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Abstract

This paper addresses the question of how certain kinds ofapgéng syncretisms in
inflectional paradigms can be accounted for that Baermah €QD5) refer to agonver-
genfidivergent bidirectional syncretisnfbased on earlier work by Stump (2001)). Bidirec-
tional syncretism strongly resists accounts in terms ofdsed rules of exponence (or sim-
ilar devices) that correlate inflection markers with (ofterderspecified) morpho-syntactic
specifications (such rules are used in many morphologiealrigs; e.g., Anderson (1992),
Halle & Marantz (1993), Aronoff (1994), Wunderlich (199@yd Stump (2001)). The rea-
son is that it is difficult to capture overlapping distritarts by natural classes. In view of
this, rules of referral have been proposed to derive bitloeal syncretism (Stump (2001),
Baerman et al. (2005)). In contrast, | would like to pursue llypothesis that system-
atic instances of overlapping syncretism ultimately nmadtiva new approach to inflectional
morphology — one that fully dispenses with the assumptia rtorphological exponents
are paired with morpho-syntactic feature specifications taat therefore qualifies as rad-
ically non-morphemic): First, rules of exponence are regibwith feature co-occurrence
restrictions (FCRs; Gazdar et al. (1985)). For phonoldlicketermined natural classes of
exponents, FCRs state incompatibilites with morpho-sytitdeature specifications. Sec-
ond, marker competition is resolved by a principle of Phoggtdriven Marker Selection
(PMS). PMS takes over the role of the Specificity (Blockintseidvhere, Panini) Principle
of standard analyses.

Empirically, the main focus is on Bonan declension; the ysiglis subsequently ex-
tended to Gujarati conjugation and Latrdeclension, with further remarks on bidirec-
tional syncretism in other inflectional paradigms.

1. A Problem

Baerman et al. (2005, 136-144) discuss the following infbea paradigm from Bonan (Altaic;
Mongolian)?

(1) Bonan declension

noun (‘foliage”)| pronoun (‘he’
NOM || labCon-@ ndzan-@
GEN |[labCon-ne ndzan-ne
AccC |/lab&on-ne IndZan-de
DAT |labCon-de ndzan-de
ABL |/labCon-se ndzan-se
INS |labCon&ale ndzansale

" For comments and discussion, | would like to thank Seba&&nk, Petr Biskup, Caroline Féry, Fabian Heck,
Philipp Weisser, and particularly Lennart Bierkandt, Jactfirommer, and two anonymous (and very helpful)
reviewers. This work was supported by a DFG grant to the ptéjggument Encoding in Morphology and Syntax

as part of Research Unit 742.

2 The data are taken from Todaeva (1997); also see Baerma#,(@08).

1



The exponents for nominative, ablative, and instrumerdatexts are identical for nouns and
pronouns; they correspond to what one would assume to bedaraoy state of affairs in a typ-
ical agglutinative system. However, the exponents fortgaeniaccusative, and dative contexts
with nouns and pronouns show an overlapping syncreticsiilolision that raises severe prob-
lems for standard accounts of syncretism that rely on catirg inflectional exponents with
underspecified feature specifications, in one way or andtfibe reason is that it is hard to see
how the distribution of the markerse andde can be captured by referring to natural classes.
Thus, a standard account of the case syncretismsneifgenitive/accusative with nouns) and
de (accusative/dative with pronouns) in (1) in terms of ungecsfication would have to rely
on the assumption that at least one of the two relevant loigians in (1) can be described
as a natural class; the remaining distribution could themsligintly more general, including
an additional cell that is blocked in the course of marker getition. For instance, the three
contextsGEN.NOUN, ACC.NOUN, andGEN.PRON would have to emerge as a natural class that
is captured by some appropriate feature specification aganying the exponemte, and one
could then assumeée to be a more general marker facc and DAT contexts (e.g., encoded
by a feature specification like [-subj,+obj], assuming thé specification fully characterizes
the natural class of the two cases at hand), which is bloclketthdo more specific markare
whenever the latter marker fits. The problem with such anagygtr is that is highly unclear
whether a property can be found that, sagN.NOUN, ACC.NOUN, andGEN.PRON contexts
have in common, and that separates these contexts froneaithier ones in the paradigm. Of

3 The concept of underspecification as a means to accountfioresysm is employed in most recent theories of
inflectional morphology. In what follows, | briefly consideistributed Morphology, Minimalist Morphology, and
Paradigm Function Morphology. In Distributed Morphologeé, e.g., Halle & Marantz (1993), Halle (1997),
Noyer (1992)), functional heads in syntax provide contéatsinsertion of vocabulary items; and whereas the
former are characterized by fully specified morpho-symtdeatures (ignoring impoverishment), the vocabulary
items can be (and often are) underspecified with respectesetfeatures; a Subset Principle ensures that a vo-
cabulary item can only be inserted if its features are coiblgatvith those in the functional morpheme in syntax.
Similarly, underspecification is considered to be one ofadetral assumptions of Minimalist Morphology (see
Wunderlich (1996, 2004)). Even though Minimalist Morphgydliffers from Distributed Morphology in being an
“incremental” approach, where the inflection marker cdnties features to the whole word that would otherwise
not be present (see Stump (2001) for the terminology), Wilictlemanages to integrate underspecification of
inflection markers into the system, and in doing so invokesim@atibility requirement that has effects which are
similar to those of the Subset Principle. Finally, in PagadiFunction Morphology (see Stump (2001)), inflection
markers are added to stems by morphological realizatiesyuihich take the abstract folRR,, - c(<X,0>)

= <Y’,0>. Here, is the set of morpho-syntactic features associated withnftection marker (the inflection
marker emerges as the difference between the stem X andfteeténd word Y); = can be underspecified. In
contrast,o is the set of morpho-syntactic features that the fully inédcword form bears (the analogue to the
insertion contexts provided by functional morphemes intriilisted Morphology). Importantly, a constraint on
rule/argument coherence ensures tha anextensiorof 7; this is comparable to the subset and compatibility re-
qguirements of Distributed Morphology and Minimalist Morgbgy, respectively. — Thus, in all these approaches,
inflectional exponents are paired with (possibly undersigel} feature specifications, independently of whether
or not the overall theory qualifies as “lexical” (Distribdt& orphology, Minimalist Morphology) or “inferential”
(Paradigm Function Morphology) in Stump’s (2001) sense.

4 As noted, (1) is based on Todaeva’s work. Todaeva (1963,,1198H) is mainly concerned with one of the two



course, the same problem arises if the distributioneis assumed to be more general (cover-
ing all GEN andAcc contexts), and the distribution d&is restricted t@AT.NOUN, DAT.PRON,
andAcc.PRON contexts? The underlying reason for these problems is that the natlaases

in question here would have to span instances of two disgirachmatical categories (i.e., they
would have to be “trans-categorial”), viz., a certain img&of case and a certain instance of part
of speech/categorial label, and all this under the exctusimther instances of the respective
grammatical categoriés.

In view of this situation, various steps can be taken. Ondoasvpossibility would be
to assume that the distribution ok andde in (1) reflects accidental homonymy rather than
systematic syncretism. However, such an approach doeseeat smpirically motivated —
the pattern is evidently systematic: Taken separatelyy e GEN.NOUN/PRON distribution,
and theGEN/ACC.NOUN distribution ofne, would qualify as perfectly regular syncretisms that
any morphological theory wants to derive in a systematicmean(Similarly for the separate
DAT.NOUN/PRON and ACC/DAT.PRON syncretisms withlde) Another option would be to as-
sume different rule orderings for nouns and pronouns. Tpii®o is also quite unattractive for
obvious reasons (among them the fact that rule orderingspiayole anymore in most current
morphological theories); see Baerman et al. (2005, 138]Jimussion.

