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ON THE MORPHEME BOUNDARY AS A CRITERION OF PHONEMIC DIVISIBILITY
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ABSTRACT

Neither the morpheme, nor the word boun-
dary can be regarded as the absolute
criterion of phonemic divisibility of a
phonetlic complex. Phonemic divisibility
in language does not fully coincide with
& phonemic divisibility in speech. In
nost cases phonetic characteristics by
:hemselves determine phonemic divigibili-
Yo

The agsumption that a morpheme boundary
can not lie within a phoneme is not argu-
ed by the representatives of different
linguistic trends. Nevertheless, this
statement doesn't seem to be as obvious
88 1t is usually believed.

Mrst of all, it must be noted that the
present report is concerned with the
branch of phonology in which the problems

are treated in accordance with investiga- -

tions of speech production and speech
Perception mechanizms. Thisg phonological
irend is bound with traditions of Len-
d Phonological school. The thesis
that the morpheme boundary is the crite-
ﬂity remains in-
Usputable for modern representatives of

Scherbian phonol . .
{n the p;rep ogy /1/ Y

sent report only the problems

f %f the inflexional, fusion languages are -

reated,

. 1he statement that o morpheme boundary

icgn not lie within a phoneme is a conse-
qhence of Scherba's understanding of the
beieme &s & linguistic unit which cen
2. °? it's om, the signifier of morphe-
boﬁndhis definition of the phoneme is
gin fWith the specific idea of the ori-
concoss N€ DPhonemic level in general and
grete Phonemes in particular.

(o8 erticle "0 diffuznyh zvukeh"

o D

sayg t articulate Sounds™) L.V.Scherba
Bistedh?); iluman Speech originally con-

eing ag narticulate sounds, the latter
The oo Yerwards divided into phonemes.
thig gipheme boundary was "the cause" of
Rorph Vision /2/, That means that if a
@ phones 20UBdeTy does not lie within
Videq itic complex, the latter is not di-
song ¢ to Phonemes, as there are no rea-
or this division, Scherba's state-
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ment, then, is connected, first of-all,
with the origin of phonemic level in hu-
man language, phonemes being differenti-
ated later on the basis of inarticulate
sounds. Thus, Scherba considered a mor-
pheme boundary as the cause of phonemic
d%v}sibility, rather then a criterion of
it.

It seems that the problem of the origin of
phonemes must not be identified with the
problem of the divisibility of definite
phonetic complexes in a language with a
developed system of phonemes. Even accep-
ting the assumption that in a developed
language the speakers do not divide a pho~
netic complex which has no morpheme boun-
dary within it (for there is no functio-~
nal reason for such division asccording

to Scherba), the reverse is not necegssa-
rilly true. In other words, if a morpheme
boundary does lie within the complex in
question, the latter may or may not be
bi-phonemic,

The above is not an evaluation of Scher-
ba's concept, but rather the trascing of
the origin of the idea that-a morpheme
boundary determines the phonemic divisi-
bility. -

Let us define the phoneme as it is under-
stood in the present report. )
The phoneme is, no doubi, something soun-
ding in speech, and a certain image in

.the .psycholinguistic system. (We are not

interested now in a very difficult pro-

" blem of the correlation of various speech

sounds and the corresponding linguistic
and psycholinguistic inits). At the seme
time the phoneme is a constituent of
signifiers of semantic units.

It seems that the phoneme as the consti-
tuent of the signifier in speech and. -
phoneme es a unit of storage of signifi-
ers in a speaker's lexicon should not. be
mixed up. )

Being the constituent of the signifier
in speech, the phoneme comes to the fore
as a phonetic unit, characterised, first
of all, by its "material" (acoustic, ar-
ticulate, perceptive) qualities, as the
"prick" of sounding. It means that e
psycholinguistic system should include
the set of "phonemes~sounds", the set of
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sound images. .
As the unit of storage of si-

gnifiers in psycholinguistic lexicon the

phoneme is a "brick" of the image of
word sounding in the psycholinguistic
system of an individual. If a signifier

is kept in Jexicon as the image of sound-

ing then the “"storage phoneme" is the
image of the "phoneme-sound". It is pos-
sible, however, to suggest that the sig-
nifier is stored ir lexicon as & chain
of abstract units, a chain of indexes,
not bound with the image of sounding.

If so, the psycholinguistic system must
include a set of "storage phonemes" and
some mechanisms for re-coding "phonemes-
sounds” into "storage phonemes".

In any case, the signifier of the word
in "phonemes-sounds" may not, on the
whole, coincide with the signifier of
the word in "storage phonemes", For in-
stance, the final "storage phoneme® in

the Russian word JJiC is C . If in speech

chain this word occurs before a voiced
obstruent then the "phoneme-sound" 3
appears in the final position. To find
the word in the inner lexicon, a spesaker
of the language should use some psycho-
linguistic rules to re-code the "phone-
me-sound" chain JIK3 into the "storage
phoneme" chain JrC.

