Dllr.‘-:'-]l vowel phonemes: (1) the position of the velum: (2} the horizontal
position of the tongue; (3) the position of the lips; (4) the place of artieula-
tion; (3) the degree of supraglottal aperture; (6) the vertieal position of the

tongue.

Ly - 5 '. : 5 " T. 2 r
(1) The posilion of the velwm is the source of binary opposition oral v,
nasal which affeets all Polish vowels:

oral Lisab]
Al fuf i) ja/
el jaf & [of

jaf faf

The nasality of vowels is conneccted with the iowering of the velum which
opens the passage to the nasal eavity allowing the air to escape 1throngh the
nose during the articulation of a vowel or its part. i
T_Jsua.] Iy only two nasal vowel phonemes j&/and fol are posited for Polish.
T‘hv.u' allophones [€] and [3] appear before all consonants. Before stops and
affrieates, rarely hefore spirants, (8] and [3] are often resolved into oral ?ﬁoweﬂ—[—
:naardvccrnsmfmt. In the same mamer the remaining nasal vowe! phonemes
le. fif, [i/, /4] behave on the allophonie level and «o (&l and {3} are no ex-
ceptions to the rule. Even in final position oceur [1 3 it] (cf. Eeg;l pa yre Ywhat
do you want”; mami synek Usisay’; sfl zuapew de “catfish was ém.nght”).
Thus we o not agree with those statements according to which nasal vowels
are .qmt{a impossible before affricates and plosives and that their pronun-
clation inthese positions is highly artificial. Therefore, in interpreting nasal
VﬂWﬁiﬁlS i Polish we could follow two alternative solutions:
(1) either to assume only oral vowels while accounting for nasal vowels as

_thmmes ' Allophones Exarinples

J:E-IJ.'II L!LJ] o Vdrd et ] Tpeople, nedions Fera [ Kire] e i

iy (T un][nn] Aunszt |kt ki [t] nasterly <kl fupdess [fiiduf,

N | fcha ] fund’s proddet ' aiike,, pumnlit] “points |

pRY 3] oko]akd | Teaes wok [s0k] Sjuiee;

' | ] (Jff}lf:é(l|'f'ﬁ;_{“l:‘ﬂn--[ Wit s

o] | Ea o] an] wri:i A3 vanf| sbake s ke Lt kont] angle pqﬂ;.

_ Lpodc, pank} bid

Jaf | ek lioak] poppats bat [Rat] ‘exeoutioner

- ] dziadzio [dzed 20] wmndpa s

fay &z lan] guans [avas, avans| promotion’; Fauf |kdid,  kant)
wrris, edge’s bank jhik, bank] "hank® |
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the allophonic realization of the combination oral vewelt-nasal conson-

ot
(2) or to postulate for every oral vowel its nasal counterpart interpreting

the combination oral vowel -+ nasal consonant as the main variphonic

realization of the nasal vowel phoneme before affricates and stops.
The former solution is hardly probable because of such word-final opposi-
tions as e.g.: fe [1e] ‘these’ Npl. fem. vs. te [1E, te] “this® Ace. sg. fem, vs. len
[ten, t&] ‘this’ Nsg. masc.; fo [to] ‘this’ NAcc. sg. noutr, vs, ig [t5, to] ‘this’
Acc, sg. fem. vs. fon [ton, ta3] ‘tone’.

There arc differcnt approaches to phonematic interpretation of nasal
vowels in Polish (ef. Szober 19313 : 47 ff; Gaertner 1931 : 30 f; Troubetzkoy
1949 ; 194: Benni 19647 : 36 ff; Klemensiewicz 1339-44:19; Trager 1938;
Folejewski 1956; Saumjan 1951 : 401 ff.; Stankiewicz 1956 : 519 f; Milewski
1973 : 157; Sticher 1948 : 59 ff.; Sticher 1966 : 102 ff.; Kudera 1968; Schenker
1954; Jassem 1958 : 304 i, Lobacz 1971). In the present paper we have
decided the matter in favor of alternative (b) which better fits the principle
of symmetry but which may be considered from the point of view of the
traditionally accepted Polish vowel system as an exercise in phonemic ex-
travagance. One cannot deny that such an interpretation of nasal vowels
is & bit arbitrary because of the complete lack of paradigmatic opposifion
between / id A/ and /in un an/ rvespectively.

