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1. Introduction

Across languages and constructions, syntdetture conflictscan be resolved bgyn-
cretism This is illustrated in (1) and (2) for Russian Right NodedRag (RNR).

(1) Russian RNR with different case requirements and noiOM-ACC syncretism:

*On ne ostavil, tak kak emu nadoela, tarelk-u/a s  chérngj
he not keptgcc as him sick.ofnhom, plateACCNOM with black
kaémkoj.
border

‘He didn't keep, as he was sick of, the plate with a black borde
(2) Russian RNR with different case requirements andNOM-ACC syncretism:

On ne ostavil, tak kak emu nadoelo, bljudc-e S krasnoj
he not keptgce as him sick.ofnom, saucerACC&NOM with red
kaémkoj.

border

‘He didn’t keep, as he was sick of, the saucer with a red border

The verb in the fist clause of each of the examples above a&saigusative case
(Acc) to the raised noun phrase, as seen in (3a). The verb in toadetause assigns
nominative caseNOM) to the raised noun phrase, as (3b) shows.

*Many thanks to Adam Albright, David Pesetsky, Sabine latidBronwyn Bjorkman, Kai von Fintel,
Norvin Richards, and Michael Lieberman for helpful comnseahd discussion. Thanks also to the NELS
reviewers and audience for their valuable suggestions.
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(3) a. Accusative:

On ne ostavil tarelk-u/bljudc-e.
he not kepigcc plateAcc/sauceracc

‘He didn’t keep the plate/saucer.’
b. Nominative:

Emu nadoel-a/o  tarelk-a/bljudc-e.
him sick.of-f/mom plateNom/saucemom

‘He’s sick of the plate/saucer.’

When the RNRed noun is not syncretic for the two cases as$ige andNoM),
as in (1), the construction is ungrammatical. On the othedhahen the raised noun is
syncretic forNOoM andAcc, as in (2), the sentence is grammatical. These examplss illu
trate afeature conflict(a noun being assigned two different cases) that leads toammg
maticality in (1) but isresolvedby a syncretic form in (3). Resolution by syncretism is
well-documented in the literature. Examples from Englishgiven in (4) and (5); see also
Voeltz (1971), Eisenberg (1973), Groos and Van Riemsd@8(), Borsley (1983), Zaenen
and Karttunen (1984), Pullum and Zwicky (1986), Levy (2Q@itko (2005), Dalrymple
et al. (2009)for other languages and constructions.

(4) Resolution by syncretism in English — subject agreement (&m Pullum and
Zwicky (1986)):

a. *Either they or | are/am/is going to have to go.
b. Either they or you are going to have to go.

(5) Resolution by syncretism in English — verb form (from Pullum and Zwicky
(1986)):
a. *l certainly will, and you already have, clarify/clarifighe situation with re-
spect to the budget.
b. I certainly will, and you already have, set the recordightawith respect to
the budget.

Section 2 presents an overview of the issues involved witblogion by syncretism.
Section 3 contains a discussion of three types of syncretisieutrality, morphological
ambiguity andphonological ambiguity- and how they are instantiated in Russian. In
section 4, | discuss the experiment | conducted to evalulst types of syncretism resolve
feature conflicts, with the conclusion that only neutratiyes so. In section 5, | propose
an extension of Distributed Morphology that captures threcsstism data.

2. Background

In this section, | discuss the implications of resolutiorsigncretism for theories of syntax
and morphology. | also introduce the debate as to what kihdgrecretism (neutrality vs.
both neutrality and ambiguity) resolve feature conflicts.
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2.1 Implications of Resolution by Syncretism for Theories bGrammar

Resolution by syncretism presents two challenges for amyrthruling outexamples like
(6), where conflicting case requirements make the sentemgeaonmatical, andllowing
examples like (7), where syncretism makes it possible foflmbing case requirements to
be satisfied.

(6) Russian RNR with different case requirements and no syncregm (= (1)):

*On ne ostavil, tak kak emu nadoela, tarelk-u/a s  chérngj
he not keptce, as him sick.ofnom, plateACCNOM with black
kaémkoj.
border

‘He didn’t keep, as he was sick of, the plate with a black borde
(7)  Russian RNR with different case requirements and syncreti®s (= (2)):

On ne ostavil, tak kak emu nadoelo, bljudc-e S krasnoj
he not keptcc, as him sick.ofnom, saucerACC&NOM with red
kaémkoj.

border

‘He didn’t keep, as he was sick of, the saucer with a red border

The fact that (6) is ungrammatical means that case assigriamhfeature assign-
ment more generally) is not optional — the example is sometubed out by the excess
of features on the raised noun. On the other hand, the syntax allow an item to bear
contradictory features for (7) to go through. Examples (&) &) are distinguished by
the morphology on the RNRed noun, which means that the méogival system is not
“fail-safe”, but can rule out inputs such as (6). The lasthpds a problem for Distributed
Morphology and any other system which assumes that a déanitis always available.

