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MORPHONOLOGICAL UNITS IN THE SYSTEM
OF UKRAINIAN WORD-FORMATION FROM THE NOUN

Fedurko M. Yu., Czyzewski Feliks

INTRODUCTION

1931 is considered to be the year of the formation of a new linguistic
discipline — morphonology, in the history of a linguistic science. In the
very year, a programme article, written by M. S. Trubetskoy, “Gedanken
iiber Morphonologie” was published in the “Travaux de Cercle
Linguistique de Praque”, No. 4. Defining morphonology as a science of the
principles of a morphological use of the language phonological means, he
identified three aspects of each and outlined the tasks of each of them.
Three years later, in the work “Das morphonologische System der
russischen Sprache”, the scientist proposed a model of applying his model
of morphonology to the analysis of the morphonological facts of a
particular language.

The works of M. S. Trubetskoy became a kind of summary of the
searches and achievements in this area of linguistics for many generations
of the researchers. After all, the question of the compatibility of sounds and
their mutual influences were analysed by the authors of ancient Indian
grammars. In particular, Panini in his “Vosmyknyzhya” / “Eight Books”,
paid a considerable attention to the analysis of the equivalents of the
modern morphonological transformations to the phenomena of sandhi (ie,
the changes in sounds at the morphemic sutures and on the verge of words)
and vrdhi and hunas (the alternation of vowels in the roots). Therefore, the
topicality of the morphonological patterns for grammar was already
understood by the researchers.

All morphological problems, discussed since M. S. Trubetskoy period,
can be grouped into two groups: 1) the general theoretical problems of
morphology; 2) the problems analysis of the morphonological systems of
languages with a high degree of phenomena activity of the morphemes
formal modification by their combination in the processes of word-change
and word-formation. In the list of the first are the most relevant issues on
the status of morphonology and its units, the classification of the automatic
(due to the existing phonetic laws) alternations, the correlation /
incompatibility of the morphonological transformations with the plan of a
language content and the presence / absence of isomorphology among the
morphonological phenomena of word-change and word-formation.
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Modern researchers of morphonology are unanimous in the opinion on
the expediency of distinguishing the morphonology of word-change and
word-formation in view of the specific nature of the rules and patterns
inherent in them. The provisions on the functional significance of the
transformation means of the plan of expression of morphemes, their
correlation with certain morphonological or word-formation categories and
rules, nowadays, also do not raise any admonition. The matter looks
different with the first two questions. Some researchers consider only
phonemic (historical, morphonological) alternation to be the object of
morphonology, while the others consider both variants of alternations
within morphonology. Equally debatable is the question of the
appropriateness of morphonology units distinguishing, especially taking
Into account its intermediate status in the level organization of a language.
But even the supporters of a positive solution to it do not illustrate any
unanimity. Some of them consider it advisable to distinguish two
morphonological units — a morphoneme and a sub-morph (intermorph), the
others — only one of them.

The analysis of the morphonological phenomena in the system word-
formation from the Noun, the study of the morphonological structure of all
morphonological types of non-substantive word-formation nests convinced
us of the opinion on the special character of the morphonological level of a
language. It is not only intermediate (at which there takes place the
transition from the insignificant linguistic entities to the significant ones),
but also independent (it may refer to a system of new relations). The so-
called independence of morphonology gives grounds for justification and
selection of the morphonological units, in particular in the sub-system of
the word-formation from the Noun.

From the history of distinguishing and analysis of the
morphonological units

With the singling out of the morphonological issues into an
independent field of linguistics, in the linguistic literature the discussion
began on the expediency of allocating morphonemes and sub-morphs
(or interfixes) as morphonological units. O. S. Akhmanova, G. Aronson,
S. B. Bernstein, O. S. Kubriakova, E. A. Makayev, L. Pysarek, T. V. Popo-
va, O. O. Reformatskyi convinced that morphonology, as a doctrine of the
phonological representation regularities of morphemes and their rows, does
not need a special unit: all cases of the morphemes formal variation, in
their opinion, can be adequately described in terms of alternations.
T. V. Bulyhina, D.S. Wort, V. B. Kasevych, K. Kovalik, V. V. Lopatin,
R. Laskowski, S. M. Tolstaya, M. S. Trubetskoy, Z. Harris, V. H. Churha-
nova, on the contrary, substantiated the linguistic reality of the
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morphological units, their importance for the correct description of
languages with a high activity of the morphological phenomena.

Both approaches have the supporters and the opponents among the
current researchers of morphonology. Thus, N. I. Danilina, investigating
the morphonological systems of non-related languages (classical,
Germanic, Slavic, and finding the relation among them in synchrony and
diachrony, refuses to use the term “morphoneme”. In her opinion, in “any
of its meanings it has the correct alternative nominations™. The term
“morphoneme” is not used by S. Zdziebko in the analysis of the consonant
morphonology of the Polish language®. Describing the morphological level
of the language synthesis model, 1. B. Itkin, on the contrary, uses the term
and the concept of “morphoneme”, instead he considers it to be
inappropriate in the concept of “sub-morph™. In the work of O. I. Antypov
on the problems of Russian dialect morphonology, the term “morphoneme”
is not represented, but the author used the term “sub-morph™”.

