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Due to my ignorance of Russian, I’ll confine my comments to an ‘internal critique’ of the paper.  To aide my understanding (and hopefully that of others), I’ll offer a series of skeptical challenges to several of the stages of argumentation.

1. Does the Genitive Plural Necessarily Present a Puzzle of the Kind Supposed?

The wider project behind B&N’s work here:  establish the hypothesis that neutralization (of morpho-syntactic properties) occurs in ‘marked environments’.
Target Hypothesis:
If neutralization of a distinction seen elsewhere in the language occurs in a particular environment, then that environment is ‘marked’.

But: it’s plausible that syntactic environments are grouped on a cline of markedness.  Oblique Plural more marked than Nominative Plural more marked than Nominative Singular.

Revised Target Hypothesis:
If neutralization of a distinction seen elsewhere in the language occurs in a particular environment, then that environment is ‘more marked’ than the environments in which the neutralization does not occur.
Now consider the conservative generalization that class and gender distinctions are neutralized in the oblique plurals… (Why give up the conservative generalization?  Behavior of adjectives?  Couldn’t there be two neutralization rules?)
First Skeptical Question:
Is it clear that genitive case in Russian is purely oblique?  I’ve sometimes heard genitive case described as sharing properties with structural case in some languages.  Perhaps these ‘structural properties’ could serve to distinguish genitive from the other oblique cases?  Moreover, it could be that these structural properties render genitive a ‘less marked’ case than the pure obliques.

If so, then genitive plurals do not pose a problem to the Revised Target Hypothesis.  Class and Gender distinctions would be neutralized in the pure oblique plurals, which is a more marked environment than the genitive, nom and accusative plurals in which it doesn’t occur.
2.  Why Give Up the Rule Stated in (24)?
B&N show that the distribution of the genitive plural endings can be captured by the generalization in (24) which does not appeal to the class of the root.
But, B&N then raise the following worry against (24):

Why the Nominative Singular?
Conclusion: no principled answer.  B&N then develop the alternative statement in (25).

But:  this rhetorical turn begs the question of why it would be undesirable in this context to simply take the relationship between the gen.pl and nom.sg as a primitive, idiosyncratic property of Russian.  We would certainly give up (24) if B&N’s alternative were more explanatory.  However, it’s an open question, not addressed in the paper, how the revised generalization in (25) is more principled than the original generalization in (24).

The big difference between (24) and (25) is that (25) only requires the computational procedure to look within the gen.pl form.  So, is computational complexity the important difference between them?  Not clear.  Sure, the rule in (24) requires reference to another output form, but no global computation is implied (you could simply take the root, compute the nom.sg, then go back to the root).  
3.  How Well-Motivated are the Theme Vowels?
Let us now grant that the rule in (25) is the preferable one.  The question now arises, however, whether the theme vowels are truly needed for the success of (25).  That is, why not suppose that these vowels are part of the roots themselves?  Perhaps the root for book is ‘kniga’ and the root for window is simply ‘okuno’?
PROBLEM: is it an accident that if a Russian noun root ends in a vowel, that vowel is /a/ or /o/?
Yes, that is a problem: this would have to be relegated to the level of a ‘morpheme structure constraint’.  HOWEVER, the theme-vowel analysis would need such constraints to explain the inability for Russian roots to end in vowels.  Since these constraints are needed anyway, what’s to be gained by extra appeal to theme vowels?
