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1. Intr oduction

Russiannouninflection exhibits mary instancesf syncretism(un-
derstoodherein a broadsense,as homorymy of inflection mark-
ers). Therearetwo basictypes. First, thereis intra-paradigmatic
syncretismj.e., homorymy of inflection markersfor two (or more)
casexithin aninflectionclass.Secondthereis trans-paadigmatic
syncretism,i.e., homorymy of inflection markers acrossinflection
classeqthe homorymous markers may or may not be for identi-
cal cases}. Following seminalwork by Jalobson(1962a,b),ntra-
paradigmatisyncretismhasbeenapproachetty decomposingtan-
dard,privative casefeaturedik e [nom], [acc], etc. into combinations
of moreabstractpinary features suchthat naturalclassesf cases
are formedthatinflection markers canreferto. In contrast,trans-
paradigmaticsyncretismhasnot yet beenaddressedh a principled
way. The maingoal of this paperis to shov thattrans-paradigmatic
syncretismcan be derived systematicallyin essentiallythe same
way asintra-paradigmatisyncretismf inflectionclassfeaturedike
[classl], [classll], etc. arealsodecomposedhto combinationsof
moreabstractpinary featuressuchthatnaturalclasse®f inflection
classesareformedthatinflection markerscanreferto. Thisimplies
thatinflection markers may bearunderspecifie¢aseandinflection
classinformation, which often leadsto a competitionof markers.
The competitioncan be resoled by selectionof the most specific
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pirical generalizationssee e.g.,Bobaljik (2002),Harley & Noyer (2003).



marlker.

Sincetheanalysidgs basedn underspecificatioandspecificity-
basedcompetition,it presupposean approacho inflectionalmor-
phology that recognizesthesetwo concepts. One such approach
is Distributed Morphology (seeHalle & Marantz(1993),Harley &
Noyer (2003)),whichwill be adoptechere?

A caveatis duebeforel turnto theempiricalevidence:Through-
out, I focuson the coresystemof nouninflectionin Russian.This
impliesthat| disregardminor inflection classesminor casesstem
alternationsstresatternsjexical idiosyncrasiesandsoon. These
issuesare ultimately important; but my hopeis that they do not
significantly affect what | have to say hereaboutintra- and trans-
paradigmaticsyncretism.

2. Data

Russianhassix cases:nominatve (nom), accusatie (acc), datve
(dat), genitive (gen),instrumentalinst), andlocative (loc). Further
more,| assumehattherearefour inflection classeslabelledl-1V.3
For now, | focusonthesingular(seesection6 ontheplural).
Considerfirst inflection classl, which containsonly masculine
stems. Three sampleparadigmsare given in table T,. The vari-
ation in this classis conditionedby two factors: First, inanimate
nounstemdik e zavod(‘f actory’) employ the nominatve marker /@/
(= null) in the accusatre, whereasanimatenounstemslik e student
(‘student’) take the genitive marker /a/ in the accusatie* Second,

2However, most of what follows can also be formulatedin alternatve ap-
proachesthat allow underspecificatiorand specificity-basedcompetition, lik e,
e.g., the onesdevelopedby Carstairs(1987), Anderson(1992), Blevins (1995),
Wunderlich (1996), or Stump (2001). In fact, thereis a more comprehensie
versionof the presentmaterial(seeMiller (2003a))which doesnot assumeDis-
tributedMorphology The only casewhereDistributed Morphologymay initially
seemcrucialinvolvesthe analysisof theanimag effectin section7, whichrelies
onimpoverishmentput seetheremarksthere.

3Thisfollows Corbett& Fraser(1993);referencegrammardypically postulate
threemain classeqsee,e.g., Isa&enlo (1975)). As we will see,thereis no real
contradictionhereif inflectionclassfeaturesaredecomposed.

“Hereandhenceforththe/ / notationis usedsoasto indicatethatthemarkers



therearesystematicmorpho-phonologicallypredictabledifferences
betweennounswhosestemendsin a “hard” (i.e., [+back]) conso-
nantandnounswhosestemendsin a“soft” (i.e.,[-back])consonant:

comparestudent(‘student’) with zitel’ (‘inhabitant’).
T,: Inflectionclassl, Sg: masc

I
zavod, (‘factory’) student, (‘student’) Zitel,, (‘inhabitant’)
nom/sg|| zavod-@ student-@ Zitel'-@
acc/sg || zavod-@ student-a Zitel-ja
dat/sg || zavod-u student-u Zitel-ju
gen/sg || zavod-a student-a Zitel-ja
inst/sg || zavod-om student-om Zitel-em
loc/sg || zavod-e student-e Zitel-e

Inflection classll hasmainly femininestems;it is illustratedin
table T,. This time, thereis no animag effect in the accusatie,
which emplgys a uniform marker /u/ for, e.g., inanimatekomnat
(‘room’) and animateucitel'nic (‘female teacher’). However, as
before,thereis predictablemorpho-phonologicavariationthat de-
pendson the natureof the stemendingas[+back]; comparege.g.,
themarkersattachedo a stemendingin ahardconsonanglik e kom-
nat (‘room’)) with the endingsattachedo a stemendingin a soft
consonantlike nedel’ (‘week’)). Furthermorethis inflection class
is not genderspecific: In additionto the femininestems somemas-
culine stemsalso belongto this class(like muz€in (‘man’)); these
stemstrigger masculineagreemenbut inflect accordingto the pat-
ternin T,. Unlikethemasculinestemsn classl, masculinestemsn
classll exhibit noanimag effectin theaccusatie.