Using the concept and the term “morphoneme”, the representatives of
different linguistic schools and areas do not demonstrate a unified view of
a morphoneme as a distinct linguistic phenomenon. The Polish scientist
H. Ulaszyn, who introduced this term, understood it as a phoneme in the
semasiological-morphological function®, that is, as an elementary
component of the morph, undergoing the alternation within the morpheme.
In the spirit of H. Ulaszyn’s ideas, Russian researcher V. H. Churhanova
formulated the concept of a morphoneme as an elementary unit of
morphonology: a morphoneme is a unit that reflects the unity of the strong
(it is represented by a phonemic series with a strong phoneme) and the
weak (a phonemic series without a strong phoneme, for example, {0} in the
first syllable of the Russian word xoposa (a cow)) phonemes of one class,
interpreted as a component of a real morpheme (morph)®.

M. S. Trubetskoy, a contemporary of H. Ulaszyn, based his vision of
morphonemy on J. Baudouin de Courtenay’s thought of “he homogeneous
phonemes that arose from a single phoneme””: it is “a complex image of
two or more phonemes that can, in accordance with the conditions of the
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morphological structure of the word, substitute each other within the same
morpheme”. This definition has been repeatedly criticized, especially for
an excessive psychologism. O. Reformatskyi criticized it severely: “The
searches of a linear semantics forced M. Trubetskoy to introduce an
unrealistic and unnecessary unit for the structure of a language — it has no
counterpart in an objective linguistic reality; there is only correspondence
or alternation of a morpheme variants™®.

In his later work “Das morphonologische System der russischen
Sprache”, M. S. Trubetskoy, for the definition of a morphoneme, focuses
on the main task of morphonology: to investigate the nature and extent of
the morphonological changes, combinatorial and free: “Each alternation
receives correspondence in the linguistic consciousness of the speakers in
the form of a morphoneme — a morphonological unit, that can be
represented as a set of phonemes, involved in a particular alternation”.
Close to this interpretation of a morphoneme — as a set of the phonemic
alternatives — is inherent in the works of N. Ye. llyina, Z. F. Oliverius,
M. V. Panova and the others. The supporters of the generative method
(T. V. Bulyhina, D.Wort, R.Laskowski, M. Halle) consider a
morphoneme as an element of the deep (abstract, vocabulary) form of a
morpheme, from which all the surface forms can be deduced by means of
the corresponding rules. According to R. Laskowski, a morphoneme is an
elementary unit of a morphonological form of a morpheme — abstracted
from the morphological contexts of an ideal form of a morpheme, which
can be represented by one or more distinct phonological forms. The
inventory of morphonemes should be established on the basis of the
analysis of all the alternative series inherent in a particular language. It is
essential that a morphoneme, as an abstract unit, may not coincide with any
of its representatives, such as, for example, the morphoneme of the Polish
language {7}, represented on the surface (phonetic) level by / Z /. piekarze
and /r/: piekarnia'*. Each morphoneme is created by the distinctive
features. For vowels, it is forcefulness, a high elevation, a front row,
longitude; for consonants — sonority, voiceless, voiced characteristics, a
back row, labiality, an anterior row, alveolarity, continuity, explosiveness.
The primary purpose of these characteristics is to distinguish the
morphonological representations of the morphemes™.

® Trubetzkoy N. S. Sur la “morphonologie”. Travaux de Cercle Linguistique de Praque. 1929. V. 1. P. 85.

’ Pedopmarckuii A. A. O cooTHOIIEHUH (POHETHKN M I'PaMMaTHKU. Bonpocel epammamuyeckozo cmposi. M. .
Wzn-Bo AH CCCP. 1955. C. 99.

19 Tpy6enxoit H.C. U3Gparusie Tpys! 1o guronoruu. M. : Ilporpecc. 1987. C. 88.
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The diacritical function of a morphoneme is also emphasized by
S. V. Bromley: this is an abstract alternate row with a fixed distribution of its
elements between the certain forms of the grammatical system, for example:
the 1-person singular form of the present tense — all other forms that represent
the allomorphs, the number of which is motivated by the list of the specific
alternative rows. Each of them has its own set of differential features, such as
“a dental sound — a palatal sound” — in allomorphs with ¢’//u, with 3"//oc of
the same Russian verbal forms nocums — nowty, 6o3ums — Boxy or “a dental
sound — a palatal, explosive sound — an affricate sound” of the allomorphone
m’//u in the opposition of zemems — neuy™.

A peculiar, different from the analyzed one, approach to the
interpretation of morphoneme was proposed by J. Kurylowicz. According
to the scientist’s opinion, a morphoneme is an excessive morph, which
can be considered only in the case of a double phonological
characterization of a grammatical category, cf., das Kind (in German)
“oumuna (a baby)” — die Kinder (in German) “oimu (kids)”, but Band
(in German) “cmpiuka (a ribbon)” — die Bdinder “cmpiuxu (ribbons)™™.
The scientist refers to this notion any variable part of the morpheme — and
the phoneme-alternative, and each of the extensors of the morpheme, and
the accent curve. The same broad understanding of a morphoneme is
characteristic of the works of V. V. Lopatin®™ and V. O. Horpynych, cf.,
“For the word-formation, one can adopt the following definition of a
morphoneme: it is a row of the morphonological phenomena, caused by
accommodation in morphs of the motivational words and derivatives,
formed in a certain word-formation position”*.

All the analyzed views on a morphoneme are combined in the two
mutually opposite ones. The representatives of the first view define a
morphoneme as an element of the contextual representative of a
morpheme, that is, as an element of a morph (H. Ulaszyn,
V. H. Churhanova), and the representatives of the second view — as an
element of a morpheme, regardless of how they define the morphoneme —
or as a set of phonemes, located in the relations of alternation
(M. S. Trubetskoy,  A. A. Zemskaya, M. V. Panov, N. Ye. llyina,
V. V. Lopatin, Z. Oliverius), or as a certain abstraction, invariant (D. Wort,
P. Laskowski, K. Kovalik, T. V. Bulyhina, S. V. Bromley).