Finally, the solution that Baerman et al. (2005) themsebifes for overlapping domains of
syncretism in Bonan declension relies on two directionedgof referral; such rules state that
(in the simplest case) some form for a given morpho-syrdaintext is taken over from the
form determined by standard rules of exponence (corrgjaxponents and feature specifica-
tions) for some other morpho-syntactic context. The twesudf referral can be formulated as

main dialects, viz., Gansu Bonan. The other dialect, QinBbaan, is described in Wu (2003). The declension
markers of Qinghai Bonan are not fully identical to those ahGu Bonan in (1), witdainstead ofle, sainstead of

se andG(w)alainstead ofcale (neis the same in both varieties). However, these minor diffees can be ignored

in what follows (as they do not affect the analysis to be pregin section 2 below): Whereas tloem may differ
minimally in some cases, thdistributionof the relevant markers is the same in Gansu Bonan and QiBgimain.

In particular, the pattern of bidirectional syncretisme(below) is identical; see Wu (2003, 335-336). — That said,
Fried’s (2010) recent study of Qinghai Bonan describesiatyafon p. 113) in which only some pronominal forms
(1.Sg., 2.Sg., and 3.Sg.Logophoric) have the expotheint accusative contexts, whereas others take the maeker
(renderedo) from the noun paradigm. This may be an instance of Bonar#at micro-variation, or an instance
of recent language change towards a more uniform systendtiest without bidirectional syncretism (or both).

I will not explicitly accomodate the pattern identified byidet (2010) in the analysis to be developed below; but
technically it would suffice to identify the three pronominantexts that use the dative marker as a natural class of
pronouns that can be referred to by some feature, and thetmatf@ature in the feature co-occurrence restriction
FCR 2 in (9-b) in section 2 below.

5 Based on remarks by Jonathan Bobaljik, Baerman et al. (208®lop (and subsequently abandon) a version of
such an approach (that must have this type of entry for botkensisince it dispenses with the idea of resolving
marker competition by some notion of specificity). In doingthey invoke an abstract feature [X] that is supposed
to stand forcEN andACCUSATIVE.NOUN, and an abstract feature [Y] that encodes andACC.PRON contexts;
necan then be specified as [X], addas [Y]. However, there is no independent justification fash features [X]
and [Y], so the syncretism is stipulated rather than derived

6 Accordingly, there seem to be very few analyses where a caserfatural class involving instances of separate
grammatical categories has convincingly been made. V¥i€$899) approach to determiner inflection in German
may belong to this group. Here, an instance of the grammatitagory gender £EM — and an instance of the
grammatical category numberr+ — are treated as a natural class, which is encoded by thedédatstandard].



in (2) (minimally deviating from the notation in Baerman €t(@005)). Since these exponent
take-overs seem to go in two directions (fr@8N to AcC, and fromDAT to AccC), Baerman
et al. (2005) call this syncretishidirectional

(2) a. The exponent foxCC.NOUN contexts is the exponent determined by the rules of expo-
nence fOIGEN contexts.

b. The exponent forCC.PRON contexts is the exponent determined by the rules of expo-
nence fODAT contexts.

The rules of exponence that underlie the system are give$).fn (

(3) a. NOM =STEM + /@/
b. GEN=STEM + /ne/
C. DAT = STEM + /de/
d. ABL = STEM + /se/
e

. INS=STEM -+ /Gale/

Note that there is no rule of exponence for accusative ctsjtéixerefore, the system would
actually create paradigmatic gaps, if not for the effecubés of referraf

Such an analysis in terms of rules of referral succeeds iividgrthe paradigm in (1).
However, the rules in (2) stipulate what arguably shouldédxéved (but see section 3.2 below),
and the resulting number of rules overall is the same as thrbauthat results from treating the
overlapping syncretisms via separate rules of exponereetivo rules for /ne/, and two rules
for /del).

Given (a) the systematicity of syncretism in (1), (b) theuia of classic analyses in terms
of natural classes and underspecification, and (c) potgmbhlems of explanatory adeaquacy
for alternative analyses (in terms of rule ordering or raeseferral), | would like to conclude
that the Bonan data suggest that a radically new approacifléztional paradigms might be
worth pursuing — one that gives systematic accounts ofmestof syncretism without invoking
the idea that syncretism is to be captured by underspedadiicaf morphological exponents
with respect to morpho-syntactic features. More specijicavill develop an analysis that is
truly non-morphemic, in the sense that it abandons the atdralssumption that exponents are
correlated with morpho-syntactic feature specificationgne way or the other.

Also compare the role of higher-order markedness featurd@sammer’s (2005) account of the same empirical
domain.

7 Here and henceforth, | render exponents (outside paradligrttse / / notation.

8 Such a state of affairs would not be possible in theoriesalwatys postulate a radically underspecified elsewhere
marker for each paradigm; compare, e.g., Stump’s (200 titge-unction Default rule. However, the question
of whether rules of exponence should initially also prowsdene marker for alhcc contexts in Bonan declension

is orthogonal to our main concerns here as long as it is edsheg rules of referral also override the outcome
of rules of exponence; see, e.g., Stump (2001) for such aroapip. — That said, it is interesting to note that
the approach to bidirectional syncretism developed in ¥eégi$2007) presupposes that the absence of a marker
introduced by rules of exponence is the defining charatiedtall instances of bidirectional syncretism. On this
view, the presence of a paradigmatic gap induces a searoimiediately adjacent cells (defined by a concept of
feature minimality). This ultimately leads to the same efffas a rule of referral: A form is borrowed from some
other paradigm cell.



2. A Solution

Most current approaches to inflectional morphology coteelaflectional exponents with fea-
ture specifications. Inferential theories like those deped in Anderson (1992), Aronoff (1994),
Stump (2001), and Corbett & Fraser (1993) or Baerman et @DFRdiffer from lexical the-
ories (like Distributed Morphology or Minimalist Morphajy) in that inflection markers are
not assumed to have morpheme status, or to exist as sephjatesprather, inflection markers
are introduced by rules of exponence. However, even hemctidhal exponents are clearly
correlated with morpho-syntactic feature specificatidnsould therefore like to contend that
many inferential approaches are not as radically non-nerph as is sometimes made out.
Accordingly, the gist of an inferential analysis can oftentbansferred to a lexical analysis
without major changes (and vice versa), with most of the irtgra differences being confined
to suprasegmental exponents — e.g., umlaut or consonaationut, or the technical means to
override the effects of basic rules of exponence (in infeaéapproaches) or marker entries (in
lexical approaches) —e.g., rules of referral vs. impowenisnt rules (which can produce similar
effects, but are not necessarily equivalent).

Suppose now that the assumption is abandoned that therelisetation between an inflec-
tional exponent and a specification of morpho-syntactitufes that captures the distribution of
the exponent (more precisely, thetentialdistribution, given that an exponent may be blocked
in a context in which it would fit in principle, by a more specifharker). For concreteness, as-
sume that each language has a given inventory of exponergadhb of its inflectional domains,
but there is no feature specification directly associatel thie exponents. Thus, in Bonan there
is an initial set of possible exponents for nominal and promal declension, as in (4).

(4) Inventory of declension markers in Bonan
{/91, Inel, Isel, Idel/ Gale/}

The question then is how these markers can be assigned toe¢hetparadigm cells in (1) if
there are no rules that correlate them with feature spetditcharacterizing the cells (possi-
bly via underspecification). | would like to suggest thatdistribution of exponents of an initial
inventory over the cells of a paradigm is brought about bystesy composed of two main in-
gredients: First, there are (negatifeture co-occurrence restrictioiisCRs, see Gazdar et al.
(1985)) that block the use of (phonologically defined) naltetasses of exponents in certain
morpho-syntactic environments (which are also capturedabyral classes — natural classes of
cases, in the case at hand). And second, there is a generappeithat selects, for each cell,
the most phonologically well-formed exponent among those are not blocked by a feature
co-occurrence restriction. | call this princigRhonology-driven Marker SelectidPMS); see
(5). Thus, FCRs take over the role of rules of exponence azdégntries (or vocabulary items),
and PMS replaces the Specificity (Blocking, Elsewhere,itgRrinciple as a means to resolve
a competition of markers as it automatically arises in uslecification-based approaches. Ev-
idently, if the idea is given up that exponents pair phonmalgform and morpho-syntactic
features, with only the form remaining, a selection priteifor cases of marker competition



can only be sensitive to aspects of form, not to aspects aftifom®

(5) Phonology-driven Marker Selectig@MS):
An exponenty is selected for a fully specified morpho-syntactic coniext (a)-(c) hold:

a. «is part of the inventory that belongs ks domain.
b. «ais not blocked i by a FCR.
c. There is no other markersuch that (i)-(iii) hold:

(i) [ satisfies (5-a).

