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I. Introduction

In recent studies of Russian syncretism, stress has often been ac-
corded a secondary role. For example, in a 2004 paper on syncretism in
distributed morphology, Miiller stated his intention to focus on the “core
system” and to “disregard ... stress patterns” [Miiller 2004: 2]. This paper
takes the position that one cannot “disregard” either the segmental or the
prosodic features within the system of syncretism, since there is no syn-
cretism if both features do not coincide. In the more recent 2005 study by
Baerman et al, there is a limited discussion of Russian stress, primarily
for the purpose of disqualifying the Nsg and Gsg forms mécmo, mécma as
an instance of syncretism.

One of the main discussions of Russian stress and syncretism in
[Baerman et al. 2005: 10], concerns the fact that although phonetic
[m’ésta] represents both Nsg mecmo and Gsg mecma, the authors do not
wish to consider it as syncretism, since it results from an automatic
phonological rule. In their words, “the collapse of the genitive with the
nominative/accusative is a superficial by-product of phonology and need
not be reflected in a morphological analysis.”

Actually, the issue of whether [m’ésto] is one or two entities is not just
an issue for syncretism, but for phonology and morphophonology in gen-
eral. Theories may differ as to whether this single phonetic shape should
receive two different higher level representations. Thus, a possible Mos-
cow Phonological School transcription of /m’ésto/ vs. /m’ésta/ means two
different shapes and no syncretism, but a Leningrad transcription of a sin-
gle entity, such as /mésta/ in both cases, would leave the door open to
considering them as syncretic. In other words, the question of whether
[mésto] represents syncretism should be viewed as dependent on the
given phonological theory and not an objective fact, in and of itself.

Baerman compares the situation of [m’ésto] to that of [vin6] and
[Viina], in which there is neither phonetic nor phonemic syncretism. Obvi-
ously, the phonological neutralization of /a/ and /o/ in post-tonic position
is causing this situation. This suggests that it might be useful to consider a
difference between phonetic syncretism and morphophonemic syn-
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cretism (as in Table 1), which would differentiate these types. Thus,
[Viin6] and [v’ind] would have both phonetic and morphophonemic types,
while [m’ésta] would be an example of phonetic, but not morphophone-
mic syncretism. This case illustrates the fact that stress must be consid-
ered, along with segmental features, in any study of Russian syncretism.

Table 1. Variable nature of phonetic, phonemic, morphophonemic syncretism.

[13 : 2" [13 9 :
. . . Leningrad Moscow” Phonemic
Syncretic Pair ~ Phonetic & ’

Phonemic Morphophonemic
mécmo [m’ésta] /m’ésta/ /m’ésto/
Mécma [m’ésta] /m’esta/ /m’ésta/
Syncretism + + -
BUHO [v’ind] /v’ ind/ /v’ ind/
euUHd [v’ina] /V’ina/ /v’inéd/

Syncretism - - -

Baerman’s concept of syncretism admits only the morphophonemic
type, but an argument could be made for a listener’s syncretism, which
would reflect phonetic identity, similar to the “Leningrad” phoneme, as
contrasted to the “Moscow” phoneme.

However, even if we ignore the notion of phonetic syncretism and re-
strict our attention to the generally accepted notion of morphological syn-
cretism, stress plays an important role in the manifestation of syncretism
in the Russian noun. This paper will propose a classification of these
manifestations of syncretism, according to three criteria.

II. Classification of syncretism into three basic types

I intend to propose that there are three basic types of syncretism, with
regard to their stress patterns. A brief characterization of these types will
be given, followed by a more detailed presentation of specific examples.

A. Type I: Constant syncretism

Within an inflectional paradigm, such instances of syncretism apply
without regard to the stress pattern, or accentual paradigm. For example,
the locative and dative singular syncretism of the (usually feminine)
“a-declension” occurs in all possible accentual environments, e.g. loca-
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tive and dative xnuice, cecmpé, conogé. In other words, regardless of the
accentual paradigm a word possesses, if it is in the “a-declension,” it will
have the locative and dative singular syncretism. Thus, this syncretism
can even serve as a reliable definitional property of this inflectional type,
since constant syncretism of Lsg and Dsg is always part of this morpho-
logical paradigm. It can be noted that segmental properties define the no-
tion of the traditional morphological paradigm (e.g. Nsg -a, Asg -u, etc.),
while accentual properties are considered mere subtypes of the given “de-
clension,” or morphological paradigm. Thus, it is said that the “a-declen-
sion” can have several different accentual types. However, in spite of this
accentual variability, in the case of constant syncretism, all members of
the paradigm share the same syncretisms.