3 Bpomueit C.B. Mophoronorus i rpammatuka. O6uecnassanckuil iunzeucmuueckuii amaac. 1974. C. 33,

¥ Kurylowicz J. The notion of morpho(pho)neme. Directions for historical linguistics : A symposium /
Ed. by W. P. Lehman and Y. Malkiel. Austin : London. 1968. P. 70.

> Jlomaruu B. B. Pycckas cioBoobpasosarenbHas Mopdemuka. 1977. C. 291.

'® Toprmmma B. O. CydacHa ykpaiHchka jitepaTypHa MoBa : Mopdemika. CroBotsip. Mopgoromoris. K. :
Buma mkoia, 1999. C. 17.
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The differences in approaches to the interpretation of morphonomy
have the consequence of differences in the design of their inventory. For
linguists focused on the phonological level of language, and therefore on
the phonological nature of morphonema, it matches (or almost coincides)
with the phonological inventory. In those who uphold the functional
essence of morphonomy, the number of them is determined by the alternate
series available in the language and significantly exceeds the number of
phonemes.

We share the opinion of those linguists, who support the level status
of morphonology: it has two levels (lower and higher; a lower level is
adjacent with a phonological one, a higher level is adjacent with a
morphological one); morphonology has two units — a morphoneme
(morphophoneme) and a sub-morph (more precisely — a sub-morpheme).
In the systematic study of morphonology, V. H. Churhanova was one of
the first to use the term “sub-morph”. In her opinion, it is a unit that
expresses the “morphonological unity of the regularly organized elements
of the sound structure of a word, not distinguished at the morphological
level, with the elements distinguished”'’. Another Russian researcher
S. M. Tolstaya supports the author’s efforts to provide a representation of
the morphonological level of a language with the help of the homogeneous
units peculiar toit, but she considers this definition contradictory for at
least two reasons. Firstly, she it erases the contradistinction between the
two-plan and one-plan units of a language. Secondly, she defines the
paradigmatic unit through the units of another level of abstraction of a
morphoneme, as the components of the morph®®.

E. A. Zemska interprets the term “sub-morph” much more narrowly:
these are the parts of the root morphemes that have no meaning in the
word, but only coincide with affixal sets of phonemes and different types
of alternations'®.

For the Slovak researcher J. Bosak, the sub-morphs are the results of
the development of relations between the form and the content and / or the
products of a synchronous desemantization. They either emphasize the
opposition between the stem and the word-forming affix, or express the
derivative seams, or help to avoid the undesirable alternations or to
combine formally incompatible word-forming morphemes. Other terms
used in linguistic science — interfix, formative, asemantema, struktema —
do not reflect the formal and functional essence of these linguistic
phenomena. The term “sub-morph” expresses such an important attribute

Y Yypranosa B. I'. Ouepk pycckoii mophoromorun. M. : Hayka. 1973. C. 38.
'8 Toncras C. M. MOphOHOIOr s B CTPYKTYpe CIABSHCKHX s1361k0B. M. : Muapuk, 1998. C. 58-59.
9 3emckas E. A. CoBpeMenHsIii pycckuii si3bik. CioBooGpasosanue. M. : IIpocsemtenue. 1973. C. 81.
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of them as independence, and hence the ability to relate to the content plan
only through the segments with a full morpheme status and to be
considered in relation to their invariants — morphemes®.

Consequently, the recognition / non-recognition of a morphoneme and
a sub-morph as specific linguistic units, the choice of the method of their
interpretation depends on the theoretical and methodological guidelines of
the author, from his advocated approach to the interpretation of
morphonology, its subject and tasks. Considering morphonology to be a
special sphere of the language system, we admit its right to have its own
units — a morphoneme as a result of generalization of phonemes and a sub-
morph as a result of generalization of sub-morphs.

Morphonemes of the word-formation from the Noun

Recognizing morphoneme as a morphological unit requires fulfilling
the following tasks: 1) to outline the criteria for their selection; 2) to
determine an inventory of morphonemes; 3) to detect the system
connections between them. In our study, we follow a functional approach
to delineating the essence of a morphoneme, and following
S. M. Tolstaya’s point of view, we recognize it as an abstract, generalized
unit, a component of a morpheme?® (see) in J. Baudouin de Courtenay’s
work: “In alternatives, the correspondence, coincidence, and difference of
morphemes is reduced to the correspondence, coincidence, and distinction
of the phonemes from which they consist, say [mog-moz] splits into m//m,
o//o, g//2"%. We consider the phonemes to represent the morphonemes,
since “the units of any intermediate levels can be defined as the specific
integrants of the units of the nearest of the higher ones, implemented in the
units of the nearest lower level”%.

In order to establish the inventory of Ukrainian morphonemes, the
following criteria are relevant primarily: 1) vocal / consonant;
2) constancy / variability; 3) velar / palatal.