(i) B satisfies (5-b).

(i) B is more phonologically well-formed than

(5) presupposes that the markers of the inventory in (4) eaortlered according to relative
phonological wellformednes$.Phonological wellformedness of strings of segments niyura
varies from language to language, with general prefereswesging nonetheless, and the con-
cept of sonority playing an important role (but not the only role; see the fastnote). A
simple way of determining phonological wellformedness fexponent (and one that | will
presuppose in what follows) is to adopt an optimality-tie¢icrapproach: An exponent is
more phonologically well-formed than another exponénn a given languagé' if « has a
better constraint profile thafi vis-a-vis the set of ranked constraints (particularly kedness
constraints) irf".

For Bonan, it can be assumed that the exponents can be oatenedo).

(6) Phonological wellformedness scale
18] > Inel > [sel> Ide/ > /Gale/

9 Miiller (2002) is a predecessor of the present approactghwdontains an analysis along these lines for deter-
miner, adjective, and noun inflection in German. The analgisrives all instances of syncretism, including ones
that at first sight seem to illustrate a discontinuous patterg., the the marker /er/ shows UpNDM.MASC.SG,
DAT/GEN.FEM.SG, andGEN.PL contexts, and the marker /en/ occurairc.MASC.SG andDAT.PL environments).
This approach is couched in an optimality-theoretic framdguywhere radically non-morphemic analyses of in-
flection are independently motivated by conceptual comatams if one takes seriously the assumption that “the
functional lexicon is slave to the syntax” (see Legendrd.€1898)). (A side remark: The reason is that if syntac-
tic constraint rankings are responsible for determiningtivbr or not a language has, say, case markers, it would
be strange if inflectional exponents existed independewith associated feature specifications. This way, the
situation could arise that a language’s morphology hasgeddently provided a rich system of case markers with
morpho-syntactic specifications which can never be usedusecsyntactic constraints block case markers in gen-
eral; alternatively, we might end up with the situation thyttactic constraints require case markers in a language
but the morphological component has simply failed to previgdem. These kinds of problems (which arguably
arise in approaches like Aissen (1999, 2003)) disappearadiaally non-morphemic approach where (potential)
inflectional exponents never carry morpho-syntactic fieagpecifications to begin with.) However, the analysis
in Miller (2002) has been shown not to depend on specifieragitiy-theoretic assumptions; see Miller (2003),
where a version of the approach is laid out that takes the basie form as the one developed below.

10 1n an earlier version of the present paper, the order of naggfical exponents according to their relative phono-
logical wellformedness was simply taken to follow from tlmncept of decreasing sonority throughout; instead of
Phonology-driven Marker Selection (PMS), the relevantsti@int selecting among the markers of the inventory
was consequently called Sonority-driven Marker Selec{®MS). However, as noted by Caroline Féry, Jochen
Trommer, and the two reviewers, relying exclusively on gagpan (5) would arguably stretch the concept of
sonority too far. For one thing, “more sonorous” must be usi®d as “less consonantal” so as to integrate the
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/3! is most phonologically well-formed among all the casekaes in Bonan because it does
not add a segment to the inflected form and thereby ensuréscpalignment of right edges
of two phonological domains (root, foot). At the other endlod spectrum,Gale/ contains a
highly marked uvular consonant, whereas the other expsmemtain unmarked coronals. For
the remaining exponents, sonority is the decisive factasals (/n/) are more sonorous than
fricatives (/s/), and fricatives are more sonorous thapss{f/); and highly sonorous consonants
are phonologically preferred in the environment where ttpoaents appear.

Turning next to the FCRs, it must first be clarified how natulaksses of cases can be
described. | assume that syntactic cases result from a-classification of more primitive,
decomposed case features. By combining aspects of the gaispo Bierwisch (1967) (for
German), Wiese (2003b) (for Latin), and Wiese (2003a) (fos$tan and Lithuanian), the four
primitive binary case features-pubj(ect)], f-obj(ect)], f-obl(ique)], and f-adv(erbial)] can
be postulated for Bonan. A cross-classification of thestifea inter alia yields the six com-
plete case specifications in (7), which correspond to Bansir'cases!

(7) Decomposition of cases

subj|obj|obliadv
NOM|| + | — | — | —
GEN| + |+ | —| —
ACC| — |+ ]| -] -
DAT || — | + | + | —
ABL || — |+ | —| +
INS || — | + |+ | +

bisyllabic marker ¢ale/ and the null marker /@/ into the order in their requiredipons. For another, given that
sonority is a property of segments, not of strings of segmehis not a priori clear whether there is a principled
way of determining which of the two (or more) consonants ¢sdior determining sonority with exponents that
are composed of more than one consonant (lidae/). Finally, the order of exponents required for the wsial

of bidirectional syncretism in Gujarati conjugation deyggd in section 3.3.1 below turns out not to be fully de-
termined by evidence from sonority-driven stress in thgleage (see de Lacy (2002)); for determining stress, the
language makes no difference between vowels of the sambthagit would be required for the non-morphemic
approach to syncretism developed below. The present, nemrergl (and flexible) approach in terms of phonolog-
ical wellformedness closely follows one reviewer’s sudiges for both Bonan and Guijarati.

11 Four binary case features yield 16 possible cases. A mosinpanious approach to Bonan might make do with
three binary case features, yielding 8 potential cases adhw® are used in the language. However, | will not
attempt to develop such a more parsimonious approach loetbgffollowing two reasons. First, an approach that
relies on only three primitive case features would requitdittonal assumptions to make it possible to group all
non-nominative cases into a natural class, as it will be shtmwbe required for Bonan. (Note incidentally that the
same problem arises with weak declensions in languagescitendic and German — weak feminine and weak
masculine declensions, respectively —, where genitiveysative, and dative must form a natural class excluding
nominative that can be referred to by morphological rul@his problem may in principle be solved, though, by
assuming that complements of natural classes also qualifiatural classes (see Zwicky (1970)). Second, the
exact nature of the primitive case features active in a laggwcan only be determined by close inspection of the
syntax, and the relevant information does not seem availalihe case of Bonan at this point. Future research in
this area may reveal that an approach in terms of three rdtherfour primitive case features is warranted — or it
may suggest that even more primitive case features shoytdstalated. Given that the classes of cases that are
presupposed by the analysis to be developed in the mainreesiraple and coherent, | take the issue of properly
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Relevant consequences of (7) for natural classes of cagdbese: First, all non-nominative
cases form a natural class since they all prototypicallywsbp in object positions (i.e., VP-
internally); this class is referred to by the primitive césature [+obj]. Second, accusative and
dative form a natural class (excluding nominative, geaitablative, and instrumental) that is
defined by the features [-subj,—adv] (nominative and gendre [+subj], the latter because it
shows up with highly prominent arguments/possessors ilNthelomain; ablative and instru-
mental are [+adv] — note that the feature [+obj] is thus naessary to refer to accusative and
dative alone). Third, dative and instrumental form a ndtal@ss defined by [+obj,+obl]; the
assumption here is that genitive (a structural case NFPAallg) and ablative do not inherently
qualify as obliqué? And fourth, ablative and instrumental form a natural classawse these
are the adverbial cases ([+adv]). Still, it is worth poigtiout that the system is restrictive:
Various other combinations of cases do not form naturakelssFor instance, nominative and
accusative do not form a natural class in Bonan, given trgtiniction is not permitted (as |
assume throughout): [-obl,—adv] also includes the genitind there is no other feature shared
by nominative and accusative.