There ig no doubt that [1 7 a] and [in un an] represent one and the same
mental entity, i.e., phoneme, respectively. Schoolchildren regularly mix up ¢
with en, ¢ with om in spelling (cf. Bulezytiska-Zgdtka 1975). There is, how-
cver, 2 problem what kind of phonemie interpretation native speakers resort
to. It may be that this interpretation is at the moment a little unstable.
Putting this differently, one ean ask a question if native speakers perceive
here one phoneme, i.e., nasal vowel, or a combination of two phonemes, 1.e.,
oral vowel + nasal consonand,

The developing morphological opposition momentancous vs. frequenia-
tive and dwrative vs. frequentative which are based upon the distinetion faf
vs. [a/ seem to bear a convineing evidence in support of monophonematic
interpretation; of. lgezyé: 2acead; sqozyd : wysgezad; trqoié : wytrqoad; zakqsic :
zakgszad. These oppositions fit well into the productive alternation pattern
in which verbal roots expreszing durative or momentancous action display
/of, while the roots expressing frequentative action have faf; of. chodzic
. chadzad; topid : przetapiad; skocuyé : skakaé (Szober 1963 : 35). Thus /af re-
lates to ja/ as [o/ to [l

In addition, our approach finds certain confirmation on the intralingual
level. Namely, this agrees with the observations made by foreign speakers who
lack nasal vowel phonemes in their language, e.g. Germans or Englishmen,
that Poles tend to pronounce nasal vowels instead of the combination oral
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vowel+nasal consonant when learning the respective foreign languages (cf.
e.g. German Lm'e.g [lant] being pronounced as [I&t] or English month being
pronounced as[mad]). It scoms as if this tendency in pronunciation derives
from different phonemic status of nasal vowels, i.e., from the existence of
nasal vowel phonemes in Polish and not merely from the allophones [1 4 5 i)
of the respective oral phonemes.

The allophones of nasal vowels seem to acquire often a diphthongal na-
ture being then transeribed as [iw &W aW oW uw], i.e., oral vowel followed
by nasal glide. This phenomenon results from the asynchronic articulation
of oral and nasal element. The onset of the latter is delayed (cf. Diuska 1950:
53; Jassem 1951 : 97: Schenker 1954; Benni 1959°: 36 f; Doroszewski 1963
90; Biedrzycki 1963 : 35; Wierzchowska 1971 1134 f; Biedrzycki 1972
42; Gussmann 1974 : 107 £.).

(2)1 ’_Tke korizontal position of the tongue in Polish conditions the ternary
opposttion front vs. central vs. back:

front central back
Al i, fuf [
lef [ ‘aj  [af Pl 13/

Certain classification problems within this dimension are caused by [af which
is sothetimes thought of as a back vowel (ef. Diuska 1950 : 38: Kle;nengiewicz
1070€: 19; Szober 1931: 19 f.: Benni ot al. 1993 - 24 ff.}. In the neighbhorhood
of palatal sounds the articulation of [¢ « 9] is shifted more to the front which
creates, consequently, their advanced and more palatal variants: e & o]
(of. nied [nee]; siaé [pwte): ciocia [teotea]).