The roots of the following words illustrate the presence of a constant
vocal morphonemes {a}, {o}, {v}, {e}, {i}, {u}: xamalxam — xam-in-a,
Xam-K-a; co8d/coe — cO8Ka, CO8j-AmK-0, CO8-UH-ull, coé-i-mu; 2yoad/2ey6o —
2yoka, eyo-piil, eyo-uw-e, 2yo-uwacm-uil, 2yo-uiiil, eepoa/eepb — sepo-uy’a,
8epO-1’dK; nic — nic-0K, ic-H-Ull, 3a-1iC-U-MU;, CUH — CUH-eH -d, Y-CUH-08/U-
mu. In different words with the same root they are represented by the same
phoneme. Variable morphonyms are also possible in the roots, such as {0}

0 Bosék J., Byzassvova K. Vychodiska morfémovej analyzy. Morfematika-slovotvorba. Bratislava : Veda.
1985. S. 80.

2! Toncras C. M. MOp(OHOIOrHs B CTPYKTYpe CIABIHCKHX s136ik0B. M. : Muapuk. 1998. C. 57.

2 Bonysn ne Kyprans U. A. Uz0pannsie Tpyas! o obmeMy si3biko3Hanuo. B 2 1. M. : U3x-Bo AH CCCP.
1963.T. 1. C. 276.

% Macnos 0. C. OG OCHOBHBIX H MIPOMEXKYTOUYHBIX SIpycaX B CTPYKTYpE sI3bIKa. BOnpocwbl A3bIKO3ZHAHUAL.
1968. C. 79.
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(Hoca/nic — mixcka), {02} kpos — kpis-y’-a, kpue-as-uii, (no)kpu-mu —
nokpoe — nokpisns;, {ei} (cendlcin — cin’-ye); {e;} (secmu — 600-ti-mu —
npusoo-u-mu — npueio); {a.}: xandmu — c-xon-ii-mu, etc.

Non-constant vocal morphonemes are also possible in affixes. These are:

1) the morphoneme {o1} (with the alternatives /o/ in an open syllable
and /il in a closed syllable) of the suffix -icms: menoois — menooij-u-uii —
menootun-icmo | menooitn-ocm-i;

2)the morphoneme {os} of the suffix -os-/-es-; the alternative /o/
functions after the stems which end in: a) a hard morphoneme, except {o«},
{u}, {w}, {0orc} (nic — nic-os-uii, cmen — cmen-os-uii); b) a soft morphoneme,
but combined with a stressed inflexion (epsize — epsiz -06-uitt, cmuns — cmun -
oe-utl); the alternative /e/ is possible to be used after the stems, which end in:
a) a soft morphoneme, realized by a hard alternative (the exception — the
stems, which end In -wna, -mmsa. umacinna — Hacinmn’-ée-uu, cumms’ —
orcumm -¢e-uti) in the adjectives with an unstressed inflexion (gopén —
Qopén-es-uil, wmonvhss — wmonvh-es-utl); b) in {orc}, {u}, {w}: epywa —
epywi-és-uit; the alternative /if is used in the following word-formation model:
MAIUH-08-Ull — MAIUHIG-K-A, 2PYUi-€6-Ull — 2PYUis-K-a,

3)the morphoneme {i;} in the suffixes -icm | -ucm, -iun- | -uun-, -izm /
-usm, -ik- | -ux-, -ine | -umne, -iml-um, -inl-un: xcypndan — scypnan-icm |
xXop — xop-uicm, eciena — 2icien-tun-uil | knimam — Kiimam-uun-uil, Ximis —
xim-ix | camupa — camup-ux, Kyuma — xyum-izm | nampiom — nampiom-
usm,

4)the morphoneme {y,} as a component of the veral suffix -ysa-:
udpu — wap-yed-mu — uapie-uil, (3a)uaposa-n-uil.

The Noun roots also illustrate zero morphonyms: {#,} (s'cena — s’cen-
k-a — o//e); {#2} (noussu — nouos-k-u with the alternation o//0, rarely o//i:
Kpuxema —Kpuxim-u-uil, yepkeea — yepkis-x-a), {#:} (6imep — simep-iin-o
with the alternation e/o); {#4} (kicomv — xicom’-acm-uu with the
alternation o//0). A small part of the verbal roots also contains them: {g-e-
u-o-i}y  opamuléepy — 3abupamu —  3a6ipl3a60py;  {o-e-o-i-a}
eonamuloceny — (npo)eénumu — npoein, npoeansmu. They are found in the
suffixes: {#1} (cmas — cmas-6x — cmasou-ok, but cmasex-o6-uil).

The palatability characteristics / the velar characteristics is the very
characteristics on which the varieties of the consonant alternative types,
typical of a modern language, are based; the palatal alternative types:
800-d — 600 -ds-utl (0ll0°), cen-0 — cen’-an-u (nlln’), dip-a — Oip -de-uii
(pllp’) and the depalatization alternative types: uénsiob — uensno-un (0 //0),
monon’-a — monon-ewvk-a (1’//1), cmepmo — cmépm-u-uii (m’//m). The
palatization / depalatization is intransitive: monokn-6 —monoku’-anlk-a
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(nlln'), poca — poc’-anuii (cllc’), npay’a — npay-e-mo6 (y'//y) 1
nepexigHor: soek — 6osu-uil (kllu), Conox-a — Conow-un (x/lws).