Finally, since the FCRs correlate case environments withrabclasses of exponents that
are phonologically defined, something needs to be said &hese latter classes, and the phono-
logical features that encode them. Three classes will lvaat. First, there is the class of
exponents that do not have any phonological realizatioh: T@e second class is composed of
exponents that are [-continuant]: /ne/, /de/ (alternititbe feature [—strident] could be used).
These two are straightforward, but it turns out that a bitemoust be said about the third class,
which contains /ne/ and /se/ but not /de/. Nasals and fveatilo not form a natural class ex-
cluding stops in standard feature systems (e.g., the oneam8ky & Halle (1968)). However,
note that nasals and fricatives occupy adjacent positinite@sonority scale, and in this sense
they qualify as a natural class. As shown by de Lacy (20083%7a sonority scale can be de-
composed into a series of binary scales. Furthermore, denates that assuming (as he does)
that there is a direct correspondence of scales and feakaels binary scale can be encoded
by a feature with value “-” to the left of, and value “+” to the right of it. Thus, focussing
on the case at hand, the sonority scalexns/ > /d/ implicit in (6) can be broken down into
two binary scales, as in (8). For each binary scale, itenmisedefit of an ordering symbaot are
assigned value “-” of the respective sonority feature, &moh$ to the right of> are assigned
value “+” (de Lacy calls these featuresf,], [+f;], etc., but | will call them herefcong],
[+cong], — this is not to be confused with the non-indexed standeadufre f-consonantal]
that distinguishes proper consonants from vowels, gligiestal stops, etc.).

setting up an underlying system of abstract case featutes tittimately independent of the main task, which is to
account for the bidirectional syncretism in Bonan declensi

12 The fact that the ablative is used in comparative constast{see Wu (2003, 333)) may arguably be viewed as
an argument for its structural, non-oblique nature in Bortill, if one does not want to classify the ablative as
prototypically non-oblique, alternatives are readilyitalge. For instance, in Jakobson’s (1962) system, datide a
instrumental also form a natural class (characterized byahtures [+marginal,—quantified]). Similarly, and even
closer to the system adopted in the main text, Franks (1995]é&rives a natural class of dative and instrumental
(in Russian) by invoking the features [+obl,+phrasal]; atative would then qualify as [-phrasal], on a par with
the locative in Russian. The featureghrasal] (which Franks takes to stand for “assigned in thragai domain

of a category”) might then either replace or accompany tatufe f-obl] in the present analysis.

8



(8) Binary sonority scales

a. /nel>/sel, /de/ [-cons] > [+cons)]
b. /nel, Iset> Ide/ [-cong] > [+cons]

Consequently, nasals and fricatives form a natural clagdsi@ixg stops; this class is defined by

the feature [-cong 3
With these assumptions about natural classes of exponedtsaural classes of cases in
place, consider the following four FCRs for nominal and gnmmal declension in Bonan.

(9) Feature co-occurrence restrictiorfBCRS)

a. FCR 1: [+obj]D> —[D] W7l
b. FCR 2: [-subj,—adv],[+pronp —[-cong] *Ine/, */sel
c. FCR 3: [+obj,+oblP —[-cong] *Inel, */se/
d. FCR 4: [+adv]D> —[-continuant] */ne/, */de/

FCR 1in (9-a) blocks /@/ in the non-nominative ([+obj]) caseee (10}

(10) Effectsof FCR 1

[—pron]|[+pron]

NOM: [+subj,—obj,—obl,—adV]
GEN: [+subj,+obj,—obl,—adv
ACC: [-subj,+obj,—obl,—adV]
DAT: [-subj,+obj,+obl,—adV W7k
INS: [-subj,+obj,+obl,+adv
ABL: [-subj,+obj,—obl,+adv

FCR 2 in (9-b) states that pronominal [-subj,—adv] (i.ecusative and dative) contexts are
incompatible with a more sonorous (i.e., [-cgrmarked) exponent of the inventory (i.e., /ne/
and /se/); cf. (11).

13 Two remarks. First, de Lacy ultimately abandons the accqusttsketched in favour of his “xo-theory”, ac-
cording to which sonority is a multivalued feature; intéiggly, one of his reasons for doing so is that he does not
see evidence for a feature like [-cghencoding a natural class. Second, as before, it should farkenind that
alternative ways of defining the required natural class eaglity available. Again, Zwicky’s (1970) assumption
that complements of natural classes also qualify as natlarsdes is an obvious candidate (the natural class at hand
would then be definable ag—sonorant,—continuant]).

14 1n order to show the effects of the FCRs more clearly, thestablvs for dative, instrumental, and ablative are
rearranged in (10)—(13).



(11) Effects of FCR 2

[-pron]|[+pron]

NOM: [+subj,—obj,—obl,—adV]
GEN: [+subj,+obj,—obl,—ad\
ACC: [-subj,+obj,—obl,—adV] *Ine/,
DAT: [-subj,+obj,+obl,—adV */se/
INS: [-subj,+obj,+obl,+adv
ABL: [-subj,+obj,—obl,+ad\

According to FCR 3 in (9-c), the same class of exponents the.more sonorous ones, which
are marked [-conk /ne/, /sel), is blocked in [+obj,+obl] (i.e., dative amdtrumental) contexts.

(12) Effects of FCR 3

[—pron]|[+pron]

NOM: [+subj,—obj,—obl,—adj]
GEN: [+subj,+obj,—obl,—adv
ACC: [-subj,+obj,—obl,—ady]
DAT: [-subj,+obj,+obl,—adV *Ine/,
INS: [-subj,+obj,+obl,+adV */se/
ABL: [-subj,+obj,—obl,+ad\ |

Finally, it follows from FCR 4 in (9-d) that exponents thaéd+continuant] (i.e., /ne/ and /de/)
are incompatible with [+adv] (i.e., ablative and instrut@nenvironments; this is shown in

(23).
(13) Effects of FCR 4

[-pron]|[+pron]

NOM: [+subj,—obj,—obl,—adV]
GEN: [+subj,+obj,—obl,—adv
ACC: [-subj,+obj,—obl,—adV]
DAT: [-subj,+obj,+obl,—adV
INS: [-subj,+obj,+obl,+adv *Ine/,
ABL: [-subj,+obj,—obl,+ady */de/

Note that the instrumental markegdle/ is not blocked by any FCR: It is not [-continuant]
(given that /I/ is [+continuant]); and it is not [-cofieither®

Given (i) the inventory of possible exponents for nominal arominal declension in Bonan
in (4), (ii) the principle of Phonology-driven Marker Setien (PMS) in (5), and the four FCRs
in (9), the paradigm in (1) is derived. For each paradigm (@etire precisely, each fully spec-
ified morpho-syntactic context), PMS selects the most plogically well-formed marker out

15 However, even if a segment afdle/ would fall under a FCR, one might plausibly argue thatriarker as a
whole does not because it remains outside the scope of thises#-based system; see footnote 10.
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of the set of those markers of the basic inventory which atébtuzked in this cell by a FCR.
Thus, in nominative environments, where no exponent isuebed by a FCR, the exponent /@/
is chosen (alternatively, no exponent is chosen). In gengontexts, /@/ is blocked, so the next
best marker /ne/ is used. In accusative contexts, /ne/ gkétbfor pronouns but not for nouns,
so it is chosen in the latter context and abandoned in theeor@ince /se/ is also blocked in
accusative contexts for pronouns, the less sonorous maesenust be used. The exponent /de/
is also the most phonologically well-formed marker that barused in dative contexts (where
less consonantal /@/, Ine/, and /se/ are blocked througivitht nouns and pronouns); this ac-
counts for the bidirectional syncretism that characteribe system. In ablative environments,
only /se/ can be used since all other markers (excepthie/) are excluded. And finallyzale/

is chosen in instrumental contexts where FCR 3 and FCR 4aicitén block all other, phono-
logically preferable, exponents. All this is shown scheoadly in (14) (where markers blocked
by a FCR are crossed out, and markers chosen by PMS have bioxes ghem).