2.2  What Kinds of Syncretism are Relevant?

Two types of syncretism have been discussed in the literataneutrality andambiguity
A neutralform is one that isinderspecifiedor a certain feature. For example, English past
tense verbs (other thdo®) are neutral for person and number: the past tense morplezine -
simply does not encode person or number featuresamhiguoudorm is one that does
not have an underspecified representation. Rather, twoosdétmtures areaccidentally
represented in the same way. Syncretism between the English plural suffix z and
verbal present tense 3rd person singular suffis an instance of ambiguity.

There is no consensus in the literature as to whether onlyaléarms resolve fea-
ture conflicts (Zaenen and Karttunen (1984), Ingria (1982@&lrymple et al. (2009)), or
whether ambiguous forms do so as well (Pullum and Zwicky 6)28 In order to clar-

1For Zaenen and Karttunen (1984) and Ingria (1990) featundlicomust additionally be seman-
tically irrelevant in order for resolution to be possibleorAFPullum and Zwicky (1986) resolution by an
ambiguous form requires that the feature involved be “sytidally imposed”.
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ify the situation, | conducted an experiment to determinawkinds of resolution by syn-
cretism are possible. The experiment involved gatheridgnuents systematically within a
limited domain — case syncretism in Russian RNR constrasti®he possibilities consid-
ered were resolution by neutrality, and resolution by twmetyof ambiguity — morpholog-
ical ambiguity and phonological ambiguity. The next satghows how these three types
of syncretism are instantiated in the Russian nominal systdne experiment demonstrates
that only neutral forms resolve feature conflicts.

3. Syncretism Types in Russian

| consider three ways in which a morpheme can be syncretibMorsets of featuresa(
and B): neutrality, morphological ambiguityandphonological ambiguity Neutrality is
when a single morpheme is compatible with battand 3. Ambiguityis whena and 8
are treated differently by the morphological system andtitieof outputs is accidental. |
further break down ambiguity intmorphological ambiguitandphonological ambiguity

(8) Morphological ambiguityThe underlying phonological representations correspond-
ing to a andB are (accidentally) the same.
Phonological ambiguity The underlying forms for and 3 are distinct, but the
surface forms are identical due to the phonology of the laggu

The experiment presented below shows that (at least in &usdNR constructions) only
neutralforms resolve feature conflicts. In this section, | estdbtisgat the three types of
syncretism are found in Russian.

3.1  Neutrality

NOM-ACC syncretism in Russian is an instance of neutrality, wheragles morpheme
is compatible with two sets of features. In particular, mpexment usesNOM-ACC
syncretism for neuter (declension class Ib) nouns sudbljadc-e (‘'saucerNOM/ACC).
Morphological analyses of Russian have consistentlyétabMm-ACC syncretism as an
instance of neutrality. (Jakobson (1958), Neidle (1988g3&/(2004), Muller (2004), Dal-
rymple et al. (2009)) Important reasons for this analysttuide metasyncretisr{Williams
(1994)) and the syntactic connection betwe&m andAcc.

Metasyncretisms the presence of the same type of syncretism across differe
paradigms. For examplgpM-Acc syncretism is found throughout the Russian declension
system.NOM andAcc are syncretic in Russian for all singular non-feminine insates
(including nouns, adjectives and demonstratives), forgiéu(again, including nouns, ad-
jectives and demonstratives), as well as for class Il (fen@) nouns. Metasyncretism
motivates treating nominative and accusative as formirategory?

2]t has been argued that metasyncretism is actually bestéthbg rules oimpoverishment dele-
tion of features. (Bobaljik (2001), Harley (2008)) This pislity is discussed in greater detail in section
5.4.
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If Nom andAcc sharea feature (or features), each instance of syncretism can be
systematic. On the other hand,NbDM andAcc do not sharea feature, each instance of
syncretism is accidental. If each occurrenceNaiM-ACC syncretism is an accident, we
should be very surprised to find it showing up again and agaeRussian.