B. Type II: Variable syncretism

In the case of variable syncretism, the words of a particular de-
clension (which is defined only by segmental desinences) have different
manifestations of the given syncretism, depending on the accentual para-
digm. For example, the genitive singular and nominative plural forms of
the a-declension (for details, see [Jakobson 1984]) are syncretic when the
accentual paradigm has constant stem-stress (to be referred to as Type A
stress), but are not syncretic in the case of several other accentual pat-
terns, such as singular end-stress and plural predesinential (which I shall
refer to as “Type B stress”, cf. [Feldstein 2006 and 2007]). For example,
namnet (Gsg and Npl) manifests the syncretism, but the grammatically
identical pair, xonbacwvl (Gsg) vs. korbdcw (Npl), are not syncretic. Actu-
ally, one could be more precise and specify that this pair is segmentally
syncretic, but not prosodically syncretic. Thus, a difference between the
segmental and prosodic values of syncretism is the most salient property
of the type I am refer to as variable syncretism.

C. “Non-standard” paradigmatic syncretism

Prosodic factors can create yet a third syncretic situation. In several
instances, small sets of Russian nouns belong to declensional paradigms
which can only occur in a restricted accentual environment. Therefore,
syncretic relationships which occur in these paradigms may well involve
forms which can only belong to a single accentual paradigm. For exam-
ple, the usual “zero-noun” paradigm has a single locative form for general
prepositional usage and for a specific type of location. However, an ac-
centually restricted set of words, which otherwise belong to this para-
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digm, splits the locative case into two forms, known as locative-1 and
locative-2, with desinences that differ both segmentally and prosodically.
For example, a zero-noun with constant stem-stress (and usually with
constant end-stress) can only have a single locative, which might be
viewed as a syncretic manifestation of locative-1 and locative-2; for ex-
ample, the noun form in o 3asdde is syncretic with that of Ha 3a6doe.
However, many nouns with mobile stress (paradigm C) manifest this mo-
bility in the singular, having a locative-2 form with stressed -u, as op-
posed to locative-1 with unstressed -e: 0 cnéece vs. B cueey, i.e. lacking
syncretism.

II1. Type 1 syncretism
Type 1 syncretism can be illustrated in the following table:

Table 2. Type 1 syncretism: shared segmental endings with possible differences of ac-
centual paradigm (AP), but no syncretic differences between accentual types. In order
to indicate that there could be both unity and diversity in the syncretic sets of these
patterns, it will be useful to indicate segmental syncretism separately from prosodic
syncretism. Of course, both features must show a plus-sign, in the case of true syn-
cretism.

Syncretic Pair AP Segmental Syncretism  Prosodic Syncretism
knuee Lsg/Dsg A + +
acené Lsg/Dsg B + +
eonosé Lsg/Dsg  C + +

Differences of accentual paradigm can be ignored when there are no
accentual differences between the grammatical forms in a syncretic pair.
This applies to a-noun Lsg/Dsg, as shown above, and also the following
syncretic sets:

1. Zero-noun (masculine morphological paradigm): Nsg/Asg (cmon),
Asg/Gsg (uenoséxa), Npl/Apl (cmonst), Apl/Gpl (601x08).

2.0-noun (neuter morphological paradigm): Nsg/Asg (crd60),
Npl/Apl (crosa), (Apl/Gpl (ruy)).

3. a-noun (feminine morphological paradigm): Npl/Apl (pyxu),
Apl/Gpl (orcén).

IV. Type 2 syncretism

As noted above, type 2 syncretism displays a difference of syncretism
in the different accentual paradigms.
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Table 3. Type 2 syncretism: shared segmental endings with possible differences of ac-
centual paradigm (AP), and with syncretic differences between accentual types.