(14) Deriving the paradigm

[—pron] [+pron]

NOM > ne> se> de> cale||@| > ne> se> de> Gale
GEN ||@ > [ne] > se> de > Gale|d > [ne] > se> de> Gale
ACC ||@ > [ne] > se> de> Gale|d > ne > se> |de| > Gale
DAT (@ > ne> se>[de|> cale|@ > ne> se>|de| > cale
ABL || > ne>[se|> de> Gale|@ > ne>[se| > de> Gcale
INS ||@ > ne> se> de>|cale]|@ > ne> se> de> [cale]

3. Discussion and Outlook

3.1 The PMS/FCR-Based Approach to Bidirectionality

To sum up so far, | have shown that the declension system cd8ancluding particularly its
overlapping syncretism domains in the genitive, accusasind dative, can straightforwardly be
accounted for in a radically non-morphemic approach wheperents are not associated with
any morpho-syntactic feature specification. In the pregpptoach, the task of correlating form
and function is mainly accomplished by four feature co-ommnce restrictions (FCRs). How-
ever, the FCRs talk about natural classes of exponents thtre about exponents as such, and
the classes are phonologically defined, not in terms of nmgymtactic features. Furthermore,
the FCRs do not state what specification an exponent can taker, they state what specifica-
tions it is incompatible with. In addition, marker comptit is resolved by Phonology-driven
Marker Selection (PMS) rather than by some notion of SpetsifiRrinciple. The resulting anal-
ysis requires four simple rules (viz., the partly overlaggpFCRS), plus one principle resolving
the competition, to correctly account for the distributadrfive exponents. | take this to be an
optimal state of affairs.

At this point, the central remaining question is whethes ti@sult can be generalized, i.e.,
whether a PMS/FCR-based approach to inflectional morpgatogy prove tenable for other
inflectional systems — both those instantiating “standarafterns of syncretism, and those
instantiating patterns of bidirectional syncretism thavé proven difficult to account for in
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well-established approaches based on underspecificattbapecificity. As for the former, the
issue can of course be decided only if many more inflectioystesns are considered in detail
from the present perspective. However, all instances ofrggism in the system of German
declension (which does not instantiate bidirectionabtyt, nevertheless involves discontinuous
occurrences of markers in a paradigm that pose insurmolergedblems for a unified treatment
of all markers in standard approaches) can be derived sgfitalty in the approach in Muller
(2002) (see footnote 9). This fact may arguably be taken td ome promise; and | do not
foresee any major problems with less complicated systenmglettion either.

As for other instances of bidirectional syncretism as theydiscussed in Stump (2001)
and Baerman et al. (2005), | think that the question must deesded on a case-by-case basis.
The present approach to bidirectional syncretism diffesmfthe approaches given in Stump
(2001) and Baerman et al. (2005) in that it does not assuntdhteee is anything inherently
“bidirectional” going on in the paradigms that should beeettd in a synchronic analysis.
However, closer inspection reveals that things are notesar ¢h the approaches just mentioned
either. To see this, let me briefly digress, and pursue thstiqureas to what extent Stump’s and
Baerman, Brown, & Corbett’s analyses reflect bidirectigpal

3.2 Bidirectional Syncretism and Rules of Referral

Stump (2001, 219) develops an intricate and, in my view,alegnalysis of bidirectional syn-
cretism that centers aroundBadirectional Referral Principle This meta-principle ties the
existence of one rule of referral to the existence of anpttmmplementary rule of referral. It is
givenin (15).

(15) Bidirectional Referral Principle
The existence of a rule of referr®@R, . c(<X,0>) =45 <Yo>, where Nay(<X,0/p>)
= <Yglp>" with referral domain D entails the existence of a second aifllesferral
RR, +/pp-c(<X,0>) =45 <Yp>, Wwhere Naj(<X,o/7>) = <Yg/r>" with referral do-
main D.

Here, RR stands for a realization rule that is a rule of rafemhich states that the exponent
for some fully specified morpho-syntactic context going to be the one determined indepen-
dently (by some other RR) for a minimally different fully spged morpho-syntactic context in
which ¢ is changed by; n designates the number of the block in which the rule apfti@s
becomes relevant when more than one inflection marker iscatidhe stem, and it mimicks
morpheme positions in other approaches; see Anderson )})1992ncodes a (possibly under-
specified) well-formed set of morpho-syntactic features the rule realizes by its application;
C is the domain in which the rule is applicable (e.g., nounseatain kinds of nouns); X stands
for the wordform before the application of the rule, and Ynsigfor the form yielded by the
application of the rule (simplifying a bit, Y differs from Xithat it has the exponent introduced
by the rule added to X); and Nadesignates the most specific rule that is applicable in bhock
So far, this is the canonical approach to inflectional molpinpin Stump (2001). However,
in the context of the Bidrectional Referral Principle, omgbrtant additional stipulation must
be made, viz., that every rule of referral RR- has areferral domainD associated with it, in
addition to the domain in which it can apply (C). C must be asetifof D. Two possibilities
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arise: C may be a proper subset of D, or it may be identical tt there is a proper subset
relation (i.e., referral domain (D) and domain of applioat{C) are not identical in a rule), the
Bidirectional Referral Principle implies the existenceaafinverse rule in which the domain of
application is changed from C to the complement of C in D (dievant items are set in boldface
in (15)). On the other hand, the referral domain D may be idehio the domain of application
C (i.e., C may not be a proper subset); in that case, (15) dutdgame any further consequences
because the inverse rule triggered by (15) must apply to qtyeset of expressions.

Stump illustrates the Bidirectional Referral Principldiwiata from Rumanian verb inflec-
tion: In all verb inflection classes except conjugation BGland 3pPL exponents are identical
in indicative paradigms. Sometimesp8.is considered the dependent part (based on evidence
from conjugation 1, where the same ending) Ghows uponlyin 1.SG contexts); but with the
verba fi (‘to be’), 1.sG. is assumed to be the dependent part (because thesstefar both
1.sG and 3pPL occurs throughout in the plural). Stump argues that theeeride of referral
as in (16-a), which has only the vedbfi as its application domain, and which has associated
with it a domain of referral V (i.e., the set of all verbs). TBa&lirectional Referral Principle
then predicts that there must also be the inverse rule ofre¢fm (16-b), with Va fi as the
application domain. Whereas (16-a) assigns tire 8xponent to 1SG contexts, (16-b) assigns
the 1sG exponent to 3L contexts. (Both rules are slightly simplified here.)

(16) a. R%/l,{agr(su):{per:1,num:sg}},a fi(<X1a>) =def <Y,0>, where
Nar, (<X,o/{AGR(SU){PER3,NUM:pI}}>) =
<Y,ol{agr(su){per:3,num:p}} > Referral domain: V
b. RRy/1, {agr(sw): {per:3,numept}},v—a (<X, 0>) =4y <Y,0>, Where
Nar, (<X,0/{AGR(su){PER1NUM:SQ}}>) =
<Y,o/{AGR(su){PER1,NUM:SQ} } > Referral domain: V

Turning next to the Bonan paradigm in (1), one might hope thatsame kind of analysis
can be given. However, this is not the case. Thus, supposéttra is a rule of referral like
(17-a) with the set of nouns as the application domain (= @)aamore comprehensive referral
domain comprising nouns and pronouns (= D), that stateshbaixponent foacc contexts is
the exponent determined by the most specific rule applidalbdEN contexts (see (2-a)). The
Bidirectional Referral Principle would then predict thastgnce of the inverse rule in (17-b)
with the complement of the set of nouns in D (i.e., only theafgbronouns) as the domain
of application, and the choice of the exponent BN determined by the exponent selected
for Acc contexts. But this is not what we want to derive: It is not ¢en exponent that is
introduced by referral in the case of pronouns in Bonan, leis€C exponent, and the referral
does not go tacc, but toDAT (see (2-b)).