GroupingNoM with Acc in Russian is well-motivated syntacticallyom andAacc
are structural cases. Additionally, nominative and aditvsanvironments pattern together
in Russian in allowing the genitive of negation. (Babby (@p8esetsky (1982)) Paucal
numeral data also distinguistom andAcc from other cases — paucal numerals combine
with genitive singular nouns in nominative and accusatmarenments, but with plural
nouns in the appropriate case form in all other environments

3.2 Morphological Ambiguity

A form is morphologically ambiguoushen the underlying phonological representations
corresponding to two sets of features aczidentallythe same. A subset of masculine
(class lIa) nouns is syncretic for partitive-dati?@ RT-DAT) in Russian, and this syncretism
is an instance of morphological ambiguiBART-DAT syncretism has been treated as ambi-
guity by Jakobson (1958), Neidle (1988), and Wiese (200His i practically necessitated
by the fact that syncretearRT andDAT morphemes show up in different environments. Ad-
ditionally, there is a strong syntactic connection betwesRT andgenitive(GEN), and not
PART andDAT.

PART andDAT -u endings appear on different sets on nowrs:. -u shows up on all
class la and class Ib nouns, whereagT -u only appears on a lexically specified subset of
class la nouns. Consequently, if a single rule were to irs®it thePART and theDAT -u
morphemes, we would have to make some highly undesiraplalations®

Furthermore PART is morphologically and syntactically tied t®eN, and not to
DAT. Russian exhibit®ART-GEN metasyncretism PART is syncretic with non-partitive
GEN in all parts of the declension system other than a subsengtikr class la nouns.
FurthermoreGEN case marking is permitted in environments wheseT can be used, as
the following example illustrates.

(9) Partitive and genitive:

Nalej mne sok-u/sok-a.
pour me juice-PART/juice-GEN
‘Pour me some juice.’

3.3  Phonological Ambiguity

Phonological ambiguity is found when underlying forms feotsets of features are dis-
tinct, but the surface forms are identical due to the phayolaf the language. Russian

30ne way to analyzeART-DAT syncretism as neutrality is to propose a genitive insertide that
is lexically specified to apply to all noummgherthan those that have a special partitive ending, and precede
the rule insertingu. Another way is to treat the syncretism betwelativeforms of nouns with partitiveu
anddativeforms of nouns without partitiver-as accidental. Neither approach is tenable.
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exhibits phonological ambiguity in accusative-preposiél (ACC-PREP syncretism for
neuter (class Ib) nouns with unstressed endingsc andPREP neuter forms are distinct
when the ending is stressed, as seen in (10a). However,ighegeneral process of vowel
reduction in Russianunstressed o, e+ i after a palatalized consonantConsequently,
unstressed\cc and PREP endings after a palatalized consonant yield the same surfac
phonological form, as (10b) shows.

(10) a. sedl-d — sedl-é b. pol-i
saddleacc — saddlerPrREP field-AcC/PREP

3.4 Summary

In this section, | have presented three types of syncretimd in the Russian nominal
declension system, as summarized in (11). In the next sedtidescribe an experiment
based on these three syncretism types.

(11) Neutrality: NoM-Acc (neuter, class Ib)
Morphological ambiguity: PART-DAT (masculine, class la)
Phonological ambiguity: Acc-PREP(neuter with unstressed ending, class Ib)

4, Experiment

| conducted an experiment with the goal of determining wizpes of syncretism resolve
feature conflicts. In particular, | evaluated three typesyofcretism found in Russian (as
discussed in the previous section) — neutrality, morphold@mbiguity, and phonological

ambiguity. The experimental results show that neutrakggofves feature conflicts, but
ambiguity (of either type) does not. | tentatively assuns the results of this experiment
carry over to other languages and constructions. In thigsed present the experimental
setup and findings.

4.1  Stimuli

The three test conditions for the experiment were newratibrphological ambiguity, and

phonological ambiguity. The paradigm used was Russian Rd{tocuctions where the

raised noun phrase is assigned one case in the first claubke, different case in the sec-
ond clause. A test sentence and a control sentence werenfgeder each experimental
condition. In the test sentences, the RNRed noun is syndatithe cases assigned by
the two clauses. In the control sentences, the RNRed nout isyncretic for the cases
assigned by the two clauses. Rather, it bears the case eddignthe second clauée.

Controls were constructed to be minimally different frore thst sentences. The only dif-
ference between a test sentence and the correspondinglderitre RNRed noun phrase,
as (12) and (13) illustrate.