Syncretic Pair AP Segmeqtal PrOSOdi?
Syncretism Syncretism
xuueu Gsg/Npl A + +
orcenvl Gsg / orcénwt Npl B + -
eonogwvl Gsg /eonogur Npl C + -
npdeuna Gsg/Npl A + +
cend Gsg/ céna Npl B + -
sépkana Gsg / sepxand Npl ~ C + -

Type 2 syncretism occurs in the Gsg/Npl syncretic pair, in which ac-
centual paradigm A (constant stem-stress) displays syncretism, but types
B and C most often do not, since one of the two forms has end-stress and
the other does not. This is the usual pattern for o-noun morphological
neuters and a-noun morphological feminines. Neuter o-stem examples,
analogous to the feminine examples above, are: npdeuna Gsg/Npl; ceno
Gsg/céna Npl; and 3éprara Gsg/zeprana Npl.

The separation between segmental and prosodic types of syncretism
can be useful in differentiating between types one and two above, in that
type one syncretism always has both segmental syncretism and a prosodic
mark with the same plus sign, while type two does not have a full identity
of plus signs; such identity occurs only in a subset of accentual para-
digms. In another subset of accentual paradigms, the segmental syn-
cretism agrees and has a plus sign, but prosodic syncretism does not exist
and is marked as minus. Thus, there are three possibilities: two plus signs,
in the case of full syncretism; two minus signs, when syncretism is ab-
sent; and a plus and a minus when there is a purely accentual opposition.
A fourth possibility—minus and plus—seems less useful and would
mean that the stress agrees, but the ending is different.

Jakobson, using the examples uouw, 10wads, xposdams [Jakobson
1984: 138], treated zero-noun feminines as having only one type of syn-
cretism for the Gsg and Npl, regardless of accentual paradigm. This
would fall into the category of our type one syncretism, shown above in
Table 2. However, Zaliznjak [Zaliznjak 1965: 156] and others cite several
other zero-noun feminines, which have two styles of pronunciation: a
more formal one, in which the Gsg/Lsg/Dsg are all syncretic with the
NApl, and a more colloquial style, in which the GLD/sg can have end-
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stressed variants, in opposition to the (initial) stem-stress in the NApl.
These nouns include ocs, epyowb, neus, cmens, yenw. Significantly, this
supports Jakobson’s thesis that the pure stress opposition between Gsg
and Npl is being extended in the zero-noun class of feminine nouns.
However, since one set of such nouns (e.g. 1owaods) still must maintain
full syncretism, this is a type 2 situation of syncretism, in which some
paradigmatic forms have full syncretism and others have only segmental
syncretism, lacking prosodic identity in the given forms. This has been
depicted in Table 4.

Table 4. Variable situation of zero-noun feminines. Based on style 1, the syncretism is
of type 2 (variable, depending on stress), but all other forms (as cited by Jakobson) in-
dicate type 1 syncretism, i.e. the same, regardless of stress.

Syncretic Pair AP Segmeqtal Prosod19
Syncretism Syncretism

Style 1

ocu, néuu, epyou GLDsg/NApl  C + +

Style 2

ocu, neuu, epyou GLDsg B sg + _

ocu, néyu, epyou NApl Cpl

muicau GLDsg/NApl A + +

aowaou GLDsg/NApl C + +

V. Type 3 syncretism.

The third, and last type of syncretism in this classification, represents
a situation in which there is not a full identity between all of the segmen-
tal desinences of a given paradigm. Although one might normally expect
words with different sets of endings to belong to different paradigms, it
often happens that certain endings are restricted to small accentual sub-
sets, and it is usual to consider these paradigms as belonging to the larger
type. For example, Zaliznjak introduces the concept of “narrow para-
digm” (“cyxenHas mapaaurma’) [Zaliznjak 1965: 133], in order to be
able to state that at least a certain paradigmatic subset is identical, in spite
of some deviating cases, such as the second genitive (G2), second loca-
tive (L2), and paucal (count form, P). Thus, there is a choice, in the case
of type 3 syncretism. One must either recognize tiny, atomistic paradigms
(see [Isacenko 1965: 106], on the need to avoid “atomistic” paradigms),
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with membership limited by accent, or have a larger paradigm, in which
certain accentual types have a different type of syncretism than other
members. Thus, it can be said that there is a trade-off between a broader,
less atomistic paradigm and a more complex situation of syncretism. Ac-
cepting the concept of broader, more inclusive paradigms implies that the
intraparadigmatic relations will be more complex. Interestingly, if para-
digms could be viewed as less inclusive and more narrow, having only
uniform sets of segmental desinences, the entire category of our type 3
syncretism would be eliminated, and syncretism would be confined to
types 1 and 2. In fact, this may be the most important aspect of this classi-
fication: there is a sliding scale of syncretism, with the number of syn-
cretic types being inversely proportional to the number of narrow para-
digms recognized.