(8) The position of the lips. The articulation of back vowels is linked always
1:_0 tIEe rounding of the lips, while for all front vowels the spreading of the
lips is characteristic. Accordingly, we get along this dimension a ternary
opposition which overlaps with that in (2): "

sprea.cplﬂ neutral rounded
Al i fu/  if
fel & fal  [af ol B/

(4) The place of articulation sorves as basis for distinguishing palatal and
velar vowels:

p.al&ta.l velar
il fi] juf  Jaf
fef & fof [af

fal [&]
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(5} The degree of supraglotial aperture vesults in the ternary opposition
close vs. semiopen vs. open:

close [if fuf ]
semiopen [gf [of & 15!
open  /af faf

(6) The vertical position of the tongue. On the scale of this dimension we
arrive at the same classification as in '(5). {This means that one of;these
dimensions is redundant:

high i/ fuf Al
mid /g/ o & [of
low [a/ 1,

The distinctive features based on dimension (1) and (4) are binary; the
rest, i.e., those based on dimension (2), (8), (5) and (6) are ternary. It is also
to be remembered that the dimension of tension in the vocal tract (femse
vs. lax) and duration in time have no significance in the organization of Polish
vowel system.

Polish phonemes may be encoded with the help of ten binary distinctive
features which embrace aredundant and redundant ones in the following way:

Table 4

Phonemes
Articulatory i i £ € uwu=w o o & A&
distinctive features
{binary arranged) I
oral ; nasal O T O T =
central : non-ceniral L =T I TR U PR PP
front : back S I g o -
neuéral : non-neutral + = o2k Hr g o w8
spread : rounded S B A
palatal : velar e s o— s by sEe s de afs e
geInicpen : hon-semiopen - o = = 4+ - = 4+ 4+
close ; open - - — de ok
mid : non-mid = S R . S
high : low — - ol TR

VI. An attempt to compare the Finnish and Polish vowel systems

The principles which the vowel system rests on in Finnish and Polish
partly differ and partly eoincide. They could be subdivided in the following

way:

2 Pagpers and Studiesx, .,
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(1) The oppositions which are pcculiar to Finnish:

(a) short vs. long

(b) non-labialized vs. labialized;

(2) The opposition which 18 peculiar to Polish:

(a) oral vs. nasal;

{(3) The opposition based on the degree of supraglottal aperture coincides
in Finnish a#nd Polish in that there iz a three-series scale in both languages.
But Finnish semicloge vowels are more closed than Polish semiopen
Ones.

{4) In Finnish the horizontal position of the tongue results in & binary opposi-
tion front vs. back while in Polish there is a ternary opposition front vs.
central ve. back. To be stressed here is the fact that in Polish there is
no equivalent to Finnish /ee/ which is very open, approaching almost the
aperture of fa/.

The considerable differences between the vowel systems compared above

cause Polish speakers learning Finnish to face serious difficulties which emerge

ont the phonemic as well as on the allophonie plane. The former are consequent
on the lack of oppositions: shorf vs, long and rounded vs. unrounded as well
as on the non-distinctiveness [/ vs. faf and feef vs. /e/ in Polish. A primarily
allophonic difficulty will be caused by the lack of articulatory equivalence
between Finnish semiclosc vowels and Polish semiopen ones. Thus Poles
will tend to substitute short for long, unrounded for rounded, [¢f or faf for

[/, semiopen for semiclose.

Finns, on the other hand, will meet fewer difficulties while learning Polish.
Certain pronuneciation errors may originate from the existence of the opposition
oral vs. nasal although in Finnish nasalization of vowels is a known pheno-
menon at the allophonic level, 1t oceurs regularly in the environment of nasal
consonant (Wiik 1965 : 143). In addition to this Finns may have problems
in mastering the correct articulatory nature of the Polish semiopen vowels,
and they will tend to substitute rounded [ii] for Polish unrounded [i].

REFERENCES

Benni, T. 1884 Fonetyka opisowa jezyka polskiego. Wroclaw—Warszawa~Krakéw:
Oseolineum.

Benni, T., Loé, J., Nitsch, K., Rozwadowski, J., Ulaszyn, H. 1923, Gramatyka jezyke
polekiego. Krakow: PAT.

Biedrzycli, L. 1963. “Fonologiczna interpretacja pelskich glosek nosowyeh™. B PTW
22, 26-45.