Next, inflection classlll is illustratedin table T;. Abstracting
away from afew exceptionsthis classcontainsonly femininestems.
All stemsin this classendin a soft consonant. ClasslIl shavs
fewer casedifferentiations(consequentlymore intra-paradigmatic
syncretismYhanclassed andll; in thesingular it employs only the
threemarkers/d/, /i/, and/ju/ for the six cases Somenounsexhibit

havethestatusof underlyingrepresentationthatmayundegochange®ntheway
to PFrealization.



T,: Inflectionclassll, Sg: fem,masc

Il

komnat ucitel'nicy nedel’s muzing,
(‘room’) (‘teacher’) (‘week’)  (‘man’)
nom/sg|| komnat-a | ucitel'nic-a nedel-ja | muz€in-a
acc/sg || komnat-u ucitel'nic-u nedel-ju | muz€in-u
dat/sg || komnat-e ucitel'nic-e nedel-e | muz€in-e
gen/sg || komnat-y ucitel'nic-y nedel-i muzcin-y
inst/sg || komnat-oj(u)| u€itel'nic-ej(u) | nedel-ej(u) muz€in-oj(u)
loc/sg || komnat-e ucitel'nic-e nedel-e | muz€in-e

stemalternation(comparedoC’ (‘daughter’)).
Ts: Inflectionclasslll, Sg: fem

I
tetrad’s (‘notebook’) mys’; (‘mouse’) dot’; (‘daughter’)
nom/sg|| tetrad’-@ mys’-@ dot’-@
acc/sg || tetrad’-@ mys’-@ doC’-@
dat/sg | tetrad-i mys-i doc-eri
gen/sg | tetrad-i mys-i doc-eri
inst/sqg || tetrad’-ju mys’-ju doc-er’-ju
loc/sg || tetrad-i mys-i doc-eFi

Finally, inflectionclasslV containsonly neuterstems;seetable
T,4. Thisclassis similarto classl but differsin thechoiceof markers
for nominatve andaccusatie in the singular(classlV alsodiffers
from classl in the plural; seebelow). Thereis no animagy effectin
thesingular(eventhoughtherearesomeanimatestemsbelongingto
thisclass/ik e susCest\V(‘creature’));but, asbefore thereis [+-back]-
governedmorpho-phonologicaltariation(comparepol’ (‘field’)).

Thetaskof theinflectionalmorphologycomponenbf agrammar
is to provide the correctinflection marker for any givennounstem.
Ideally, one might hopethatinformationthatis inherentlypresent
on a stem- like gendey phonological,or semanticfeatures— will
suffice. Thisis notthe casethough. Considerfirst genderfeatures.
Neuternoun stemsalways belongto classlV. However, masculine
stemsmay in principle belongto classl or classll; andfeminine
stemsmay belongto classll or classlll. Similarly, phonological
featuresof the stemdo not suffice to predictinflection class;e.qg.,



T4: InflectionclasslV, Sg: neut

\Y;
mes}, (‘place’) jablok, (‘apple’) sustesty, (‘creature’) pol’,, (‘field’)
nom/sd| mest-o ablok-o SusCestv-0 pol-e
acc/sg [[mest-o ablok-o SUECestv-0 pol-e
dat/sg [[mest-u ablok-u SUECestv-u pol-ju
gen/sg| mest-a ablok-a SUECestv-a pol-ja
inst/sg || mest-om ablok-om SusCestv-om pol-em
loc/sg |[mest-e ablok-e SUECestv-e pol-e

a femininestemendingin a soft ([-back]) consonantanbelongto
classll orclasslll. In addition,therearenothemevowelsin modern
Russiarthatmight signalclassmembershigseeWurzel (1984)and
Corbett& Fraser(1993)), despiteclaimsto the contrary(see,e.g.,
Wunderlich(1996), Wunderlich(2002).) Finally, semantideatures
of the nounstemareinsufficient aspredictorsof classmembership;
e.g.,whereasanimag doesplay arole in inflection (seesection7),
all classesnayin principlecontainbothanimateandinanimatenoun
stemgrecallthatthisalsoholdsfor the neuterclasslV). Notefinally
that not even a combinationof gendey phonological,and semantic
informationsufficesto fully predictclassmembershipFor instance,
afeminine,inanimatenounstemendingin a soft consonantnay be-
long to classll or classlll; amasculineanimatenounstemending
in ahardconsonantaybelongto classl or classll; etc. Thus,arbi-
trary inflectionclassfeaturesmustbeassumedsinherentproperties
of nounstems. In the following sections,| will arguethatthereis
indeedreasonto strengthertheir role in morphologicaltheory by
holding them responsibleor the occurrenceof trans-paradigmatic
syncretism.