4Sentences where the RNRed noun bears the case assignediost ttlause instead are markedly
worse (according to my own judgments and those of two otHerrimants).
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(12) NOM-Acc syncretism (neutrality) (= (2)):

*On ne ostavil, tak kak emu nadoela, tarelk-u/a s  chérnoj
he not keptce, as him sick.ofnhom, plateACCNOM with black
kaémkoj.
border

‘He didn’t keep, as he was sick of, the plate with a black borde
(13) NOM-AccC syncretism (neutrality) control (= (1)):

On ne ostavil, tak kak emu nadoelo,  bljudc-e s  krasnogj
he not keptce as him sick.ofnom, saucerACC&NOM with red
kaémkoj.

border

‘He didn’t keep, as he was sick of, the saucer with a red bdrder

Note that there in all instances of syncretism used, inalgigihonological syn-
cretism, the two relevant forms have the same spelling. ¥amele, the underlyingbzh-o
(‘bed-acc’) and|6zh-e(‘bed-PREP), which are both pronounced [I6zh-i] due to vowel re-
duction, are spelled identically as “lozhe”. The writtemnfothus provides no indication
that different case suffixes are required in the two clauses.

RNR examples where the same case is assigned in both claesesuged as a
baseline. The fillers used involve case assignment acrasseaening parenthetical, and
are of comparable length with the RNR sentences. There was afrillers with correct
and incorrect case forms. Sample sentences for each aondén be found in appendix 1.
Itis predicted that test sentences are more acceptablétbanrresponding controls if, and
only if, the type of syncretism involved (neutrality, mogdbgical ambiguity, phonological
ambiguity) can resolve feature conflicts.

4.2  Setup and Participants

The experiment was conducted online through Amazon Mechafurk. Russian speak-
ers (as opposed to other Turk users) were identified by tinswars to preliminary free-
response guestions. Results from 41 participants were Uibedsentences were presented
in written form? The participants were asked, “Can you say this?” (presentRdssian);
the possible responses were “yes” or “no”. Each participaaged up to five sets of six-
teen sentences. Each set included one test sentence ofpa¢heutrality, morphological
ambiguity, phonological ambiguity), one control for eaghd of test sentence (with clos-
est conjunct agreement), two RNR sentences with the tweetaassigning the same case,
and eight filler sentences.

4.3 Results

The key result of this experiment is that sentences withraétyt are significantly more
acceptable than the corresponding controls, whereaseastevith ambiguity are not.

SAudio recordings were used in a pilot for this experiment.
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(14) Results at-a-glance:

Condition # accepted| # total | % accepted
Fillers (grammatical) 191 261 73%
Fillers (ungrammatical) 52 235 22%
RNR, no case conflict 66 124 53%
Neutrality 41 62 66%
Neutrality controls 20 62 32%
Morphological ambiguity 27 62 44%
Morphological ambiguity controls 23 62 37%
Phonological ambiguity 32 62 52%
Phonological ambiguity controls 41 62 66%

The acceptance rate for examples of RNR with no case corslgtrprisingly low.
However, it is not necessarily appropriate to compare tesgross paradigms, as the items
are non-minimally different. | continue to assume that RMBRmples with no case conflict
are “grammatical”’. This is supported by the pilot study, ihieh RNR examples with no
case conflict were accepted a larger fraction of the time #mgnother type of RNR. The
experimental results are analyzed using a mixed effectstlogegression with maximum
likelihood fitting. The model includes the following facsor

(15) e paradigm (neutrality, morphological ambiguity, or phargital ambiguity)
e neutral form? (yes/no)
e morphologically ambiguous form? (yes/no)
e phonologically ambiguous form? (yes/no)
e random effect: participant ID

The significant factors (pc .05) are whether the form is neutral {.001), and
whether the sentence is part of the phonological ambiguaitggigm (p< .001)® Whether
the form is ambiguous (morphologically or phonologicall/hot significant. A likelihood
ratio test for the significance of the three experimentatittions further demonstrates that
only neutrality yields a significant improvement over theresponding controls.

(16)  Significance of neutrality, morphological ambiguity, phorological ambiguity:

Condition x% | p (x? | significant?
Neutrality 13.6| < .001 yes
Morphological ambiguity 2.1 | .146 no
Phonological ambiguity | 3.4 | .064 no

Neutrality contributes significantly to explaining the a@alvhereas ambiguity does
not. (Note that the trend with phonological ambiguity isttoe controls to actually be better
than the test sentences, but this is not a significant rg3iltis, out of the three conditions,

6] do not have much to say about why sentences in the phonalogitbiguity paradigm were
significantly better than sentences in the other paradidmis. point highlights the fact that we do not have
minimal comparisons across paradigms; | restrict the &gty intra-paradigm effects.
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only neutrality significantly raises acceptability. | conclude that ndutyems resolve fea-
ture conflicts, whereas ambiguous forms do not. | suppogentgaexperimental results
carry over to other languages and constructions, but funtivestigation is warranted.