— 1972, Polntache Ausaprache. Warszawa: Wiedza Powszechna.

Birnbaum, H. 1963. “Reinterpretacje fonologiczne nosbéwek slowishskich (Na podstawie

materiatu praslowianskiego, starostowiasiskiego 1 polskiego)”. American condri-

Foovish ond Polish vowels 35

butions o the fifth inlernational congress of slavists, Sofin. Scptember 1963, The
Hague: Mouton, 27-48.

Bulczynska-Zgotka, H. 1975. “Z badafi ned jezykiem mlodege pokolenin za Ziemiach
Zachodnich”. Rocznik Lubuski (in print).

Collinder, Bj. 1957, Survey of the Uralic languuages. Stockholm: Almgvist and Wiksell.

Dluska, M. 1950, Fonetyka polske. Krakéw: Wydawnictwo Studium Blowianskiego
Uniwersytetu Jagicllonskiego.

Doroszowski, W. 1963,. Podstawy gramatyks poiskiej, Warszawa: PWN.

Dulkacwics, L. 1967, Polskie gloski nosowe. Warszaws:; PWN.

Enkvist, N. K. 1962, “Phe choice of transcription in foreign-language teaching’’. Proveedings
of the 4th international congress of phonological snciety, The Hapue: Mouton.
386-H89,

Folejewski, Z, 1956. “The problem of Polish phonemes”. Seando-Slavice £, 8- 92,

Gacrtner, H. 1931, Grametyka wspolizesnego jezyka polskiego. Credc T. Lwow—Warszawas

Ksigzniea-Atlas,

Gussmann, E. 1974, “Nasality in Polish and English”. Papers and studies in. contrastive
fnguistics 2. 105-122.

Hajda, P. 1968. Uber den Urnfang des uralischen Wortschatzes'”. Congressus Secundus
Internationale Fenno-Ugristarum. Pars I. Helsinki: Societas Fenno-Ugrica. 150—
160,

Harms, R. T. 1960. “Stress and juncture in Finnish”. dmerican studies sn Uralic lin-
guistics. §-Gravenhage: Mouton. 7-12.

Hjchnslev, L. 1843, Ombring sprogteoriens grundlaeggelse. Kabenhawn: Kehenhavns Uni-
versitel,

Ttkonen, T. 1968. “Tldsuornalaisen liudennukeen fonologinen paradokst”. Fenmno-CUgri-
ct. Juhlakirja Louri Postin 60-vuotispidvdksi. MB¥Ou 145, Helsinki. 76--103.

Jassem, W, 1951, Wymowa angielsha, Warszawn: PZWS. -

— 1936, "Wezluwe zapgadnienia fonetyki”. BPTJ 15. 13-34).

— 1858. “A phonologic and acoustic classification of Polish vowels”. ZfPhon. und allg.
Sprachuwiss, 11. 4.

— 1966, “The distinctive features and the entropy of the Polish phoneme systom’,
BT 24, 87108,

Karlsson, ¥. 1969, “Suomen yleiskiclen segmentualifoneemien paradigma’, Viritiid
4. 351-361.

Klemensiewicz, Z. 1939-40. “System fonologiczny i morfologiczny wepodlezesnej pol.
szezyzny hkulturalnej”. Sprawozdania PAT XLTV. 18-20.

— 1970% Podstawowe windemosei z gramatyki jeayka polskiego. Warszawa: PWN,

Kucera, H. 1958. “Inquiry into coexistent phonemic system in Slavic languages™ Amer:-
can contributions o the fourth international congress of slavieists. Moscow, Sep-
temnber 1958, °S-Gravenhage: Mouton. 169-189.

Lehtonen, J. 1970, dspects of quantity in Standard Finnish. Jyviskyli. Gummerus.

Bobacz, P. 1971. “Entropia oraz parametry akustyczne jako kryteria interpretacii
fonetyewne)””. BPTJ 29, 77-93.