(17) a. RR face)n(<X,0>) =4y <Y,0>, Wwhere Nag(<X,o/{gen}>) =

<Y,ol{gen}> Referral domain: NPron
b. RRl,{gen},NUProan(<XaU>) =def <Y,0>, where
Nar,(<X,o/{acc;>) = <Y,o/{acc > Referral domain: NPron

In view of this different behaviour of two kinds of bidireatial syncretisms, Baerman et al.
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(2005) propose to distinguish betwedinergentbidirectional syncretism (as in Rumanian con-
jugation), andconvergenbidirectional syncretism (as in Bonan declension). Onby fibrmer
type lends itself to an analysis in terms of the BidirectidReferral Principle. We may thus
conclude that an account of convergent bidirectional sstism in Stump’s (2001) approach
will most likely involve referral, but the two relevant rdenust be stipulated separately (more
or less as in (2)). Consequently, the concept of bidireelignis not built into the analysis of a
bidirectional syncretism in this cas®.

This latter consequence holds more generally in Baermah'{2005) approach. To the
extent that formal analyses of instances of (either kindbwfirectional syncretism are provided,
these analyses rely on rules of referral that are not intatly related. Thus, it seems fair to
conclude that bidirectionality as a concept of grammatibabry is in fact not incorporated
into Baerman et al.’s (2005) analysis at all. More generd#tiis may be taken to indicate that
there is nothing a priori wrong with an analysis of bidireal syncretism that does not reflect
bidirectionality in the analysis itself. This leads me b&wzkhe present approadh.

3.3 Further Cases of Bidirectional Syncretism

On this basis, | would like to return to the original questadnvhether the present approach can
be applied to other instances of bidirectional syncretisfre{ther the convergent or the diver-
gent type). | will go through two further relevant paradigasd consider what the PMS/FCR-
approach might have to say about them.

3.3.1 Guijarati Conjugation

Consider first another convergent bidirectional syncmetigiz., future tense verb inflection in
Guijarati (see Baerman et al. (2005, 70) and literature ¢hece). The paradigm is given in
(18).

(18) Guijarati conjugation, future tense
L
1.sG|-I8 IS
2.5G||-IS |-Se
3.5G||-Se  -Se
1.pL||-5())T -3(i)T
2PL||-S0 -S50
3.PL||-Se -Se

16 Strictly speaking, there is nothing in tB&uctureof the paradigm in (1) that makes the bidirectional synsreti

in Bonan convergent (Lennart Bierkandt, p.c.). If the payaxds rotated by 90 degrees, it looks exactly like all the
paradigms instantiating divergent bidirectional syrisretin Baerman et al. (2005). That the syncretism cannot be
accounted for by invoking the Bidirectional Referral Pipie is solely due to the fact that in (15),would have

to encode part of speech (N vs. Pron) (rather than case) &sdheibly underspecified) feature set characterising
an exponent, and C would have to encode case (rather tharfgas the application domain.

7 Note, however, that even if bidirectionality is not refletia the synchronic analysis, the present approach is
perfectly compatible with the possibility that patterndafirectional syncretism may have arisen historically as a
result of some referral-like process.
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Note that | and Il are not inflection classes in the traditi@®nse; rather, they represent two
freely alternating strategies of realizings®.(l and Il are otherwise identical): 2G exponents
may be taken over from &G contexts (I) or from 3G contexts (Il). Here is a sketch of what
may be said about this paradigm in a PMS/FCR-based appr&ash./is/ is an onset-less VC
form whereas the other exponents take the form CV; theréf®frwill form a coda and violate
the markedness constraint demanding alignment with ayéétde boundary. Second, given
that round vowels are more marked than unround vowelsjgg#onologically preferable to
/So/ and /50/. Third and finally, /So/ is more phonoladjic well-formed than /Sl/ as far as
sonority is concerned (thereby providing a better nuclelejen together, this yields the order
in (19).

(19) Phonological wellformedness scale for vowel exponentsujjai@ti verb inflection
/Sel> /5ol > [SUl> [i8/

Next, consider the following three FCRS:

(20) a. FCR5: [-1,-3],[+plp —[-back] *ISel, */is/
b. FCR 6: [+1,-3]> —[-high] */Sel, *ISo/
c. FCR 7: [+1,-3],[-plP —[onset] */Sel, *ISol, */SU/

Given PMS, these FCRs derive the paradigm of future verbdiidlie in Gujarati, except for
2.sG forms in option |. Here, two possibilities arise. The firsteois that the optionality of
choosing pattern | or pattern Il is derived by assuming thatfeature [+1] is only optionally
presentin FCR 7: If itis, /-Se/ is used ins& contexts; if it is not (i.e., if only [-3] remains), all
the more phonologically well-formed markers are blockethho 1.sG and2.sG contexts, and
/-i8/ is chosen instead. Alternatively, it could be assdittat since | and Il represent different
inflectional patterns, they instantiate two separate itilaclasses, with all verb stems freely
alternating between the two classes. On this view, theréddo®l an additional FCR 8 that
blocks */Se/, */So/, and */5l/ in 8G contexts. FCR 7 might then perhaps be slightly restricted
in its application; cf. (21) (where FCR Would replace FCR 7).

(21) a. FCR 7 [+1,-3],[-pl] © —[+high,+back] */ST/
b. FCR 8: [-3],[-pl],[l]] > —[onset] */Sel, *IS0/, */S0/

18 A few remarks are due on the features employed by these FORse $. and 2. person may systematically
be syncretic in the world’s languages (see Cysouw (200¥Ban et al. (2005)), there is good reason to assume
that these two persons form a natural class; | follow Trom{#@06a,b) in assuming that this class can be referred
to by the feature [-3] (where [+3] stands for 3. person); $see Mevins (2007). The difference between 1. and
2. person can then be captured by a featdt&][ (In order to account for 1./3. person syncretisms — &g, &
SG.PAST contexts in the Germanic languages — and to defimecl. properly, reference to a third feature?] is
probably unavoidable, but | will abstract from that in thegent context.)

As for the phonological features, the FCRs freely draw o isegmental information (features of the exponent’s
vowel in FCR 5 and FCR 6) and suprasegmental information tfvelier not the exponent is per se equipped with
an onset, in FCR 7).
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Under both approaches, the picture in (22) arises; notenhigher of the analyses employs

more rules than markers.

(22) Deriving the paradigm

1.sG
2.5G
3.5G
1.pPL
2.PL
3.PL

ée>.§o>§ﬂ>
ée>.§o>§ﬂ>
[3e| > 80> 50> i%
Se> 50> |80 > i3
ge> o] > 50> i3

[8e] > 80> 80> %

.§e>éo>éﬂ>
[3e] > 80> 80> i8
[3e| > 80> 80> i8
Se> 50> |8l > i%
ge>[%o| > 30> i3

[3e] > 80> 80> i8

3.3.2 Latin Declension

Consider next the divergent bidirectional syncretism mdhgular of Latino-declensions that
figures prominently in Baerman et al. (2005, 134-136 & 1392)1(4lso see Xu (2007)). The
paradigm is shown in (23).