5. Theoretical Implications and Analysis

The experimental results indicate that neutrality is défé from ambiguity in an empir-
ically and theoretically significant way. Neutral forms et feature conflict §om and
ACC case assignment), whereas ambiguous forms do not. Thenassig of two features
that are spelled out by different rules (i.e. without nélitirato a single item must therefore
be banned in certain circumstandes.

In this section, | show that a system with underspecificasind defaults, such as
Distributed Morphology (DM), will never fail to find a form tmatch any set of features.
This is problematic for explaining the syncretism data. drtlpresent an analysis of the
experimental data based on an elaborated version of DM. W stmwv the right feature
sets can be generated by multidominant structures. Fjrialymmarize the theoretical
implications of my proposal. | also discuss, but ultimatedject, an alternative analysis
based on feature impoverishment.

5.1 Distributed Morphology as-is

The syncretism data discussed present a problem for DugtdbMorphology, and any
morphological system that shares its key properties. Itquéar, any system with disjunc-
tively ordered rules of insertion and with underspecifmattannot rule out an input based
on the presence of “too many” features. Consider, for ircgaan item with the features
[PART, D8AT]. In a system like DM, such an item could be spelled out by drfeur types
of rules

(17)  Possible rules:

1. PART,DAT — a
2. PART — b
3. DAT — C
4, — d

Presumably there is no rule like 1 in the morphological syst8ut [PART, DAT]
can be spelled out by rule 2 or 3 (whichever one applies firsbyahe default rule 4. If
there is a way to spell ouppRT] or [DAT] on its own, then there is a way to spell oBART,
DAT] together. As discussed above, the morphology must ruleedain (non-syncretic
and ambiguous) forms, so this property of DM is highly protégic.

"Dalrymple et al. (2009) propose an HPSG-based account ofutén by neutrality, with the as-
sumption that lexical items are part of the syntactic strreetOn this view, a number of the issues discussed
in this section do not arise.

8For convenience, simple privative case features are usedghout much of this discussion. The
same points would carry over to a more elaborate analysteofdse system.
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5.2 Modifying Distributed Morphology

How can a morphological system like DM rule out forms with ftieting features? |
propose that in constructions that display resolution bycsstism a single (syncretic or
non-syncretic) item bears a settwofo feature structure® The derivation crashes if the two
feature structures are not spelled out by the same rule.Xaonge, when an RNRed noun
gets case from two clauses, the two case features are nigdspat together. Rather, they
become part of two separate features structures that musgidded out by a single rule.
What exactly causes an item to bear two feature structudisgassed in section 5.3.

In this section, | show that my proposal correctly preditigt hon-syncretic and
ambiguous forms do not resolve feature conflicts, whereagraleones do. Recall that
when a form is ambiguous, two different rules accidentallert identical suffixes. When
a form is neutral — for example, foromM andAcc case — the same rule inserts the suffix in
nominative and accusative environments. For the sake @iretaness, | propose thabm
andAcc are subtypes of theon-oblique feature. The syncretigom-Acc class Ib suffix
-0 is then inserted by the following rule:

(18) non-oblique, singular, class # -0

No syncretism In the following Russian example, the RNRed noun phraseveseART
from the first clause andaT from the second clausé.

(29 NoO syncretism; PART/DAT case:

*On ne sosedu podlil, a naoborotporadovalsja,moloku
he not neighbor-datpoureghart, but opposite was.glagyat, milk[lb]- DAT
s saxaromi  likérom.

with sugar and liqueur
‘He didn’t pour some to his neighbor, but rather was glad afk mith sugar and
liqueur.

Following the proposal above, the RNRed naunloko(‘milk’) has two feature
structures, one from each clause, as shown in (20a) PARE (= GEN) suffix for this noun
is -a and theDAT suffix is U, so the two case features would be spelled out as in (Z0b).
| propose that example (19) is ungrammatical because thddatare structures on the
RNRed noun are spelled out by two different rules.

(20) a. {[PART, singular, class Ib],jAT, singular, class 18]
b. (i) GEN, singular, class Ib> -a
(i) DAT, singular, class b~ -u

SWhy | am proposing a set of featuséructures as opposed to a set of featets is discussed in
section 5.3.

10The examples used in this section (5.2) were all used asiex@etal stimuli.

11 assume thakART is a subtype oGEN.
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Ambiguity In the following Russian example, the RNRed noun phraseveseARrT
from the first clause andAT from the second clause, as in the previous section.