3. Syncretism

TableTs lists theinstance®of syncretismin the singularasthey can
be extractedfrom T,—T,.°

5In this table, inflection marker variationthatis systematicallypredictablein
termsof the [+back] distinctionis not indicatedseparately Thus,| assumehat
thereis a morphophonologidarule that realizesthe underlyinginflection marker



Ts: Syncetismwithin andacrossinflectionclassesn Russian

L [t [y [T [V

nomj|| | a | @] o
acc||@/lal u | D] o
dat || u e [ u
gen|l a | I I | a
inst {om| o] | ju |om
loc e e [ e

Thereis bothintra- andtrans-paradigmatisyncretismn Ts. In-
stanceof intra-paradigmaticyncretismnvolve, e.g.,/e/ in the da-
tive andlocative in classll; /i/ in thedative, genitive, andlocative in
classlll; /o/ in thenominatve andaccusatiein classlV; andsoon.
Instancef trans-paradigmatisyncretisminvolve /@/ in the nom-
inative (andin the accusatie, which makes this syncretismintra-
paradigmatian addition)in classed andlll; /i/ in the genitive in
classll andlll (and,asjust noted,alsoin the dative andin theloca-
tive in classlll); /om/in theinstrumentain classed andlV; /u/in
thedative in classed andlV, andin theaccusatrein classll; and/a/
in thegenitivein classl andIV, andin thenominatvein classll.®

Thequestionthenis to whatextenttheseinstance®f syncretism
can or should be taken to be systematic. | adopt(1) as a meta-
grammaticaprinciple.

(1) SyncetismPrinciple:
Identity of form impliesidentity of function
(in adomainX:, andunlessthereis evidenceto the contrary).

The SyncretismPrinciplemay look quite radical,but | take it to be
the null hypothesispothfor a child acquiringa languageandfor a
linguistinvestigatingt. Accordingto (1), all instance®f syncretism
shouldinitially be consideredsystematiavithin a certaingrammat-

/om/asemafterasoft ([—-back])consonantandasomotherwise.Similarly, under
lying /oj/ is realizedasej after a [-back] consonantandasoj otherwise.Finally,
underlying/i/ is emegesasy aftera hard([+back]) consonantandasi otherwise.

8For naw, | ignore the animag-driven occurrenceof /a/ in the accusatie of
classl. | will returnto this phenomenotin section?.



ical domain,and can be consideredaccidentalonly in the face of
strong counterevidence’ Of course,the questionis what the do-
main X in (1) shouldbe for our presentconcerns.| assumeahat X
includesdifferentcasesandinflectionclassesbut notdifferentnum-
bers;i.e., I will nottry to accountfor instancef syncretismthat
hold betweersingularandplural @

The mary instance®f syncretismn Russiamouninflectionil-
lustratedin T5 have of coursenot goneunnoticed. Basically three
differentkinds of approacheso syncretismin Russiamouninflec-
tion canbedistinguishedFirst, Jakobson(1962a,b) Chvary (1986),
Neidle (1988), Franks(1995), and Wiese (2003) proposeaccounts
that rely on a decompositiorof casefeatures,which createsnatu-
ral classe®f caseghatinsertioncontexts for inflection markerscan
referto. In accountsof this type, anintra-paradigmatisyncretism
wheresomemarker/u/ is usedin two casesC;, G, is dueto thefact
thatC,, C, form anaturalclasscharacterizethy anabstracfeature
(or setof features)F, andtheinsertioncontext of /u/ refersto I, i.e.,
to what C;, C, have in common,ratherthanto C, or C, directly.
Second,Halle (1994) developsan analysis(in an early versionof
DistributedMorphology)thatis basedn disjunctionsn vocalulary
insertionrules. For the abstracexamplejust mentionedsuchanap-

"This implies a shift of perspectie from standardassumptionsanda change
of burdenof proof: It mustbe shovn thata giveninstanceof syncretismis non-
systematic,not that it is systematic. In line with this, | would like to contend
thatthereis indeedlessevidenceagainstthe systematicityof syncretisnthanis
sometimesnadeout (seege.g.,Carstaird1987),Zwicky (1991),Williams (1994)).

8Also seeBaermaret al. (2002). This differencebetweenmumberon the one
handand caseand classon the other may ultimately be tracedbackto whether
or not a featurecarriessemantidnformation— numberfeaturesdo, whereaslass
featuresand casefeatures(at leastthoseof the languagesinderconsideratiorin
this paper which do not exhibit ‘semanticcases’)do not. — Thedenialof system-
aticity of “trans-number’syncretisnimpliesthatthewell-known alternatioreffect
betweemominatie singularandgenitive plural (seebelow on thelatter) with re-
spectto theoccurrencef /@/ (aninflectionclasshas/@/ in thegenitive pluraliff it
doesnothave/d/ in thenominative singularymustbeconsiderecccidentafrom a
synchronicperspectie. (Incidentally all systemati@ccountsf this phenomenon
thatl amawareof requireasignificantlymorecomple< approache.g.,by permit-
ting referenceo existing outputformsin thedeterminatiorof markers;seeBailyn
& Nevins (2003)for arecentanalysis.)



proachamountsto postulatingthatthereis a rule thatinserts/u/ in

C, or in C, ervironments. Third, Corbett& Fraser(1993),Fraser
& Corbett(1994), and Stump (2001) employ rules of referral that
simply stipulateidentity of markerswith differentfunctions.For the
caseat hand,this would imply takingoneoccurrencef /u/ asbasic
(by, e.g.,postulatingthat/u/ occursin C; ervironments)andderi-

ing the otheroccurrenceas secondaryby then postulatingthat the
marker for C, is identicalto themarkerfor C,).