It seems that Leningrad Phonological
school, postulating the constant set of
phonetic features for the phoneme, is
oriented mostly to the "phoneme-sound®,
The concepts of Moscow Phonological
school, postulating the constant phone-
mic organisation of the morpheme, are
more applicable to the description of

"gtorage phonemes"”, for it is quite pos=-.
“sible that the basic allomorphs or phone-

tic allolexes represent semantic unite
in the internal lexicon; the latter,
however, should be verified by experi-
mant.

The question, whether the morpheme boun-
dary is always connected with phonemic
divisibility of phonetic complex, is
solved according to the above-mentioned

- understanding of the phoneme.

The only functional reason to regard a
bgupdary as a criterion of phonemic di-
visibility should be kept in mind: the
boundary may be the place of coming to-
gether in the speech chain of two inde-
pendent units, each of them represented
in lexicon and, therefore, characterised
py ?he permanent phonemic structure. So,
if in the process of speech production

. or speech perception two independent

semantic units occur side by side, then
the phonetic complex, appearing at their
Juncture, is naturally biphonemic.

In derivatives, however, morphemes don't
come together as independent units. A
derivative, existing already in the lan-
guage, is not "buili" of morphemes in
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speech chain. This statement is confirmgy
by psycholinguistic experiments, carried
out specially for the purpose. The expe-
riment has shown that derivatives and
non-derivatives required for their pro-
duction and perception, while words made
ad hoc, - and it is these words which
rely on morpheme, - need more time, at
least, for perception /3; 4/. The derive-
tive's "life in langusgge" is a gradual
loss of motivation /5/. The phenomenon of
"morphological absorption" was for the
first time described by Bogoroditsky /6/.
So, a morpheme Juncture is usually not a
boundary between independent units coming
together in speech-processing. The more
is the word assimilated by the language,
the more its motivation is erased and the
less important is its morpheme structure
for phonological interpretation of sounds
representing its signifier.
As it is not necessary to preserve the
inner form of the word, the replacement
of "inconvinient" combinations of phone-
mes at the morpheme Juncture seems to be
natural. Quite natural is also the fact
that the combination incowvinient for pro-
nouncletion is replaced by a phonetic
complex coinciding with a phoneme of the
language. And so, it is no suprise that
in the word JETCKMl the morpheme bounds-
ry lies within [[ . This I seems %o be
the "same" (in -acoustic, articulatory,
perceptive aspects) as the other [ in
the same position (e.g. in the word
CTPEJL; }e S0, if we speak about
“phonemes-sounds", in JETCKWA can be
nothing but the phonological compleX L.
Yet the fact that the morpheme boundary
lies within 1] in JETCKWA gives no ree
sons to consider Russian as biphone-
mic, for phonetically II£TC and morphe-
me boundary does not often lie within I,
besides we should Just call for common

. sense. The appearance of in JIEIC

is a manifestation of morphological &b-
sorption of signifier. This process ta-

kes place on a word level and 1s the Té-

placement of the "phoneme-gound" cgmmb
nation by one phoneme and has nothing %0
do with the phonological interpretatiol
of the "phoneme-gound®

Some other conclusions can be drgm1cmr_
cerning "storage phonemes"”. The 1ntamr%
tation of I in JETCHIl depends upon ®
morpheme orgenization of this word in
internal lexicon. i qgtion
The problem of morphological orgqnl§ait
of the word IETCKMA is rather difficut®
Regarding linguistic description as @
model corresponding to speech behaviol
the essence of the matter is as folloi.
does the speaker of language re-code of
set of "phonemes-sounds® into the §
of "storage phonemes" TCK , restoriué
in this way the signifiers of morphmmi?
in derivative., If so, the “storage Ph%w
me" chain TCK and if it is not 80»
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ngtorage phoneme" chain [ is the corre-
late of "phoneme-sound" chain [J{ in the
word JETCHMA. It depends, in ifs turn,
on the degree of the loss of motivation
in concrete words. It is also possible
that the restoration of morpheme signi-
fiers end the re-coding of "phoneme-gound"
chain take place only in special speech
gituations, for example in the process of
derivation, when the word stored in the
lexicon serves as a model for & new deri-
vative. It is also well known that new
derivatives ere not constructed as a sum
of morphemes, they are formed by analogy
with the derivatives already existing in
the language. .

As there is no need to preserve the in-
ner form of the word, the way of accomo-
dation of phoneme combinations at the
morpheme Jjuncture is also adopted from
the pattern-word.