(21)  Ambiguity; PART/DAT case:

*On ne sosedu podlil, a naoborotporadovalsja,
he not neighbor-datpoureghart, but opposite was.glagyt,
chaju so sgushchénynmolokom.

tea[la]lPART/DAT with condensed milk
‘He didn’t pour some to his neighbor, but rather was glad ed, Wwith condensed
milk.

This time, the RNRed nouahaj (‘tea’) has an ambiguousaRT/DAT form. The
two feature structures it bears are spelled out by two sepankes that happen to yield
identical suffixes, as shown in (22). Just as for the non+gtiocform, since the two feature
structures are spelled out by two different rules, the tasuingrammatical.

(22) a. PART, singular, class las -ut?
b. DAT, singular, class la~» -u

Identity In the example below, the same cased) is assigned to the RNRed noun in
the two clauses.

(23) Identity; Acc/Acc case:
On ne soxranil, a vybrosil, pechen’e iz  poezdkiv Angliju.
he not keptacc, but discardedacc, cookieACC from trip to England
‘He did not keep, but rather threw out, cookies from a trip tgE&nd.’

The RNRed noumpechen’e(‘cookie’) receivesacc from both clauses, and thus
bears two copies of the same feature structure. These twbtadestructures are of course
spelled out by the single rule given in (24)Since a single rule can spell out all the feature
structures on the RNRed noun, example (23) is grammatical.

(24)  non-oblique, singular, class Ib+ -0

Neutrality In the following example, the RNRed noun receivex from the first clause
andNowm from the second clause.

12As mentioned in section 3.2, this rule applies to a lexicafigcified subset of class la nouns.
13The underlying suffixe systematically surfaces asafter a palatalized consonant, agpiechen’e
(‘cookie”), bljudce(‘saucer’).
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(25) Neutrality; Acc/NOM case:

On ne ostavil, tak kak emu nadoelo, bljudce S
he not keptgc as him sick.ofnom, saucer[Ib]JACC&NOM with
krasnoj kaémko;j.

red border

‘He didn’t keep, as he was sick of, the saucer with a red border

The RNRed class Ib nourljudce(‘saucer’) bears the two feature structures shown
in (26a). As discussed above, class Ib nouns are neutralder and Acc. The suffix
corresponding to the two feature structures in (26a) isitaerted by the single rule given
in (26b). Since a single rule spells out all the feature $tmas on the neutral RNRed noun,
(25) is grammatical.

(26) a. {|[Acc, singular, class Ib],§yom, singular, class I4]
b. non-oblique, singular, class Ib- -0

Summary | have proposed that in constructions where syncretisncisffare found,
some item bears more than one feature structure. If an itews beo feature structures,
both structures must be spelled out by the same morphologseation rule. This allows
neutral forms to be assigned conflicting features so londpesetfeatures are spelled out
by the same rule. When a form is non-syncretic or ambigu@asufe conflicts are prohib-
ited, as no single rule can spell out all the feature strestassigned. Standard DM does
not capture the fact that that non-syncretic and ambiguousd are ruled out by feature
conflicts, in contrast to neutral forms.

5.3  Where Multiple Sets of Features Come From

When does an item bear more than one feature structure? dgedpat multiple features
of the same type can be assigned in a multidominant strudilméiple feature structures
are then generated when an item is assigned two featurdgefeame feature category. For
example, a noun assigned case twice will have two featunetanes associated with it.

Multidominance Consider the following example or RNR in Russian, where #iged
noun is ambiguous for the two casesRT and DAT) assigned to it. A multidominant
structure has been proposed for RNR constructions suclr gf\2Cawley (1982), Wilder
(1999)), as illustrated in (28).

(27)  Morphological ambiguity:
*On otlil, no poradovalsja,chaju.
he pourechart, but was.glagyyt, tealla]lPART/DAT
‘He poured off, but was glad of, the tea.’
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(28) Multidominant structure for RNR:

on
he

no
otlil but poradovalsja chaju

pouredygt was.glagyy;  tea

The RNRed nourchaj (‘tea’) simultaneously receives partitive case frotfil (‘poured’)

in the first clause and dative case frpmradovalsja('was glad’) in the second clause. It
thus bears multiple case features. Pinning on multidonu@adhe possibility of an item
receiving multiple features of the same type is quite plalesiMultidominance has been
proposed for most of the constructions where syncretisectffhave been observed, in-
cluding RNR (McCawley (1982), Wilder (1999)), ATB movemé¢@itko (2005)), and free
relatives (Riemsdijk (2000)).