Malmberg, B. 1944. “Die Quantitit als phonetisch-phonologischer Begriff””. Lunds
Universitets Arekrift N. F. Avd. 1. Bd. 41. Nr 2.

— 1962. "Levels of abstraction in phoanetic and phonemic analysis. Phonefica 8. 220-243.

Milowski, T. 1949, “Derywaeja fonologiczna”, BPTJ 9. 43-57.

— 1973, Introduction to the study of language. The Hague: Mouton.

Morcmice, N., Predota, 8, 1973. Fonetyka kontrastyuwna jezika niemieckiego. Warszawa—

Wroclaw: PWN,



a8 M. Banczerowska

Raun, A. 1963. Johdatusta strulturaalifieliticteeseen. Helsinki: Suomalairen Kirjallisuuden
Seura.

Robins, R. H. 1985 General linguistics: an introductory survey. London: Longmans.

Sauvageot, A. 1949. Hsquisse de la langue finnoise. Parts: Klincksieck.

Schenker, A. 1954. ““Polish conjugation™., Word 7. 469431,

Sebeck, Th. E. 1944. “Phonemes and orthography in Finnish”. Acte Ldingutstica 4.
130-135. :

Cepebpennnros, b. A., Kepr, I'. M. (eds.). 1958. [Ipaumamuxa dunckoso aszvxg. Mocksa
-~ Jemmrrpan: Han. Arxagemmm mayk CCCP.

Sovijarvi, A. 1961, Yletsen fonetivkan perushurssi. Helsinki: Monistettu,

— 1963. Suomen kieien ddnnelurvasto. Jyvaskyla: Gummerus. .

— 1966. “Suomen yleiskielen foneernien luontaisista vastakohtapiirteistd™. Virdttdzd 2.
189-196.

Atankiewicz, E. 1956. “The phonemic patterns of the Polish dialects”. For Roman Ja-
kobson. The Hague: Mouton. 518-530.

— 1958. “Towards phonemic typology of the Slavic languages’”. American condri-
butions to the fourth international congress of alavicists. Moscow, September 19358,
’S-Gravenhage Mouton, 301-319.

Stieber, Z. 1948. ,,Dwa problemy polskiej fonologii”’. BPT.J. 56-78.
— 1966, Historyczna + wepdlezesna fonologia jezyka polskiego. Warrzawa: PWN.
MayMar, C. K. 1951. ,,CacreMa rimacebix (oHEM COBPEMEHHOIC MOJBLKOBO JIHTEPATYDHOTO
sBEEA, S Myenwne sanuckn Hucrumyma Caassnogedenun IF. 394-406,
Szober, 8. 19313 Gremaiyka jezyka polskiego. Credé 2. Glosouwnie. Warszawa: M, Arct,
S.AL

— 1963. Gramatyka jexyka polskiego. Warszawa: PWN.

Trager, G. L. 1938. “La systématique des phonémes du polonais’. Acia Linguisiton I.
179-188.

Troubetzkoy, N. 8. 1949. Principes de phonologie. Paris: Klincksieck.

Wierzchowaka, B. 19713 Wymowa polsha. Warszawa: PZWS.

Wierzchowska, B., Wierzchowski, J. 1969, “Nasal phonemes and their realization in
Polish”. Study of sounds 14, 397-406. ‘

Wiik, K. 1965. Finnish and English vowels, Turku: Turun Yliopisto.

Zagorska-Brooks, W. 1968, Nasal vowels in contemporary stendard Polish. The Hague:
Mouton,

Zwoliriski, P. 1951. ,,Dokola fonemdw potencialnych’. Lingua Posnantensis 3. 323-339.



	Bańczerowska_0001.JPG
	Bańczerowska_0002.JPG
	Bańczerowska_0003.JPG
	Bańczerowska_0004.JPG
	Bańczerowska_0005.JPG
	Bańczerowska_0006.JPG
	Bańczerowska_0007.JPG