None of theseapproachess fully satishctory The secondand
third typesof analysegthatrely on disjunctionandreferral,respec-
tively) suffer from employing non-restrictve techniqueqin effect,
any kind of syncretismcould be captured),and from being highly
descriptve (the instancesof syncretismare statedratherthan de-
rived). In contrast,while | take the first type of approach(based
on casefeaturedecomposition}o be essentiallyon the right track
asfar asintra-paradigmatisyncretisms concernedit hasnothing
to sayaboutinstance®f trans-paradigmatisyncretism.Hence,my
objectivein thefollowing sectionswill beto extendafeaturedecom-
positionapproachto inflection classesso asto captureboth intra-
andtrans-paradigmatisyncretismn Russiamouninflection.

4. Assumptions

Let mebegin by laying out somebackgroundassumptionsboutfu-
sionalnouninflection systemghat| will make within a Distributed
Morphology setting(seeHalle & Marantz(1993),Harley & Noyer
(2003)). A nounstem(N) is a terminalnodein syntax;following
Chomsly (2001,11) (anddeviating from somework in Distributed
Morphology), | assumehat a nounstemhasphonologicalcontent
in syntaxalready Furthermorejt is inherentlyequippedwith fully
specifiednflectionclassfeatureqalongsidegendersemanticselec-
tional, andcategorial features)put notwith caseor numberfeatures.
In languagesvith fusionalnouninflection,a nounstemis accompa-
niedby afusionalcase/numbemorphemdcn). A case/numbeamnor-
phemecn is aterminalnodein syntaxthatis phonologicallyempty
andthatis inherentlyequippedwith fully specifiedcaseand num-
ber (aswell as[+N] cateyory) features.N andcn may eitherform



acomplex X°, or may eachprojectan XP. For concreteness,adopt
the latter view, andassumehatthereis obligatoryheadmovement
from N to cn, asin (2). (I alsoassuméhatinherentclassandgender
featuresof N arecopiedontocnasaresultof thismovementput this
is mainly to simplify thediscussiorbelow.)

(2) [erpN-cN[np ... tx ... ]]

The case/numbemorphemecn is spelledout post-syntacticallyoy
insertionof anappropriatanflectionmarker, i.e., a vocalulary item
that pairsphonologicalinformationand (possiblyunderspecifiear
absent)morpho-syntactiqcateyory, class,case,and number)fea-
turesthat encodeits insertioncontext. For vocahulary insertionto
succeedthe morpho-syntacti¢eaturesof aninflectionmarker must
be a subsetof the morpho-syntactideaturesprovided by the syn-
tactic contet, i.e., cn; this is the first requiremenimposedby the
SubsePrinciple,aversionof whichis givenin (3).°

(3) SubsePrinciple:
A vocahulary item V is insertedinto a functionalmorphemewv
iff (i) and(ii) hold:
() The morpho-syntacticfeaturesof V are a subsetof the
morpho-syntactiéeaturesof M.
(i) Visthemostspecificvocalulary item thatsatisfieqi).

Becauseof underspecificationthe insertion contexts of inflection
markers will turn out to overlap significantly Hence, inflection
markersmay competefor insertioninto agivencn, andsuchcompe-
tition is resohed by the secondrequiremenof the SubsetPrinciple
in (3): Of thoseinflection markersthatfit into a given cn position,
only the mostspecificmarker canactually be inserted. Specificity
canbedefinedasin (4).

(4) Specificityof vocalulary items
A vocalularyitemV; is morespecificthanavocatularyitemV;
iff thereis a classof featuresF suchthat(i) and(ii) hold.
() Vi bearsmorefeaturesbelongingto I thanV; does.

9SeeKiparsky (1973),Lumsden(1992), Noyer (1992), Williams (1994),and
Blevins (1995),amongothers for otherversionssometimesvith differentnames;
andin particularHalle (1997),which the presenformulationis basedn.



(i) Thereis no higherranked classof featurest' suchthatV;
andV; have adifferentnumberof featuresn .

(4) presupposea ranking of featureclasseqseelLumsden(1992),
Noyer (1992)).For presenpurposesthe partialhierarchyin (5) will
suffice; it identifiesthreefeatureclassesnumber class,andcase.

(5) Number> class> case

Onthe basisof theseassumptiond, now turn to adecompositiorof
caseandinflectionclassfeatureghatformsthe coreof theanalysis.

5. Analysis

As noted,intra-paradigmatisyncretismcanbeaccountedor by de-
composingprivative casefeaturesnto combinationsof more primi-
tive, binary casefeaturesthis yields naturalclasse®f casesThese
primitive featuresare semantics-basenh the tradition initiated by
Jalobson(1962a,b)see.e.g.,Neidle (1988)andFranks(1995)). In
contrast,] assumehatthe primitive casefeaturesare syntax-based,
as suggestedy Bierwisch (1967) for German,and elaboratedoy
Wiese (2001) for Latin. Thus, supposethat the six Russiancases
resultfrom the cross-classificationf the threebinary primitive case
featured+subject],[governed],[+oblique],asshavn in (6).1°