Under the same conditions (for example, in the positions of
palatalization), different consonantal phonemes illustrate different
behaviours:

1) are not palstalized (lorcl, Iul, lw, /Oxcl, In’/, /n’/, /p’/, /j/): miw-a —
muw-x-a (Cf, pyk-a — pyu-x-a), noswcéac-a — noowcéac-n-uii (Cf, cnie — cnisne-
H-utl), 30p’-a — 30p ’-an-utl,

2)they undergo only an itransitive palatalization (/2/, /ul, Ipl, lul):
cun-a — cun’-u-uu (alln’), emin-a — enun’-an-uni (wlln’), 6dep-a —
baep -an-uti (pllp’);

3)only a transitive palatalization (/e/, Ixl, Ixl, It I, Iy/, 10/, /m’/, /37,
Ic’/, /037, /61, Inl, lel, Iml, Igl). cnie — cuisc-ox (elloc), noe-a — no3’-a
(ell3’), pyk-a — pyu’-a (klly’), syx-o — éyc’-o (xllc’), micau’ — micsau-énvk-
0, 6e0Mi0 '— seomédrc-uil (0 //xc), conom-a — conomj-an-uti (mllmj);

4)an itransitive and transitive palatalization (/o/, Iml, I3/, Ic/, /03]):
8ep0O.1100 — 6epo.110°0 -suuit (0110°), sepoio ae-uit (0llxc).

The above-mentioned and the phonemes behavior in positions of
depalatization give grounds to single out the morphonemes classes:

— {u}, {1}, {p}, {y} as a result of generalizing of the alternatives
{u-n’}, {n-n’}, {p-p’}, {u-y’} in the palatalization positions;

—{w’}, {7}, {p’}, {u’} as a result of generalizing of the alternatives
{n’-u}, {n -1}, {p -p}, {y -u} in the depalatalization positions;

— {x}, {e}, {x}, {r} as a result of generalizing of the alternatives
{x-y -u}, {e-3"-oic}, {x-c -w}, {1-03 -0xc} in the palatalization positions;

— {6}, {m}, {¢}, {6} as a result of generalizing of the alternatives
{6-6j-6n"-61}, {n-nj-nn’-nn}, {m-mj-mn’-mn}, {p-@j-pn’-@n}, {6-6j-61’-61}
in the palatalization positions;

— {0}, {m’}, {3}, {c’}, {03}, {u’} as a result of generalizing of the
alternatives {0 -orc}, {m’-u}, {37-orc}, { c’-w}, {03°-0xc}, { y’-u} in the
palatalization positions and {0’-0}, {m-m}, {3-3}, { c¢’-¢}, {0303},
{ v -y} — in the depalatalization positions;

— {0}, {m}, {3}, {c}, {03} as a result of generalizing of the alternatives
{0-0 -orc/Omc}, {m-m-u}, {3-3"-0ic}, {c-c ’-w}; {03-03 -0xc};

— {orc}, {u}, {w}, {0xc}, {j} — the consonant morphonemes, which are
realized in different positions by the same phoneme;

— {orcr}, {ur}, {wn} as a result of generalizingof the alternatives {orc-2},
{u-x}, {wu-x}; these morphonemes are more often represented by the verbal
roots: xkpuuamu — kpuk, nuwgamu — nuck, dialectal o‘wmumucs — wxa, and
in the nominal roots they are morphonological rarities: npomesce —
npomez-y8d-mu,
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— {u,}, {w,} as a result of generalizingof the alternatives {u-y’},
{w-c’} of the word-formation pairs: douxa — oous, copouka — copous,
NOOYUWIKA — NOOYCA,

— {u1}, {c1}, {31} as a result of generalizingof the alternatives of the
loan roots (stems) {y-m} (nepuyenyis — nepyenmuenuir), {c-m} (emicis —
emimenm), {3-m} (cunmes — cunmemuunuti); the word-formation pairs on
the analogy with cnasm — cnacmuunuii demonstrate the alternation
smllcm — the morphoneme {3u}.

The analysis of paradigmatics in the morphonemes system of the noun
word-formation gives grounds to state that there are 16 vocal {«, o, y, e, u,
[, 01, 03, 03 ey, i1, y1, #1, #2, #3, #4} and 41 consonant morphonemes {orc, u,
w, j, Oxc, 1, M, p, T, 2, K, X, Y, y', o', m', 3', ¢', 03°, 6, n, m, 8, ¢, 0, m, 3, c, 03,
', 1, p',oorcy, wa, Wy, Yo Wy Yi, C1, 31, 3M}

Sub-morphemes of the word-formation from the Noun

Since morphonology also distinguishes the morpheme sublevel, it is
necessary to distinguish and to characterize its unit representatives in the
morphonological description. They must illustrate the signs that are
common with morphemes in the language, but not equal to them, do not
reach their status. The most important ones in their list are: having a
morphonemic structure peculiar to the morphemes of a particular language
and occupying the same position in the word stem; outwardly coincide
with language morphemes and be modified according to the same rules; to
influence the way of a word-formation and morphonemic structure of
words. The term “sub-morpheme” expresses: a) the dependent nature of
these units, their subordination to the morphemes in which they act and
only through which they participate in the expression of a particular (class
or categorical) value; b) their potential to exist in several positionally
predetermined formal manifestations — the sub-morphs, regulated by the
morphological norms of a language. The sub-morphs, therefore, are
indented on the plane of real words (non-derivatives and derivatives) as
special components of their minimal significant parts — the root and affix
morphs. On condition of the form coincidence of these two entities —
morphemes and sub-morphemes, we consider them homonymous units.
This is how the meaningful relations between different implementers —
suffixes, suffixal relations — one suffixeme are considered by
E. A. Karpilovska: “We see the manifestation of the content dimension in
those suffix relations that can be homonymous with suffixes. Within the
homonymity spectrum, we identify the links that are similar to both these
functional types of suffixes or one of them”*”.