(23) Latin o-declension, singular

NEUT, MASC NEUT,
bell- (‘war’) | serv- (‘slave’)vulg- (‘crowd’)
NOM |[-um -us -us
ACC ||-um -um -us
GEN |[-1 -1 -1
DAT |-0 -0 -0
ABL ||-0 -0 -0

Assuming the masculine noun stems that take /us/ in the radivérand /um/ in the accusative to
be basic, the regular neuter inflecti;ve(UT, ) in these environments can be described in terms
of a take-over of the accusative marker for nominative cdsteHowever, for the few neuter
noun stems that instantiate the third pattevat,), the take-over then goes in the opposite
direction, such that the nominative marker is also used ¢ousative contexts. On this view,
there is a bidirectional syncretism in (293).

A proper account of this bidirectional syncretism will ulately have to be embedded in
an analysis of the whole system of Latin declension, whidbeigond the scope of the present
paper. In addition, | take it to be far from clear that the @attassociated witREUT, is to be
viewed as fully systematic, and to be treated on a par witkratlincretisms; and even if full
systematicity is assumed, one might still make a case tisakitid of syncretism with virtually
all neuters in Indo-European languages should be accoumsesane different way that reflects
its probable functional origin (essentially, the abserfce meed for differential object marking;

19 This syncretism can be derived by invoking the Bidirectid®eferral Principle if we assume that the application
domain (C) of one rule of referral is the set of regular nentarn stems, with the whole set of neuter noun stems
as the referral domain (D). This justifies labelling the sytism as “divergent”.
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see Comrie (1978)¥. Still, abstracting away from these caveats, it is at leastiwooting that
the pattern in (23) can be derived in a PMS/FCR-based asaltiout much ado.

First, closer scrutiny of the complete system of declensidratin reveals that there is good
reason to assume that seemingly primitive exponents are tardken up into sequences of
smaller exponents with segmental (and even supraseg&tatals; such a subanalysis has been
argued for in detail by Wiese (2003b). In line with this, | asg that markers likemandus
are composed of two exponents — a first vowel exponent /-d/aaecond consonant exponent
/-m/. Accordingly, there are also two slots in genitive,idatand ablative contexts, with the
first posistion occupied by a vowel marker, and the secondoonepied by /@/ (equivalently,
remaining empty). Since bidirectional syncretism onlywsap with the second exponent, the
main focus can be on FCRs affecting the distribution of /@/, And /s/ for present purposes.

As far as the FCRs are concerned that govern the distribafitrese subanalyzed markers,
we must ensure that they hold only for certain slots in a secgi®f inflectional exponence.
Note that this consequence is completely analogous to timpa@ble situation with standard
morphological approaches that correlate exponents wétufe specifications, and one may
technically implement this in more or less any of the ways tizae been proposed in standard
approaches. Thus, one may assume that FCRs bear blocksrtoi@nalogy to rule blocks, as
in Anderson (1992), Stump (2001)). Another possibility Webbe to assume FCRs to restrict
insertion of maximally phonologically well-formed into eqific functional heads; these could
be encoded as features in the part to the lefb af the respective FCR'’s statement (in analogy
to insertion contexts in Distributed Morphology, as in a8l Marantz (1993)).

For the sake of concreteness, suppose that there is a seRsffBblock | whose interaction
with PMS ensures the occurrence of/ o dative and ablative contexts (possibly because no
FCR is active here); of /u/ in nominative and accusative costégerhaps because a FCR
blocks /o/ in nominative and accusative contexts); ana/afygenitive contexts (where ficand
/u/ may be blocked by a second FgRNext, by assumption, the inventory of markers available
for block Il is the se/@/, Im/, Is} (as long as we restrict attentionaedeclension noun stems,
that is), with PMS favouring /@/ over /m/, and /m/ over /s/ €lthree FCRs for block Il in (24)
then account for the distribution of these three exponents.

(24) a. FCR 9: [-obl] > —[2] *I3)

20 The only exception seems to be the case of animate neutetsssia®, which exhibit different forms for nomi-
native and accusative in the plural; see Corbett & Fras&31@nd Krifka (2009), among others. Note incidentally
that Russian also exhibits a bidirectional syncretism lkbaits very much like the one in Bonan: With (regular)
masculines in the singular, and with all kinds of nouns ingheal, the accusative takes the form of the nominative
with stems that are [-animate], and it takes the form of thetye with stems that are [+animate]. This looks a lot
like an instance of functionally motivated differentialjett marking, and it is not clear to me whether an attempt
should be made to account for it by regular rules of exponemcehether it should be treated by some separate
mechanism (like, e.g., rules of referral, or feature-cliaggmpoverishment). See Corbett & Fraser (1993) and
Muller (2004) for versions of the latter option; WundeHhi¢2004) for the former approach; and Baerman et al.
(2005, 145-150) for a critique of Wunderlich (2004) thakinalia argues that his analysis depends on more than
mere rules of exponence (viz., feature deletions broughtitaly optimality-theoretic competitions). | will leave
this matter undecided; but the Russian case should in ptenbe amenable to the same kind of analysis as its
Bonan counterpart under present assumptions.
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b. FCR; 10: [-masc,—fem&] D —[+sonorant] *m/
c. FCR; 11: [+subj,—obj,—obl],[+] D —[-cong] *I@, *Im/

Here, [-cong encodes the natural class formed by the two exponents {thu three exponents
of the inventory for block Il) that are less consonantal thia@ third one (here | make the
controversial assumption that @ is integrated into the stnleierarchy, at least for the purpose
of natural class determination; see footnote 10 above). speeification [+subj,—obj,—obl]
identifies the nominative, as above; suppose that [-obkioaccusative and nominative (but
not genitive, unlike what is the case in BondhJFurthermore, we must be able to refer to (i) the
exceptional neuter declension as an inflection class, gralrfatural class of inflection classes
composed of the masculine declension and the exceptiont@maeclension. | adopt the view
that natural classes of inflection classes can be formeddnynaigosing standard inflection class
features into primitive binary features (see Halle (199, ®ltra Massuet (1999, 11), Stump
(2001, 34), Alexiadou & Muller (2008, 108ff), and Tromm&008, 212ff), among others).
The masculine and exceptional neuter declensions can thessumed to share an abstract
inflection class feature [H that separates them from other declensions (includingebealar
neuter declension); neuter itself can be defined as [-nfast]{although nothing depends on
this in the present contexdj.

(25) shows how the (partial) paradigm in (23) can be derivedBIS on this basis. The
divergent bidirectional syncretism is accounted for, and simple way: The analysis does not
rely on more rules than there are markers.

(25) Deriving the paradigm

[-masc,—fem,&] | [+masc,—fem,#] |[-masc,—fem,d]
NOM ||/@l > |/ml| > Is] |I@] > [ml > |/Isl] 1@ > lml > |/s]
ACcC | @l >|Iml| > [s/ LQﬂ>>/s/ 1Al > Iml > |/s/
GEN |||/D]| > Im/ > [s] || I@D]|> Im]l > Is] ||/D]| > Im] > [s/
DAT |[|/@]|> Iml>[s/|//@]|>Im/>[s] ||/B]|> lml>[s/
ABL |[|[/DI|> Im/ > Is] ||ID]|>Iml>[s] ||IDI|> [ml > /s/

3.4 Concluding Remarks

On the basis of the analysis of convergent bidirectionatsstism in Bonan noun inflection,
and of the sketches of analyses of convergent bidirectsyradretism in Gujarati verb inflec-
tion and divergent bidirectional syncretism in Latin noafiection, | think one can venture the
hypothesis that an PMS/FCR-based approach to bidire¢tsymaretism in inflectional mor-
phology is an appropriate means to account for bidirectisyracretism more generally. Other
cases of bidirectional syncretism that have been repontéteiliterature do not appear to pose