Tables 5, 6, and 7 illustrate this relationship for three “secondary”
forms (Bropmunsle, in Zaliznjak’s terminology): L2 -u, L2 -7, and the
count form (P, for paucal).

Table 5. Type 3 syncretism: Secondary segmental endings exist for restricted accen-

tual sets, which differ in terms of segmental and/or prosodic syncretism. Locatives 1/2
in the zero-noun masculine paradigm are illustrated below.

Segmental  Prosodic

Syneretic Pair Syncretism  Syncretism

3a600e L1sg /L2sg A + +
cmoné L1sg/L2sg B + +
(0) nocmé L1sg / (ha) nocmy L2sg B - +
soake L1sg/L2sg C + +
(0) 6épece L1sg / (ra) 6epeey L2sg  C - -

Table 6. Type 3 syncretism for zero-noun feminines.

Segmental  Prosodic

Syncretic Pair AP Syncretism  Syncretism
moicnu L1sg/L.2sg A + +

Style 1

(o) epyou L1/ (B) epyou L2 C + -

Style 2

epyou L1sg/L2sg B + +

(0) ménu L1sg / (6) menu L2sg C + -
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Table 7. Type 3 syncretism for the count form (paucal).

Segmental  Prosodic

Syncretic Pair . .
y Syncretism  Syncretism

3aso0a Gsg/P A + +
cmond Gsg/P B + +
oépeca Gsg/P C + +
wdea Gsg / waed P C + -

The existence of the L2 form in stressed -u, especially for the small
number of such nouns in accentual paradigm B (e.g. eop6, niom, noix,
nocm, npyo, ckum, wimugm, cf. [Zaliznjak 1965: 286]), creates a new sit-
uation of syncretism, involving the case pair L2/Dsg, as follows:

Table 8. Type 3 syncretism of zero-noun masculine L2/Dsg.

Segmental  Prosodic

Syncretic Pair AP Syncretism  Syncretism
3aed0e (L1/)L2 / 3a600y Dsg A - +
nocmy L2/Dsg B + +
bepezy L2 / 6épeey Dsg C + -

In the case of the second genitive (G2) of the zero-noun masculine
paradigm, this restricted set of words is syncretic with the Dsg. However,
(G2/Dsg syncretism appears to be rather independent of the accentual par-
adigm, and can occur under various types of stress (e.g. napody (A),
yaiixy (B), xonooy (C)), in contrast to some of the other types of syn-
cretism, that are rare or absent in certain accentual paradigms.

A relationship of variable syncretism also exists for zero-noun mascu-
lines which have the non-standard Npl ending -a (konoxond) or Gpl -O
(3y60x), and o-noun neuters with the Npl -i (si6:10Kxu, ouxu) or non-zero
genitive plural (ouxos), i.e. masculines with non-masculine endings and
neuters with non-neuter endings. Accentually motivated desinences can
also be seen in the ag-noun feminine paradigm, in which end-stressed
nouns with stems ending in soft (palatalized) and husher consonants use
the non-zero -¢j ending, rather than zero (e.g. karanud, kananuéi). When
one gender appears to borrow from another, there is often an accentual re-
striction. However, the use of a non-zero Gpl, instead of the expected
zero, has a minimal impact on syncretism, since the -ov or -¢j endings do
not coincide with other desinences. The use of non-standard Npl -a and -7,

182



Russian Stress and the Notion of Syncretism

however, does affect syncretism, due to the possible coincidence with the
Gsg ending. Some of these relationships can be seen in the following table.

Table 9. Type 3 syncretism of zero-noun masculine Gsg/Npl

Segmental  Prosodic

Syncretic Pair AP Syncretism ~ Syncretism
3a600a Gsg / 3460061 Npl A - +
npogéccopa | npogheccopd Asg/Bpl + -
cmonad Gsg / cmonwt Npl B - +
pykasa Gsg/Npl B + +
soaxa Gsg / eoaxu Npl C - +
6épeza Gsg / bepeza Npl C + -
caoa Gsg / caovt Npl Csg/Bpl - -
kousi Gsg / konu Npl Bsg/Cpl - -

The patterns are very varied, but virtually all masculines with the Npl
-a desinence lack prosodic syncretism (except for pyxde and obuinde).
Again, if all of these heterogeneous cases are considered to be in the same
paradigm, then the syncretic situation becomes very complex. The alter-
native, to split the above list into two or more paradigms, would simplify
the syncretic pattern in each such paradigm. A similar situation would oc-
cur for neuters that use the Npl -i ending.