1°Two potentialcaseshusremainunused Notethatthe specificationsn (6) are
syntacticallymotivated: First, the [+subj] casesnominative, genitive, andinstru-
mentalall typically shav up on agumentsthat are mergedlast with a predicate
(NP-internallywith the genitive, in passie constructionswith the instrumental).
Secondthe[+gov] casesaccusatie, dative, andgenitive arethe protoypical cases
for objectsof V. Finally, the[+obl] casedative, genitive, instrumentalandloca-
tive differ from the non-obliquecasesiominative andaccusatie in thatthe latter
(but nottheformer)typically encodehe coreargumentf V. Needlesgo say the
morphologicatasespecificationdasedntheseeaturenly reflectprimary syn-
tacticfunctions,andmaybeatvariancewith othersyntacticfunctions.Underlying
this is the assumptiorthatit is unlikely thata simple,homogeneouspecification
(beit syntacticor semanticanbefoundfor all casesin all theiroccurrenceg¢see
Isatenko (1975,81)); but see e.g.,Bailyn (2003)for arecentattemptconcerning
the Russiargenitive.
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(6) Decompositiorof casesn Russian
nominatve: [+subj,—gw,—obl]
accusatre:  [-subj,+gw,—obl]

dative: [-subj,+gw,+obl]
genitive: [+subj,+gav,+0obl]
instrumental: [+subj,—gw,+0bl]
locative: [-subj,—ga,+obl]

Underspecificatiomwith respecto casdeaturewill thenencodenat-
ural classe®f casesFor instancenominatve andaccusatie form a
naturalclasscharacterizedby the feature[—obl]; accusatie andda-
tive form a naturalclasscharacterizedby the featureg—subj,+g];
andsoon. Aswe will seefeaturespecification®f vocalularyitems
may make useof this kind of reducedcaseinformation, which ac-
countsfor intra-paradigmatisyncretism.

Crucially, 1 would like to suggesthat trans-paradigmatisyn-
cretismcanbe derived in the sameway, by decomposingrivative
classfeaturesasthey are standardlyassumedlike [classl], [class
[1]), into more primitive, binary classfeatures.Cross-classification
of theseabstracfeaturegieldsinflectionclassesunderspecification
of inflectionmarkersencodesaturalclasse®f inflectionclassesand
therebyexplains trans-paradigmatisyncretismt! The four inflec-

UThereare predecessorsFirst, Halle (1992, 38) employs the primitive, de-
composedeatures[+maminal], [marked] (in additionto the “standard”class
featuresA, B) in his analysisof Latvian noun inflection, essentiallyso as to
accountfor instancesof trans-paradigmatisyncretism. Second,Nesset(1994,
229ff) developsananalysisof Russiamouninflectionthatuses[+nom-endJand
[a/igen-endlasprimitive classfeaturesagainin orderto accountor instanceof
trans-paradigmatisyncretism.The analysishasa limited scope(involving only a
few of the attestedcasesf trans-paradigmatisyncretismandno casef intra-
paradigmaticsyncretism),and stayssomeavhat informal (e.g., theoreticalissues
arisingwith underspecificatiomnd competitionof inflection markersarenot ex-
plored— moregenerally no attemptis madeto accountfor the whole systemof
nouninflectionin a systematiavay); neverthelessit is clearlyguidedby thesame
underlyingidea. Third, Oltra Massue{1999)developsan analogougproposalfor
verbalinflectionin Catalan. Note also that classfeaturedecompositioris sug-
gestedin Alexiadou& Miller (2003)for nouninflectionin Greekand German,
andin Muller (2003b)for nouninflectionin Icelandic. For attemptsto establish
naturalclassef nouninflection classesn Russianwithout invoking featurede-
compositionseeMcCreight& Chvary (1991),Wiese(2003).

11



tion classesesultfrom a cross-classificationf two abstracfeatures
[+a], [£3] asshavnin (7).12

(7) Decompositiorof inflectionclassesn Russian

I [+a,—6] zavog, (‘factory’)

Il: [—a,+5] komnat (‘room’), muzCin,, (‘man’)
H:  [—a,—5] tetrad’; (‘notebook’)

IV: [+a,+5] mes}, (‘place’)

Accordingto (7), inflection classed and IV form a naturalclass
(characterizedthy [+«]), andsodoclasses! andlll ([-a]), classes
andlll ([-3]), andclassedl andlV ([+/]). However, classes andll
donotformanaturalclassof inflectionclassesandthesamegoesfor
classedll andlV. Consequentlynoinsertioncontet of aninflection
marker canreferto eitherof thesegroupsof inflection classesand
we expectthatthereis no instanceof trans-paradigmatisyncretism
that appliesexclusively to classed andll, or to classedll andlV.
This predictionwill beshawn to beborneout.

Thelist of vocalulary itemsthat| assumeo underlienounin-
flectionin thesingularin Russiaris givenin (8); underspecifiedlass
informationis underlinedn thefeaturespecification®f markers.In
general,specificity decreasefrom top to bottom. The default (or
elsavhere)inflection marker is /a/ in (8-10) (or /a/;y, asl will write
from now on); it fits into all cn morphemesut is blocked by amore
specificmarker in most contexts. Next, /uly emegesas a highly
non-specifianarker for accusatie anddative thatdoesnot bearary
inflection classinformation. /i/g is a generalobliquenessnarker for
the[-a] classedl andlll; /@/; is a non-obliquenesmarker for the
[-3] classed andlll; and/o/g is anon-obliguenesmarker for class
IV. Two vocalulary items/e/ arepostulated/ef; is alocatve marker
for the [+a] classed and|V; /el, is a marker for the naturalclass
of dative andlocative in classll. Finally, the markers/om/k, /ju/s,
and/oj/; areinstrumentamarkers. Thelattertwo arefully specified
(hencemostspecific);/om/ is restrictedo the [+«] classed, IV.

nflection classfeaturesarearbitraryandirreducibleby definition; this is re-
flectedin thelabels.Still, it is worth emphasizinghatthefeatured +a], [£/] are
no morearbitrarythanstandardlyadoptedeaturedik e [classl], [classl]].