Feature structures What happens when an item receives more than one case feature
propose that when an item is assigned two features from the &ature hierarchy, a split
into two separate feature structures occurs. For exanpd&] pnd [PART] are both in the
feature hierarchy for case. If both are assigned to a sirgle rthat noun ends up bearing
two separate feature structures. My account is inspiretidptoposal of Bjorkman (2009).

Suppose that every lexical item is associated with a feahatix. For Russian
nouns, this matrix contains declension class, number, asd.cConsider the following
RNR example.

(29)  Morphological ambiguity (= (27)):
*On otlil, no poradovalsja,chaju.
he pourechart, but was.glagyyt, tealla]lPART/DAT
‘He poured off, but was glad of, the tea.’

The RNRed nourwhaj (‘tea’) is inherently class Ib and singular, as shown in (30)

(30) CLASS Ip
NUMBER singular
Chajis assigned case loylil (‘poured’) andporadovalsjg‘was glad’) in (29).0tlil assigns
PART case to the RNRed noun. Now, whparadovalsjaassignsDAT case,DAT cannot
be inserted in the same matrix, as thesE slot is already filled. Consequently, a new
feature matrix is created. All non-conflicting values (iistinstance, class and number)
are preserved, but a new value is inserted for case. The RNRad in (29) thus bears
both of the feature matrices in (31):
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CLASS Ib CLASS Ib
(31) NUMBER singular NUMBER singular
CASE PART CASE DAT

All the feature structures an item bears must be spelled Asitproposed above,
the derivation crashes when two different rules are usegeat sut the feature sets on a
single item (as in th@eART/DAT example). Two feature structures on a single item do not
resultin a crash so long a they are spelled out by a singldaslan examples affom/Acc
syncretism).

5.4 Feature Impoverishment

As mentioned briefly in section 3.1, it has been argued thaasyacretism is best ac-
counted for by rules oimpoverishmenti.e. feature deletion. (Bobaljik (2001), Harley
(2008)) An impoverishment account efoM-AcC syncretism in Russian simplifies the
analysis proposed in the previous section, but runs intblpnos with other instances of
resolution by syncretism.

NOM-ACC syncretism is prevalent in Russian. On an impoverishmealtyais of
metasyncretismyoM and Acc features on syncretic forms are deleted prior to vocabu-
lary insertion. Restricting our attention t@om-AcC syncretism for class Ib forms, the
following impoverishment rule applie'$:

(32) [{Acc, NOM}, class Ib]—[class Ib]

An RNRed noun assignextc in one clause andoMm in the other clause ends up
bearing the following set of feature structures, where fobhque] comes for free with
[NoMm] and [AcC]:

(33)  {[Acc, non-oblique, singular, class Iblyom, non-oblique, singular, class Ip]

The impoverishment rule in (32) delets®m and Acc features, making the two
feature structures in (33) identical. If the feature stuoes on a noun are truly in set
bearing two identical structures is equivalent to bearing copy of that structure. After
feature impoverishment, the set of features in (32) is tbdsced to:

(34)  {[non-oblique, singular, class Ip]

By contrast, an ambiguous or non-syncretic form that isgagsl multiple case
features will retain multiple feature structures after onerishment, for example:

(35)  {[PART, singular, class Ib],§AT, singular, class 14]

If RussianNOM-ACC syncretism comes about through impoverishment, a simple
proposal will account for the experimental results:

14To account for metasyncretism, the rule should really appiyultiple declension classes and/or
parts of speech, but this is beyond the scope of our disaussio
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(36) Multiple feature structures on a single item ceaverbe spelled out.

If all instances of feature resolution by neutral forms inea sufficient amount of impov-
erishment, this proposal will capture the syncretism fattgeneral. However, resolution
by syncretism is found in paradigms that cannot be effelgtim@alyzed with standard
impoverishment rules. For example, the feature conflisbireng formare in (37b) is
straightforwardly analyzed as a default:

(37) Resolution by syncretism in English — subject agreement (bm Pullum and
Zwicky (1986)) (= (4)):
a. *Either they or | are/am/is going to have to go.
b. Either they or you are going to have to go.

In order for the second person singudae form and pluralare forms to bear iden-
tical sets of features, all of their person and number featanust be impoverished. It is
plausible that person features are impoverished in thalplur

(38)  [{person featurds plural] — [plural]

However, the [plural] feature would also need to be impalexd in order to match
the 2nd person singular form. This movenist motivated; there is no systematic singular-
plural syncretism to account for. An alternative is to assuhat there is no plural feature
(only [singular]), and to allow rules to refer to tkemplementf a specifiable class:

(39)  {person featurgs— 0 unlesgsingular]

In addition to the rule in (39), we would need only to imposérithe [singular]
feature on the 2nd person singular form. This impoveristimda is motivated, as Mod-
ern English never distinguishes 2nd person singular froch (Zgrson plural. However,
as far as | am aware, rules like (39) have not been argued ftreiditerature. | thus
tentatively conclude that the analysis proposed in sedi@nis to be preferred over an
impoverishment-based analysis.