?* Kapminocska €. A. CydikcanpHa MmiacHCTeMa CydacHOi yKpaiHCBKOI JiTepaTypHOi MBH @ OymoBa i
peanizawis. K. : In-T moBo3nasctBa im. O. O. [Tote6ni HAH Vkpainu. 1999. C. 249.
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By the term “suffixal relations” the researcher covers only sub-
morphs, such as -are In micmépis — micmepi-dnvln-uil, -eti in €epona —
espon-étilcokuit, -m — in apeo — apeolm-uszm, considering it to be the most
explicit among all suggested in the linguistic literature “the position of
these elements in the stem of a word and their purpose in it”. K. Kovalik
offers a close meaning of the term “intermorph” for the characteristics of
the same segments®.

Both researchers do not agree to recognize these elements as purely
structural: according to the degree of involvement in the construction of
the semantic structure of the derivative word, they distinguish the
semantically empty components and the components that express a certain
additional meaning. N. F. Klymenko attributes to these segments
(asemantems) a purely constructive function. This is the construction
material that helps to “eliminate the difficulty of combining morphemes at
their seams and to express the motivational relationships between words
more clearly...”?°.

As the factual material attests, the sub-morph class is not
homogeneous. The scientists classify them on the basis of different criteria.
V. V. Lopatin’s classification is based on 3 criteria: functional, formal and
regular®’.

On the basis of the former, they are divided into 3 groups of sub-
morphs: a) the sub-morphs, relevant for the presence / absence in all
morphs of some morpheme — root or suffix; b) the sub-morphs, relevant for
the compatibility of morphemes with certain morphs; c) the sub-morphs,
relevant to certain morphonological transformations of the stem.
According to the second criterion, the sub-morphs are divided by the
researcher into those, which coincide in a form aspect with the affixal
morphs in the language. The criterion of regularity allows us to distinguish
frequent the sub-morphs that are regularly allocated under certain
conditions and the single sub-morphs (combined with one or more stems,
as -um iN necpumsiHcoKUil).

. I. Kovalyk accepts the division of the sub-morphs into “functionally
equivalent to the root morphs”, for example, 3-sux-a-mu, and the sub-
morphs “parallel to the form morph”, as in the word-form nw6-0s-i>°. He
permits the possibility of functioning in the word two sub-morphs — root
and affixal or two affixal.

% Kowalik K. Budowa morfologiczna przymiotnikéw polskich. Wroctaw : Ossolineum. 1977. S. 99.

% Kinmenxo H. ®. OcuoBu Mopemiku cydacHoi ykpaincskoi mosu. K. 3BMH. 1998. C. 7.

%7 Jlomarun B. B. Pycckas coBoobpasoBaTenbaas Mopdemuka. 1977. C. 58-60.

% Kosamuk 1. I. Beryn. JlepuBaTosorist (CIOBOTBIp) K caMOCTilHA JTiHrBICTHYHA TUCIMILIIHA Ta i Micie y
cucTeMi Hayku mpo MoBy. Cioeomaip cyuachoi ykpaincovkoi nimepamyphoi mosu . monoepaghis. — K. : HaykoBa
nymka. 1979. C. 23.
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Jan Bosak insists that there are 4 varieties of the sub-morphs in the
language: a) residual sub-morphs in words with a defective division;
b) thematic (formers of verbal stems); c¢) connective (in compound or
derivatives, suffixes); d) asemantic segments of an actual synchronous
derivation, that is, through a stepwise word-formation®.

In our study, we distinguish between the root and affixal sub-
morphemes. The root class is formed by 4 subclasses:

1)the sub-morphemes of specific, but secondary noun roots, in
particular: {/#,m"-}, {lewn’-}, {{#an-} {#n"-}, {I#:1x-}, {{#ax-}, {Hy'), /'),
{lux}, {luy"-}, {lap”-}, {lc'x-}, {lun-}, {lyx-}. nicloms, pemline, osmlen,
menenlenv, 6oulk-a, napyblox, counly-e, nanleyo, sszlux, xaniluy’-a,
nanamlap, Minlcok, manlun-a, nononlun-a, 6aticmp ’/yx.

2)the reflexes of the constituents of ancient roots, as {/ep-} in Oopar —
opamlep-coxuti, or ancient suffixes, as {ec-} in néoo | nebeca — neblec-
n-uit, {en-} N ima" / imeni — imlen-nuii, im/én-n-s, {am-} in nopocsl
nopocsimu — nopoclsm-x-o;

3)more / less regularly repeated final segments of the stems of loan
substantives that in donor languages usually function as morphemes —
word-forming and form-building: {/ij-}, {/ij}, {/izm}, {licm}, {lo3}, {lep},
{lop}, {lym}, {loc}, {luc}, {lin}, {lon}, {lix-}, {lam}. ananoelij-a, amnwo’slii,
Gpaw/usm, amej/izm, apm/ucm, anabilos, eanecmlep, axmlop, minimlym,
kocmloce, ckéncluc, acnip/un, ananve/in, netinlon, oeoeplon, mamemamlux-
a, no2lix-a, naazliam.