12



(8) Vocalulary items(singular):

1. loj +— {[+N],[~a,+8],[+subj,—gw,+obl]}
2. fjul  +— {[+N],[-«,—5],[+subj,—go,+obl]}
3. /om/ «— {[+N],[+a],[+subj,—gw,+0bl]}
4. lel +— {[+N],[~a,+3],[-subj,+obl]

5. lel <+— {[+N],[+a],[-subj,—gw®,+0bl]}

6. /o/ <«+— {[+N],[+a,+5],[-0obl]}

7. 1@ <— {[+N],[-5].[-obl]}

8. [l «— {[+N],[=qa],[+obl]}

9. /ul  <— {[*N],[-subj,+go/]}

10. /al  «— {[+N]}

Wheneer aninflectionmarker doesnot shov up in acn morpheme
whereit would fit, thisis dueto blocking by a morespecificinflec-
tion marker whosespecifications alsoa subsef the specification
in cn, in accordancavith the SubsetPrinciple. The competitionof
inflectionmarkersin the singularis illustratedin tableT¢. Here,the
vocahulary itemthatis selectedunderthe SubsefPrinciplefor inser
tion in cnis givenin bold face; markersthatfit but are blocked as
lessspecificaregivenbelow, in parentheses.

Te: Theinteractionof inflectionmarkersin the singularin Russian

| TET+a, BT W [—a,+8] I [—a,-BI]IV:[+a,+8]]

nom: /®/7 /a/m /®/7 /0/6
[+subj,—gw,—obl] || (/aho) (/aho) (/aho)
acc: 191, Iulg 191, /olg
[—subj,+gw,—obl] || (/uly, laky) (/aho) (fuly, lahg) | (luly, lahg)
dat: luly lely filg fuly
[-subj,+gw,+0obl] (/aho) (/ilg, luly, lahg) | (/uly, lahg) (/aho)
gen: /a/10 /I/s /I/g /a/10
[+subj, +gov,+obl] (/aho) (/aho)

inst: fom/3 loj/y fiu/o fom/;
[+subj,—ga,+obl] ||  (/a/o) (lilg, laho) | (ils, laho) (/aho)
loc: el lel, ils lels
[-subj,—gw,+obl] || (/a/o) (lilg, laho) (/aho) (/aho)

In sum,adecompositiorof caseandinflectionclassfeatureshas
madeit possibleto fully accountfor intra- andtrans-paradigmatic
syncretismin Russiannoun inflection, with the exception of /e/,
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wheretwo vocalulary items with different specificationsamust be
postulated.| will leave openthe questionwhetherthis reflectsan
imperfectionof theanalysisor animperfectionof thesystemassuch
(but seesection8). Let menext turnto theplural.

6. Plural

The distribution of markersin the plural acrossthe four inflection
classess shovn in tableT;.

T;: Inflectionclassed-IV in theplural

I Il I Y
zavog, komnaf tetrad’ s mes},
(‘factory’) (‘room’) (‘notebook’) (‘place’)

nom/pl|| zavod-y [komnat-y |tetrad-i mest-a
acc/pl |[zavod-y |komnat-y |tetrad-i mest-a
dat/pl || zavod-am | komnat-am| tetrad-jam | mest-am
gen/pl || zavod-ov | komnat-@ |tetrad-ej mest-J
inst/pl || zavod-ami| komnat-amj tetrad-jami | mest-am
loc/pl || zavod-ax |komnat-ax |tetrad-jax | mest-ax

Theinflectionmarkersfor dative, instrumentalandlocative plu-
ral (/am/,/ami/,and/ax/, respectrely) areinvariantacrossnflection
classes. Thereare two markersfor [-obl] (nominatve/accusatie)
plural contets, viz. /a/ and/i/ (focussingon inanimatestemsfor
now). Eventhoughthedistribution of /a/is morerestrictedthanthe
distribution of /i/, | take the former to be the default marker, asin
thesingular It mustthereforebepossibleto referto complement®f
naturalclassesn insertioncontets of vocalulary items(seeZwicky
(1970))*2 Finally, therearetwo markersfor genitive plural contexts:

BFor presentpurposes/i/ could also be consideredhe default marker; this
would avoid a referenceto complementof natural classes. However, thereis
a tendeng to replace/i/ with /a/ asthe [-obl] plural marker in certainlexical
domainsin classl (see,e.qg., Isaenlo (1975, 97-99)); this productve strateyy
might betakento indicatea default statusof /a/. Further(indirect) justificationfor
taking /a/ asthe default marker will be providedin section8. — As obsened by
the reviewer, theremight be an alternatve that avoids referenceo complements
of naturalclassesut still maintainsdefault statusof /a/: Supposéhat/i/ doesnot
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/D1 is usedby the[+ 3] classedl andlV, and/ov/ by the[-/] classes
| andlll. ** Theplural vocalulary itemsarelistedin (9).