55 Summary

In this section, | have argued that feature conflicts are figthby the syntax (for neutral
forms). Feature conflicts aresolvedwhen the morphology treats the features assigned in
the same way, as for neutral forms. Feature conflictmateesolvedoy accidentally syn-
cretic forms. The fate of an item with conflicting feature gfieations is thus determined

at the intermediate level of morphological spellout, whkvhere neutral and ambiguous
forms are distinguished.

6. Conclusion

In this paper, | have presented experimental evidence sigothiatneutral forms resolve
feature conflicts, whereammbiguousdorms do not. Since neutrality vs. ambiguity is a
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morphological distinction, we learn that a failure in moopdgical insertion can result
in ungrammaticality. A standard Distributed Morphologys®m never crashes, and thus
cannot capture the resolution by syncretism data. | thusqa®that DM be modified with
the idea that an item can sometimes bear multiple featuretates. These structures must
be spelled out by a single rule. Multiple feature structumes single item are generated
when that item is shared in a multidominant structure anéives two values for the same
type of feature. My proposal successfully accounts for #et that only neutral forms
resolve feature conflicts.

1. Appendix: Sample Stimuli
1.1 Neutrality (NOM-ACC)

Experimental sentences:neuter (class Ib)
Control sentences: feminine (class II)

(40)  Neutrality:
On ne ostavil, tak kak emu nadoelo, bljudce S
he not keptgcc as him sick.ofnom, saucer[Ib]JACC&NOM with
krasnoj kaémko;j.
red border

‘He didn’t keep, as he was sick of, the saucer with a red boérder
(41)  No syncretism; second conjunct agreement:

On ne ostavil, tak kak emu nadoela, tarelka S chérnoj
he not keptgc as him sick.ofnom, plate[ll[F-NOM with black
kaémkoj.

border

‘He didn’t keep, as he was sick of, the plate with a black borde
1.2 Morphological ambiguity (PART-DAT)

Experimental sentences:masculine (class la)
Control sentences: neuter (class Ib)

(42)  Morphological ambiguity:

On ne sosedu podlil, a naoborotporadovalsja,
he not neighbor-datpoureghart, but opposite was.glagyat,
chaju so sgushchénynmolokom.

tea[la] PART/DAT with condensed milk

‘He didn’t pour some to his neighbor, but rather was glad ed, Wwith condensed
milk.
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1.3
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No syncretism; second conjunct agreement:

On ne sosedu podlil, a naoborotporadovalsja,moloku

he not neighbor-datpoureghart, but opposite was.glagyg, milk[Ib]- DAT

S  saxaromi likerom.

with sugar and liqueur

‘He didn’t pour some to his neighbor, but rather was glad afk mith sugar and
liqueur’

Phonological ambiguity ACC-PREP)

Experimental sentences:neuter (class Ib), unstressed ending
Control sentences: neuter (class Ib), stressed ending

(44)

(45)

1.4

(46)

(47)

(48)

Phonological ambiguity:

On ne nastupil, a sidel, na lozhe s  serym
he not steppedcc but satprep, on bed[Ib]- ACC/PREP with gray
pokryvalom.

bedspread

‘He did not step on, but sat on, the bed with a gray bedspread.’

No syncretism; second conjunct agreement:

On ne nastupil, a sidel, na vedré s  bol'shoj
he not steppedcc but satprep, on bucket[Ib]PREP with big
dyrkoj.

hole

‘He did not step on, but sat on, the bucket with a big hole.

Other

Baseline — RNR without case conflict:

On ne soxranil, a vybrosil, pechen’e iz  poezdkiv Angliju.
he not keptacc, but discardedacc, cookieACC from trip to England
‘He did not keep, but rather threw out, cookies from a trip tgE&nd.’

Filler — grammatical:

On vchera vybrosil, ponimajachto postupaetglupo, tarelku

he yesterdaydiscardedgcc, realizing that acts stupidly, plateACC

iz  tonkogo fajansa.

from thin faience

‘He threw away yesterday, realizing that he’s acting stlypalfine faience plate.’

Filler — ungrammatical:

*On vchera vybrosil, ponimaja chto postupaetglupo, tarelka
he yesterdaydiscardedqcc, realizing, that acts stupidly, plateNOM
iz  tonkogo fajansa.
from thin faience
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