A)ywideners ({/u-}, {/m-}, {In-}, {lwm-} — of the stems of immutable
borrowed substantives that prepare formally atypical roots for the
interaction with word-forming suffixes: owcené — owcené/i-nuii, gynd —
Qynalu-icm, apeo — apeolm-uzm, kiné — xinolw-nuil, kpoxi — kpoxilj-
yeamu. Sometimes these units are found in the form of variable lexemes —
usually borrowed: 6éoa — seoaj-i3m, rarely — and specific, but only if the
suffix interacts not with the stem but with the word form as a whole, for
example, cebé — cebé/w-nuk: Kapa nputiwna tiomy ...xapa 6io bBoea, 3a me,
wo npuxosas ckapb 6i0 icymena, wjo He 6i0oas ioco Hecmopy Ha
KHU2036ipnio... /s cebe npuxosas! Cebewnux oxasnuui (R. lvanchenko).
V. V. Lopatin®, N.O. Yanko-Trynytska®* widen the effect of this
regularity not only to the formations of the type dneceopa -
aneebpauveckuil, npoza — npozaudeckuil, DUt mema — memamuueckuii.

The affixal sub-morphemes widen the word-forming suffixes, on
condition their original morphs cannot be involved into the derivative

# Bosdk J., Byzassvova K. Vychodiska morfémovej analyzy. Morfematika-slovotvorba. Bratislava : Veda.
1985. S. 61.

% Jlomarun B. B. Pycckast coBoobpasosatensaas mophemuka. 1977. C. 77.

3! STuxo-Tpurnnkas H. A. C0B00Gpa3oBaHKe B COBPEMEHHOM pyccKoM sibike. M. : Mupuk. 2001. C. 250.
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interaction with the roots (stems) of a particular morphonological class.
Often, the segments are such wideners {-ij/} / {-ejl}, {-iel} | {-06l}, {-anl},
{-unl}, {-ul}, {~ucml}, {-apl}, {-iul} | {~uul}, {-an’/}, {-usl}, {-aml}, {-o3/},
{-oul}, {-isl} | {-usl}, {-n7/}, {-ughix/}. A significant fact is that most of
them have limited the right and left valence. The limited left valence
emphasizes the motivation of the suffixes by the characteristics of the
generative stem, and it is important that they are not only (or more
precisely, not primarily) morphonological. T. V. Bulyhina, identifying the
causes of the formal transformations such as the “clipping / extension of
certain segments”, notes: “A more differentiated approach (in particular,
the allocation of different classes of generative stems) allows us to identify
a sufficiently rigorous regularity of the corresponding derivatives
construction, associated in a number of cases with the semantic rather than
morphonological reasons”*.

So, the extension of the suffix morphs -eys, -cox- by the sub-morph
{-anl} occurs when the word is: a) the name of the state on condition when
a generative word — is: a) the name of the state in -uxa: Amépuxa —
amepuk-dnleys, amepux-dnlcok-uit, Agpuxa — appur-duleyw, agppux-
anlcox-utt; Kocma-Puxka — xocmapuk-danleyb, kocma-puk-dnlcox-utl;
0) a proper name with the morphoneme {x} in the final position of a
generative stem: Mapoxkko — mapoxk-anleyv, mapokk-danlcox-uil,
Dpanyick — ppanyuck-anleys; B) a proper name in -is on condition of its
partial clipping: Bikmopis — sikmopi-anleyw, Ilpemopis — npemopi-anleyv;
r) the name of a state or the surname in -a (-2) with a final sonorant in a
stem: bipma — 6ipm-anleys, 6ipm-dnlcox-uii, [lomebnd — nomebn -amnlcok-
utt. Supporting the idea of the root (kirnolus-n-uti, xoghelti-n-uur) and affixal
(kanm-i/an-cox-utr) extensions and explaining their appearance in a
derivative for a purely pragmatic purpose, I. H. Myloslavskyi considers the
segments of {-uwu/}, {-anl} (anm-unlcexuii, kanwm-i/anl/coxuir) to be the
suffixes that express, though with excess, the adjectival meaning: -uw-,
-QH-— -CbK- 33.

Family names of males, rarely general names, can form names of
persons according to their social, political, religious, etc. group or view. In
this case, the sub-morph {-an/} needs the sub-morph {-i/}: ®Deiiepbix —
Qetiepbax-i/anleyo, Kaum — kanm-i/an-eyv; Iécenv — eecenv-j/amnleyv;
mepmioop — mepmioop-i/anleys. The same morphonological structure —
with the sub-morphs -ilaul} (-imlanl}) — have some derivatives from the
borrowed names of planets and cities: Mapc — wmapc-i/anlcox-ui,

% Bynsiruna T. B. TIpo6emsr Teopuu Mopdosoruaeckux mogeneit. M. : Hayka. 1977. C. 47.
Munocnasckuit M. I'. Bompocer crnoBooOpa3oBatensHOro cuHTe3a. M. : M3n-Bo MockoBCkoro
yuusepcurera. 1980. C. 29-30.
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Hednonv — nenon-im/anlcox-uii. Apparently, on the analogy with the latter,
Lesya Ukrainka formed the adjective narepmimancokuii («— Ilanépmo). Ce
MAaK epiemvbcs XJ0Nn SimKo — GIipums 8 Kpo8 NANEPMIMAHCLKY, WO KPYIHCIISAE
8 Hbo2o 6 dcunax.... And the derivatives of the group c¢) may have served
as a model for the adjective imanvsaucokuii: A 6i0 310cmi ma namyeu
HIJICHA MOBA TMAIbAHCLKA MAK cnomeopuldcs....