21 More generally, the genitive has properties of both obligng non-oblique cases across languages, so it does
not come as a surprise if there is some variation in this doniote furthermore that beyond these considerations,
the issue of how the cases are fully characterized by priendase features in Latin does not have to be decided

here.
22 See, e.g., Bierwisch (1967) for independent evidence tlaatmiine and neuter form a natural class (that can be

referred to by [-fem]) for morphological purposes in Indor&pean languages.
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a new obstacle for the present approach, and lend themgelttes same kind of analysis. For
instance, this holds for the convergent bidirectional sgtism in Lak declension (see Baer-
man et al. (2005, 50)), for the divergent bidirectional sgtism in Rumanian conjugation (see
Stump (2001, 213-222)), and for the divergent bidirectiayacretism in Classical Arabic de-
clension (see Baerman et al. (2005, 142-143)). As a mattircofthere is at least one case
of a putatively divergent bidirectional syncretism thases problems for an approach in terms
of bidirectional referral but would seem to lend itself to amalysis in terms of FCRs, viz.,
noun declension in Diyari (see Baerman et al. (2005, 143;Mith data taken from Austin’s
(1981) grammar). The following paradigm is taken from Baerllt (2006, 51) (it is slightly
more comprehensive than the version in Baerman et al. (2005)

(26) Diyari declension

NOUN.SG NOUN.NON- NAME.MALE NAME.FEM
SG

ERG ||-li -li -li -ndu

NOM ||-@ -0 -na -ni

Acc ||-@ -na -na -na

DAT |-ja -ni -ni -na-nka

ALL ||-ja -gu -gu -na-nu

LOC || -ni -Ju -Ju -na-nu

ABL ||-ndu -gu-ndu -gu-ndu -gu-ndu
PRON.1/2SG, |PRON.3.SG, |PRON.1/2NON- [PRON.3.NON-
3FEM NON-FEM SG SG

ERG ||-ndu -li -0 -li

NOM ||-ni -0 -0 -0

ACC ||-na -na -na -na

DAT ||-ni -ni -ni -ni

ALL ||-gu -Ju -Ju -ju

LOC ||-ju -Ju -ju -ju

ABL ||-gu-ndu -fju-ndu -nju-ndu -fju-ndu

Baerman et al. (2005, 144) observe that the Diyari paradiyolves overlapping syncretism
domains. On their view, #ta/ is an accusative form that one inflection class (viz., malsgnal
names) also uses in nominative (absolutive) contexts;-&1ds a nominative (absolutive) form
that is also used in the accusative by singular nouns. Nastahding the problem posed by the
slightly more general distribution of /-@/ (which Baermarak (2005) tackle in a footnote), it
seems clear thatda/ has inherently a much wider distribution than just the aative, in the
female name declension: Exactly the same exponent shows tine dirst part of a composite
marker in dative, allative, and locative contexts with féareames (with two different exponents
able to follow it). It is therefore unclear why an occurrerede-na/ in the nominative in one
declension should be treated differently (viz., as an imstaf a bidirectional syncretism) from
an occurrence of a/ in other object cases in another declension. Consequéhége is no
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pattern of bidirectionality left in the data: There are thtgpes of occurrences ofn4/ that
must be captured by three distinct rules (or lexical enfiiestandard underspecification-based
approaches (as they are in the Distributed Morphology amabdvanced in Bierkandt (2006,
58), with /-@/ as the elsewhere marker). An approach in t&fdgectional rules of referral will
minimally have to postulate two separate rules of refeoaaver the distribution of fa/, with

no bidirectionality involved (since spreading goes froniragke source — accusative — to two
different domains — nominative, oblique). In contrastgéms that the present analysis might
have a chance of deriving all occurrences ah/-systematically, via various FCRs that block
this marker in many paradigm domains, each of which cormedpto a natural class. But again,
for reasons of space of coherence, | will have to leave itaitftir now (the declension system
of Diyari is fairly complex, and would certainly require goseate, in-depth investigation).

3.5 Conclusion

To conclude, in this paper | have developed a radically nanpmemic approach to syncretism
(bidirectional and other) that relies on sonority-drivearker selection (PMS) and feature co-
occurrence restrictions (FCRs), and that does not coeretgbonents directly with a morpho-

gests that the present approach is not exactly outrageoriglyal (even abstracting away from
the direct predecessor mentioned in footnote 9 above). Brnorare general point of view, it can
be noted that the analyses developed here are to some extenigcent of optimality-theoretic
approaches to phonologically conditioned allomorphy; de€arthy (2002) for an overview.
In particular, it resembles the approach to allomorphy et in Mascard (1996), where,
e.g., the Catalan personal article is represented by asttinmg two forms in the input{{er,
/'1}), and the choice among them is determined by markednesBa&iois encoding restrictions
on phonological wellformedness (which require syllabtesave onsets, in the case at hand);
similarly for the choice from the allomorph sgtbd/, /bel/} (‘beautiful’) in French, where the
optimal output may be unfaithful to gender information ir timput in order to accomodate
phonological wellformedness restrictions. There is onpartant difference, though: Of the
initially competing items, only those are subject to setecby phonological wellformedness
constraints that pass the system of feature co-occurrestgctions in the present approach; in
contrast, in optimality-theoretic approaches to allonhgrpf the type just mentioned, phono-
logical wellformedness constraints select among allatjticompeting items.

At this point, | would like to contend that the present apgfo& currently the only one
that can derive bidirectional syncretism in the same way ithderives standard instances of
syncretism. It may therefore be well worth pursuing, evesutih it clearly requires a radical
rethinking of many traditional concepts and analyses inghological theory (most specifi-
cally, the assumption that inflection markers are accongohby morpho-syntactic specifica-
tions); and it goes without saying that it raises many newstjoes. To end this paper, let me
briefly mention a few obvious ones: First, will all inflect@immorphology have to be viewed
as radically non-morphemic? Here the most straightforvearsiver would seem to be affir-
mative, from a conceptual point of view. The selection pdares would typically be simpler
than the ones discussed in the present paper in those casestivre is no apparent mismatch
between form and function as it arises with syncretism (bdional or otherwise). Neverthe-
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less, it is conceivable that unexpected problems may aridgs domain (concerning, e.g., the
availability of phonologically defined natural classes gpenents required in each case for a
FCR), which might then perhaps argue for a more standarcdapprthat pairs phonological
with morpho-syntactic features on an inflectional exponent

Second, what about sequences of distinct inflectional msyrkes they are standardly mod-
elled by invoking separate functional heads as targets fanphological realization (in Dis-
tributed Morphology), by invoking the concept of rule bledkn, e.g., Paradigm Function Mor-
phology), or by invoking templates consisting of sequerdekesignated (numbered) positions
(in more descriptive approaches)? Here it will presumablfice, for simple cases, to as-
sume that (i) the FCRs are restricted to single slots (foneli heads, rule blocks, etc.), and
(i) there are separate inventories of inflectional expdsér each of these slots, more or less
as envisaged for Latin declension above. However, it is mohediately clear whether this
approach can be generalized from the simple cases, whewmdiftbeent slots correspond to
clearly defined grammatical categories (e.g., one slotdsecone for number, etc.), and slots
are uniguely matched by exponents, to more complex configns In the latter, two or more
slots may correspond to only one grammatical category (iases of extended exponence, in
the sense of Matthews (1972, 1974); but see Muller (2007aMoanalysis of extended expo-
nence that would avoid the problem for the present approach) may look as though there
is a mismatch of slots and exponents (e.g., two or more stwtegpond to only one exponent,
as in portmanteau contexts, or two or more exponents camnelsip only one slot, as in cases
of subanalysis that can be derived by feature decompostiohNoyer’s (1992), Trommer’s
(1999), and Frampton’s (2002) concept of fission in DistelouMorphology). Still, in each of
these cases, it would seem likely that solutions that haga beoposed in the literature may in
principle also work for the radically non-morphemic appfoa

Finally, how does acquisition of inflectional systems talkace under the present perspec-
tive? It is clear that algorithms as they have been proposedténdard (underspecification-
based) approaches (see Pertsova (2007), Bank & Trommel))2€dnnot be maintained in the
non-morphemic approach. For the time being, | will have &wéopen the question of whether
a simple learning algorithm (that would mainly have to tatge sequence of FCR generation)
is readily available.
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