(9) Vocalulary items(plural):

1. lax/ «— {[+N],[+pl],[-subj,—gov,-+obl]}

2. lami/ «— {[+N],[*+pl],[+subj,—gov,+obl]}

3. lam/ <— {[+N],[+pl],[-subj,+gov,+obl]}

4. lovl <«— {[+N],[+pl],[- 5], [+subj,+gw,+0obl]}
5. 18] <+ {[+N],[+pl],[*+ B].[+subj,+gw,+obl]}
6. fil <« {[+N],[+pl].[~(+,+B)],[-obl]}

7. lal  «+— {[+N],[+pl],[-obl]}

The competitionbetweenvocalulary itemsfor insertionin cn plural
contectsis minimal; it is shovn in tableTg.1®

At this point,agenerakonclusionconcerninghedecomposition
of inflection classfeaturescanbe dravn: For eachnaturalclassof
inflectionclassesthereis in factaninsertioncontext of aninflection
marker that refersto it: [+a] (I, 1V) is referredto by the singular
markers/om/; and/els; [—a] (Il, 11l) by thesingularmarker/i/s; [+ /]
(I, V) by the plural marker /@/5; and[-3] (I, Ill) by the singular
marlker /@/; andby the plural marker /ov/,. In contrast,no marker
needdo make referenceo pairsof inflectionclasseshatdonotform
anaturalclass.

bearclassinformationatall (only the casefeature[-obl]), andthat/a/is radically
underspecifiedi.e., [-obl]-less. Then,animpoverishmentrule (of the type used
in section7 below) might remove the [-obl] specificationin classlV, andforce
choiceof /a/in this context, with morespecific/i/ emegingin classed, 11, andllil.
The choicebetweerthesetwo optionsis not entirely straightforvard (but seethe
remarkson the role of impoverishmenin section7); for presentpurposes] will
leave the matterundecided.

14 follow Halle (1994,53ff) in assuminghat thereis a morpho-phonologal
rule thataccountdor /ov/ beingrealizedasej undercertainconditions.

5o singularandplural markerscompete Pluralmarkersdo notfit into singu-
lar contexts; their insertionwould violate clause(i) of the SubsefPrinciple,dueto
afeatureclash: Thereis a[+pl] featurein the specificatiorof a plural marker, and
a [—-pl] featureon the cn morpheme.ln contrastsingularmarkersdo in principle
competein plural contexts becausehey arenot specifiedfor number(by assump-
tion). Still, sincesingularmarkersdo not have a numberfeature,they cannever
becomethe mostspecificmarkersfor a given context, dueto the high ranking of
numberon the hierarchyof featuredn (5).
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Tg: Theinteractionof inflectionmarkers in the plural in Russian

| [T T+, B[ [Fa,*BI [ [—a,BI[IV: [Fa,+A]]

nom: filg filg filg lal;
[+subj,—gw,—obl] | (/ak) (lak) (lak)

acc: filg filg filg fal;
[-subj,+gw,—obl] | (/ak) (fak) (fak)
dat: Jam/3 Jam/; Jam/; Jam/;
[-subj,+gw,+obl]
gen: Jovly 1Dl Jovly 1Dl
+subj,+gov,+obl]

nst: Jami/y Jami/y Jami/y Jami/y
+subj,—gw,+obl]

oc: Jaxh lax/; Jax/; Jax/;
[-subj,—g,+obl]

7. Animacy

Thesystemdevelopedsofar doesnot yet have anything to sayabout
accusatre/genitve syncretismwith animatesin classl in the sin-
gular; comparestudent-a(‘student’) with *student-@in accusatie
singularcontets (seeT;). The sameeffect occurswith animatesn

the plural throughout;see,e.g.,the accusatie plural forms student-
ov (‘students’)vs. *student-yin classl, ucitel'nic-@ (‘teachers’)vs.

*ucitel’nic-y in classll, mys-ej(‘mice’) vs. *mys-i in classlll, and
SusCestv-J(‘creature’) vs. *sustestv-ain classlV. Given the as-
sumptionssofar, SubsePrinciple-drivenvocahularyinsertionwould

seemto predictthe starredformsin all thesecases.

Thereis reasonto assumehat this animag-driven syncretism
doesnot have the samesourceas the instancesof syncretismdis-
cussedso far, andthatit shouldnot be tracedbackto casefeature
underspecificatiomn insertioncontexts associatedvith vocalulary
items. Thereasons thatanunderspecificatioapproactwould clas-
sify theanimag effectasanaccidentabutcomeof theinteractionof
independentinflection markers, ratherthanasthe general,system-
defining regularity thatit seemso be. To expressthis overarching
regularity, animpoverishmentule canbe adopted.Impoverishment
rules manipulatesyntacticfeaturespecificationseforevocalulary
insertionapplies(seeBonet (1991), Bobaljik (2002), and Framp-
ton (2002),amongothers)). Standardlyimpoverishments takento
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deletefeatureqasthe namesuggests)herebyforcingaretreato the
generalcase(i.e., insertionof lessspecificmarkers). However, this
will notdoin thecaseathand:Theplural markers/i/¢ and/a/; in (9)
arelessspecificthanthe markers/ov/, and/@/5 (thatthey needto be
replacedby in animatecontets). Therefore,l follow Noyer (1998,
282)in assuminghatimpoverishmentulescanalsochange features
(or atleastfeaturevalues).For concreteness,adoptthe two impov-
erishmentulesin (10-a)(for classl) and(10-b) (for the plural) that
bring abouta changean the featurespecification®f cn morphemes:
afeaturebundle[-subj,—obl]is changedo [+subj,+obl].