None of the above-mentioned sub-morphs can extend the adjective
suffix -u-, it has its “own” modifiers: {-uu/} ({-iu/}), {-apl}, {-03/}, {-arvl},
{-usl}. ceomémpis — ceomemp-viuln-uil, kanetidockon — kaneudockon-iuln-
utl, MOEKya — Moaekyi -aplu-uii, canepéna — canepen-o3ln-uil, kageopa —
kapedp-danvlu-uil, peghepam — peghepam-us/u-uii. Some of them allow (or
even require) their extenders to formthe sub-morphic complexes {-ilar’/},
{-amlosl}, {-amluul}, {icmluul} ({-ucmluul}): 6ponxu — 6ponx-i/anvlu-uii,
ioeanizm — idean-icm/uulu-uii, nwopanizm — nuopan-icm/uuln-utl,
npoonéma — npoonem-am/uulu-ut. All of them are quite clearly
differentiated by the positions.

The factual material confirms the topicality for the morphonology of
the Noun word-formation of the opposition of sub-morphs on the basis of
their preservation / non-preservation in the structures of the derived words.
The attention should be paid first to the root sub-morphemes of the 1st and
3rd subclasses, as well as the suffixal sub-morphemes. The suffix
extenders, on condition of clipping of the suffix, are mainly preserved in
the structure of the generative stems: Mapc — mapc-i/anleyv — mapcian-x-a,
Amépuxa — amepuk-dnlcox-uii — amepuxan-izm. The root sub-morphemes
of the subclasses mentioned are subdivided into those that are preserved in
all positions without exception, and those, that are preserved only in the
part of the positions. The preserved sub-morphemes are primarily the
following ones: {/ap"-}, {luni-}, {luy'’-}, {lom"-}, {I#1-}, {lep-}, {lup-}, tO
elicited — {#iu'-}, {cvk-}, {#ox1-}, {#aro-}, {izm-luzm-}, {ux-}, {ij-}, {ij},
{uc-}, {oc-}, {am-}, {ym-}, {am-}, ct.. 66n0lap — 66n0/ap-coK-uil, bonodlap-
enx-o, bondlap-ien-a, bonuolap-vx-a, 6ond/ap-n’-a, bondlap-x-a, bonolap-
cme-0, bondlap -yed-mu and gaw/vizm — paw-ticm, anrominlivi — anromin-
am, orcpleys — orep-uy -a.

Consequently, sub-morphemes, like morphonemes, play a significant
role in shaping the expression plan for the derivative words of a language.
In the vast majority of cases, the knowledge of the conditions of their
functioning (and to this knowledge, every speaker, according to J. Boduen
de Courtenay, “comes due to the degree of the accumulation and
consolidation of the psycho-phonetic associations in a speaker’s soul”**)

¥ Boaysu ae Kyprous M. A. M36pannsie Tpy/IsI 10 00mIeMy s3biko3Hanmo. B 2 1. M. : Usx-8o AH CCCP.
1963.T. 1.
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allows one to predict or their appearance in the derivatives that spread one
of the components of the word-formation structure, or, on the contrary,
their clipping.

CONCLUSIONS

The analysis of the morphonological structure of derivatives of the
Noun word-formation nests of different morphonological types gives
grounds for the recognition of morphonology as a special level of the
language sub-system. Its special status is determined by its two, we can
assume, mutually opposing characteristics: intermediate characteristics and
independence. The first of these characteristics is related to the semiotic
independence of the morphonological phenomena and the means: the
morphonological rules and patterns merely ensure the transition from the
minor linguistic entities to signic. The second characteristics — with the
functional load of the morphonological transformations, the creation of a
system of new relations on this basis. This gives grounds for the separation
within the morphonological level, on the one hand, two sublevels, and on
the other hand, — specific for each of them units.

The morphoneme is a lower-level unit, which is directly in contact
with the phonological language level. A higher-level unit that interacts
with morphology is a sub-morpheme. It is defined as a generalized,
abstracted from the morphological contexts, minimal component of a
morpheme. The phonemes appear on the plane of real words (word forms).
The most important consider the opposition of morphonemes on the basis
of vocal — consonant, constant — variable, velar — palatal.

The sub-morpheme is a component of the morphonological structure
of the morpheme, which in its form coincides with one of the specific or
borrowed affixal morphemes that function in the system, but does not
reach their level in terms of meaning. The sub-morpheme, as an abstract
unit, is represented by sub-morphs, which may differ in their phonemic
composition in accordance with the current morphonological patterns. In
the study, we classify the sub-morphemes into the root and affixal. In the
root class we distinguish 4 sub-classes on the basis of the corresponding
features. Also important for the characterization of the sub-morphs is their
juxtaposition with respect to the sign of preservation / non-preservation in
the composition of the derivative word. The emphasis is also placed on the
semiotic functions of the sub-morphs.

SUMMARY

The article deals with the expediency of distinguishing specific units of
the language system — morphonological ones. On the basis of the analysis of
the opinions of scientists, representatives of different linguistic schools and
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directions, the conclusion is made about the specificity of the
morphonological level in the systematic organization of language. It is
determined, on the one hand, by its intermediate (between phonetics and
morphology) character and, on the other, by the fact of using asemantic
elements (phonemes) to identify and distinguish significant units (morphemes
and words). This is in favor of the complexity of the morphonological level,
the allocation within it of two sublevels (lower and higher) and two units
(morphoneme and sub-morpheme). A sub-morpheme is a unit of its higher
sublevel, one that directly interacts with the morphological one. The most
relevant features of each unit are identified and characterized. In
morphoneme, it is vocal / consonance, constancy / variability, velarity /
palatability. In submorphs, it is a coincidence in terms of expression with
affixed elements, asemanticity, attachment to root or suffix morphemes,
preservation / non-preservation during derivative procedures.
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