Thug the way of re-coding of Juncture
"phonemegs-sounds" into %torage phonemes®
in one derivative does not seem to contain
information about the "storage phoneme®
chain (correlating to the same “phoneme-
sound" chain) of other derivatives. In
each particular case the solution lies

in the psycholinguistic lexicon.

A1l these facts make it possible to come
to the following conclusion: the morpheme
boundary is not an indisputable criterion
of phonemic divisibility for either "pho-
hemes-gounds" or "storage phonemes".

Now let us turn to the problem of word
boundary as the criterion of phonemic
dlvisibility.
¥Yords are, no doubt, independent lingui-
stic and psycholinguistic units. Phonetic
tomplex appearing at their jumcture is
biphonemic Mstorage phoneme" complex, if
We do not, of course, assume that every
WHﬁTCOmbination is included as a unit in
the internal lexicon. So, word boundary
shows that phonetic complex appearing at
& ¥ord juncture is biphonemic.
??Qlanguage speaker can never break the
mits of his language habits, so it is
B0 wonder that sounds, corresponding to

¢ "phonemes-sounds™ appear at word jun-
Ciure, It seems, however, that the langu-
%8¢ speaker must have some special rules
J°rproduction and perception of word
immture bhonemes. The latter statement
wsﬁupported by existence of phonemes
dgsh.apPear only at the Juncture. Besi-
cont 1t 18 possible that solutions con-
prggng word juncture phonemes may be
7ovided by higher linguistic levels,
‘€ after reaching a solution concerning
wemeIG word, the stage of recognition
conclihogemes-sounds" being omitted. So,
tion corONS about the phonemic organiza-
Sho]éf Juncture phonetic complexes
uld not be transferred to the coinci-

8 complexes (maybe even coinciding

b
J chance), The word boundary, then, can-

not serve as_a reliable criterion of pho-
nemic divisibility for "phonemes-sounds".
Summirg up, we can conclude that neither
morpheme nor word boundary is a criterion
of phonemic divisibility of phonetic com-
plex, if we gpeak about "phoneme-sound®.
The morpheme boundary is not the criteri-
on of phonemic divisibility either if we
speak of "storage phoneme". The problem
of phonemic set of a derivative should

be specially solved for each word. If we
speak about "storage phonemes", then

word boundary shows phonemic divisibility
of phonetéc complex appearing at a word
Juncture.

How can be, then, solved the problem of

phonemic divisibility for phonemes-sounds?

V.Kasevic, who proceeds from the fact
that speech is a continuum, concludes:
",..the problem of segmentation belongs
to linguistics rather than to natural
sciences, i.e. acoustics or physiology”
/1, p.17/. This statement, however, seems
to be unacceptable.
If the speech chainwere sbsolutely un-
divisible "materially", articulatorily,
acoustically, and perceptively, the lin-
guistic divisibility would also be abso-
lutely impossible, for the latter can be
nothing but an interpretation of infor-
mation conteined in the "material™ gide
of speech. In fact, there are no gaps
in speech chain, but the problem is not
to find the very place where a phoneme
boundary lies, but to identify the num-
ber of phonemes included in a phonetic
complex. This problem is easily solved,
if only '"material" characteristics are
taken into account. Speech is a successi-
ve changing of states of speech organs,
and, hence, of acoustic and perceptive
characteristics. In most cases there are
no problems in identifying the quantity
and cheracter of such units. Of course,
this approach, in the case of sounding
speech, can cause some difficulties, be-
cause of coarticulation, reduction and
so on. But the question is t?e divisibi-
1ity of phonetic complex in language,
notyin sgeech. If a segment of speech
chain does not contain enough phonetic
information for its divisibidlity, coin-
ciding with segmertation as it takes pla-
ce in language, then thé information of
higher levels is used. Generally, howe-
ver, there is no doubt that the chain
oV (let us take Russian as an example)
consist of at least two articulations.
As both consonants and vowels can them-
selves be semantic units, every CV chain
undoubtedly consists of two phonemes.
Looking for a morpheme boundary for a
phonemic interpretation of each CV chain
seems to be as naive as the method of
sihomonyms.
%?ashould %2 noticed that the p?oblem of
phonenic divisibility rarely arises at
all, outside affricates and diphtongs.
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" It seems that this problém cenmot be
solved with the help of phonological me- .
thods. We think that psycholifiguistic . -

experiments should be called to do it.

NOTES3

1 It can be Supposed that mechanisms of

this kind are operative in the process
of child mastering phonemic system.

2 Morpheme boundaries differ. A phone=-
tic complex with a boundary between a

.stem and & flexlon is more probable di-

vided phonemically than a phonetic com-
plex with a morpheme boundary of some
other type. A boundary between the stem
end. the flexion, here, is closexr to a
word boundary. e
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