It often happens that a small group of words, which might be called a
microparadigm, has its own system of accent-based syncretism. Such is
the case for neuter o-nouns, which have stem-final consonant -%-, as seen
in the following table.

Table 10.
Syncretic Pair AP Segmeqtal PrOSOdl.C
Syncretism  Syncretism
sionoxa Gsg / sibnoxku Npl A - +
ouxd Gsg / ouxu Npl B - +

soticka, oonaxa Gsg

gotickd, obnaxd Npl + -

The variable use of zero and non-zero in the Gpl as noted above, has
direct links to accentual paradigms. However, it often becomes more
complex, due to many lexical idiosyncracies. In general terms, the real-
ization of accentual paradigm B depends on the zero or non-zero status of
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the Gpl.; a zero Gpl predicts a predesinential B plural, while a non-zero B
predicts an end-stressed plural B accentual paradigm. A plural C para-
digm is based on the nominative ending, so the Gpl ending can be either
zero or non-zero with the same stress pattern (see [Feldstein 2007] for de-
tails). This can be illustrated for two masculine noun types with zero Gpl:
3y6ox (AP B) and sonoc (AP C), in comparison to several other nouns of
the same paradigm. A potential syncretism between Nsg and Gpl results,
but is avoided by accentual opposition.

Table 11. Nsg/Gpl syncretism in zero-noun masculines.

Segmental  Prosodic

Syncretic Pair AP Syncretism  Syncretism
3a600, cmon, 661k Nsg A, B, C _ +, ¥,
3160008, cmonos, 6oakos Gpl

epysun Nsg/Gpl A + +

3y60x Nsg / 3y60x Gpl B + -

sonoc Nsg / sonoc Gpl C + -

VI. AP C alternations as redundant signals of syncretism

It is also noteworthy that all of the accentual paradigm C nominal al-
ternations have some connection to syncretism and can be viewed as re-
dundant syncretic signals. These alternations are:

1. The -u L2 ending of zero-noun masculines (6epeey), vs. all other
singular forms.

2. The -u Asg ending of a-noun feminines (ed106y), vs. all other sin-
gular forms.

3. The -i L2 ending of zero-noun feminines (menu), vs. all other sin-
gular forms.

4. The -i Npl or NApl ending (2010681), vs. all other plural forms.

Table 12. AP C alternations which also relate to syncretism.

N , 20n08d , N .
—— 6épee . MéHb —— 20106b1
A 207108y A
G | 6¢épeca 207108bl G | con06 (golov-9)
L | 6épece MéHu L | eonosdx
D | 6¢épeey 201106¢ D | conosdm
L2 | depecy menu
1 bépecom | 2010801 MEHBIO 1 | conosdmu
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In the case of the L2 forms, the rare and marked non-syncretism of
L2 is redundantly signaled by the stress, which stands out from all others
in the singular. In the Asg form, the non-syncretism of the accusative case
stands out with the only stem-initial stress in the singular. Lastly, the Npl
-i desinence is the only plural desinence within its paradigm that has a
dual syncretic potential, able to be non-syncretic with Gsg and syncretic
with Apl. One may wonder why the Npl -a ending does not have this al-
ternation (other than prescriptive kpsizsya, which does not occur as such
in actual usage). The situation is really more complex; besides the factor
of syncretism, low vowel (-a) direct cases are all end-stressed in AP C,
while non-low direct cases are never end-stressed. Thus, the AP C stress
alternations appear to be a combination of redundant marking of syn-
cretism, with certain phonological restrictions.

VII. Conclusion

This paper has presented a three-way classification of Russian syn-
cretism, based on whether a syncretic difference exists among the various
accentual types or whether there is no such difference (types 1 and 2).
Paradigms which have accentually variable syncretism within the subset
of secondary and/or non-standard endings can be said to have type 3 syn-
cretism, which is based on the use of morphological paradigms with cer-
tain non-uniform desinences. Lastly, we have pointed out that AP C ac-
centual alternations can serve as a device for signaling syncretism or non-
syncretism within both singular and plural number subparadigms.
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