(10) a. [-subj,—obl]— [+subj,+obl]/ [+«a,—3 ],[+anim]

b. [-subj,—obl]— [+subj,+obl]/ [+pl],[+anim]__
Theserulesturn a syntacticaccusatie context into a morphological
genitive contet (leaving the sharedfeature[+gov] unafected)and
thusaccountfor the animag-driven presencef genitve markersin
accusatie ervironmentsin classl andin theplural 1°

8. Form and Function

Closerinspectionof the lists of vocalulary itemsin (8) and(9) re-
vealsan interestingcorrelationof form and function of inflection
markers: Fromtopto bottom,thespecificityof theinflectionmarkers
decrease¥. In contrastthe sonorityof themarkersincreasesThus,
it seemghatthemorespecificaninflectionmarkeris, theloweris its

8Thetwo readjustmentulesproposedn Halle (1994)have essentiallthesame
effect. Harley & Noyer (2003,478) notethat “feature-changingmpoverishment
[...] hasapproximatelythe samepower asrulesof referral”. Indeedreferralrules
that arecomparablén their scopewith the impoverishmentulesin (10) areas-
sumedn Corbett& Frasen1993),Stump(2001),andMdller (2003a).

1At leastasa strongtendeng. Thereis someminor blurring of this with the
singularmarkers/om/, e/, and/o/ in (8), wherethe specificty-basedrderwould
be4.-6.-3.-5.Theorderof theplural markersin (9) fully followsdecreasingpeci-
ficity if we maketwo assumptionskirst,thecomplemenspecificatiorof /i/ counts
asasingleinflection classfeature;andsecondthedative, instrumentalandloca-
tive markers/am/,/ami/,and/ax/, beinginvariantacrossnflectionclasseandthus
exhibiting anagglutinative-like status simply do not interactwith the otherplural
markers,andthereforeinherentlyqualify asmaximally specific.
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rank on the sonority hierarchy: The vocalic marker /a/ is leastspe-
cific andmostsonorous;consonantaimarkerslike /oj/ and/ju/ are
mostspecificandleastsonorousandthe remainingvocalicmarkers
show intermediatedegreesof specificityandsonority with, e.g.,/i/
emeging asmorespecificandlesssonoroughan/u/, and/u/ asmore
specificandlesssonoroughan/a/ 8

There are someapparentexceptionsto the generalizatiornthat
sonority increasedrom top to bottomin (8) and (9). First, /e/
seemgo standoutin (8) becausés two occurrencegualify asquite
specific, much more so than, say /i/; however, /el is clearly more
sonoroughan/i/. This potentialproblemdisappearsvhenwe take
into accounthat/e/isin factusually(exceptafterconsonantke/c/,
/81,121, andabstractingaway from reductioneffects)realizedwith an
initial glide, which makesthis marker quasi-consonanta{This may
eventuallyshedled on why it is exactly the syncretismwith /e/ that
is notfully resolhedin the presenepproach.)

A secondpotentialproblemis posedby the null marker: /@/ oc-
cupiesanintermediategositionwith respecto specificityin both (8)
and(9), eventhoughthe sonority hierarchywould seemto support
an edgepositionfor this marker. This problemis solved whenwe
follow Halle (1994), who suggestghat the “null marker” /@/ is in
factan abstractyer vowel /O/, which is independentlymotivatedin
the morphophonologyf Russian.Halle amguesthat an abstractO/
vowel hasotherwisethe samefeaturesas/o/; thereis a generalrule
that deletesabstractvowels unlessthey immediatelyprecedea syl-
lable with anotherabstractvowel (which, of course,they never do
if they areinflection markersat the end of a word). Thus,/O/ can
be assumedo replacethe the null marker /@/ assumedso far. Of
course giventhat/O/ and/o/ have a similar sonoritystatusthey can
be expectedo exhibit a similar degreeof specificity

8 correspondencef form andfunctionin the Russiamouninflectionsystem
hasbeennotedbefore,by Shapiro(1969,14) andPlank(1979,143). Both authors
correlatea hierarchyof casedH, anda sonorityhierarchyH,. Plankstates:*The
higherrankeda caseis in [H.], themoresonorouss the setof phonologicalseg-
mentsusedfor its expressiori. | would claimthatreplacingthis hierarchyof cases
with a hierarchyof specificationsof decomposedaseand inflection classfea-
turespermitsa morearticulate(andverifiable)accounthatneverthelespreseres
Plank’s andShapiros basicinsight.
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Someminor discrepanciebetweenspecificity and sonority of
markers may eventually remain!® All in all, however, a correla-
tion of form and function seemshard to dery for the systemof
Russiannoun inflection. This correlationcan be taken to suggest
that a notion like optimal grammardesignplays a role in inflec-
tional morphology andthat, in additionto the SyncretismPrinci-
ple in (1), fusional systemsof inflection might adhereto a second,
relatedmeta-grammaticalconicity Principle that differs from the
SyncretismPrinciple only in that the conceptof “identity” is re-
placedwith the conceptof “similarity”, andthat may plausibly be
assumedo guide (and simplify) acquisitionof inflectionalsystems
in thesameway:

(11) Iconicity Principle:
Similarity of form impliessimilarity of function
(in adomainX, andunlessthereis evidenceto the contrary).
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