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Russian Abstract

bunapHbie npU3HaKU COHOPHOCTH B 00JIACTU PyCCKOTO MMEHHOTO CKJIOHEHUS

JIMHTBHUCTBI YacTO CIIOPAT O TOM, CKOJIBKO WMEHHBIX CKJIOHEHHH B PYCCKOM
s3pike.  WBuy, B cratbe 1972°° roma, mpemiokui, 4To B CEpOO-XOPBATCKOM U B
OCTaJIbHBIX, AHAJIOTHYHBIX €My CIaBAHCKUX S3bIKAaX, €CTh [Ba CKIOHEHWsA. B oxHOM
CKJIOHCHMH UMEHUTEIbHBIN MaJeXk ¢IMHCTBEHHOTO YKCIIa TIPUHAMAET OKOHYAHHE -d,  BO
BTOPOM, OKOHYaHHE KOJIEOJIETCs, HO €ro MOKHO OXapakTepU30BaTh Kak «He -a». Lleib
HACTOSIIIETO JOKJIa[a COCTOUT B TOM, YTOOBI [IOKA3aTh, 4TO GHHAPHOE TPOTUBOIOCTABIIE-
HHUE KJIACCOB CKJIOHECHWs TPUHHUMAET pasHble (OPMbI M TPOSBISETCS HE TOJNBKO B

UMCHUTCIIBHOM ITaJICXKCE.

Ienecoobpa3Ho pa3faenuTh MaJeku PyCCKOTO sI3bIKa HAa TPU KPYIHbIE KaTETOPHH,
B 3aBUCHMOCTH OT TOTO, KaK OHHU TPOSBISIOT OMHAPHOE NMPOTUBOIIOCTABIICHHE NMEHHBIX
OKOHYaHUH. MOXXHO OTMETUTh, YTO 3TH KaTETOPHUH COOTHOCATCS C CEMaHTHYECKUMHU

MaaCKHbIMU IIPU3HAKaAMU, IPCAJIOKCHHBIM P.O. SIxoObcoHOM. A MMEHHO:

1. Te nagcxu, KOTOPBIEC OJHOBPEMCHHO ABJIAKOTCA HCHAIPABJICHHBIMU
HenepudepuiiHbIMU  (T.€. WMEHUTEIBHBIA W  POAWTENBbHBIA Tajeku) OWHAPHO
MPOTUBOMNOCTABIISIOT OKOHYAHUS M0 MPHU3HAKY COHOPHOCTH (*a u/unu £¢J, T.e. £HOJb).
Tonbko B CJIy4a€ UMCHHUTCIIBHOI'O MaacXa OAHOBPEMCHHO UCIIOJIb30BAHbI 063. 6HHapHBIX
npusHaka +a u +¢J. B poauTenbHOM najexe eAUHCTBEHHOIO YMCiIa U B UMEHUTEIBHOM
Majie’ke MHOXKECTBEHHOTO YHCJIAa BBICTYyMAaeT OIHO JIMIIb MPOTHBOIOCTABICHUE =d

(KOHKpCTHOC MOJIOKUTCIIBHOC 3HAUCHUC. OKOHYAHUC -d, 4 OTPULATCIBHOC 3HAYUCHUC!:
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OKOHYaHMe -i). B poauTenbHOM mnanexke MHOXECTBEHHOI'O YMCIIA OTCYTCTBYET MPU3HAK

+a, HO BeICTynaeT +¢J.

2. B Onoke manexed, Ha3BaHHBIX SIKOOCOHOM «HANpABICHHBIMU», T.€. B
BUHUTEIPHOM M JIaTEIbHOM, TIOJIOKEHHE COBCEM JpPYyToe. 3necr OuHapHOE
IMPOTHUBOIIOCTABJICHUEC BHC NPCACIOB COHOPHOCTHU H IPOABIACTCA B BUAC IMPUCYTCTBHUA
WIA OTCYTCTBHS CHHKPETH3Ma, YTO 00O03HAYaeTCs] MPU3HAKOM +CHUHKpeTu3M. [Ipu3Hak
COHOPHOCTH 3aKOHOMEPHO COOTHOCHTCSI C TPU3HAKOM CHUHKpeTu3Mma. [IpucyrcTBue
MOJIOKUTEIHHOTO TPU3HAKA COHOPHOCTH 00S3aTE€IBHO COIMPOBOXKAAETCS OTCYTCTBHUEM
CHUHKpETH3Ma B COOTBETCTBYIOIIEM ITOJMHOXECTBE mazexked. Hampumep, B oOmactu
NPSIMBIX TaieKel (MIMEHUTEITFHOTO U BUHUTEIBHOTO), €CII OKOHYAaHHE WMEHHTEIBHOTO
najiexxa 00J1alaeT MPU3HAKOM BBICOKOM COHOPHOCTH (Hp. KHuUe-a), IPEIIIOIaracTcs, 4To B
MapHOM, HAIPaBJICHHOM NPSMOM Tajexe (T.e. B BUHUTEIHLHOM) OyAET OTpHUIaTEIbHbIHI
MPU3HAK CHUHKpETH3Ma (Hp. KHUe-y); 1O OOpaTHOMY COOTHOIICHUIO CJIOBO cmo-¢J
JUIIEHO TIPU3HAKA COHOPHOCTH, HO TOJIyYaeT MOJIOKUTEIBHBIN MPU3HAK CHHKPETH3Ma B
BUHUTEIHHOM. B mape KOCBEHHBIX Majiekel (B pOIUTEILHOM U JIaTEIbHOM) BCTPEYaeTCs
TO K€ CaMO€ 3aKOHOMCPHOC COOTHOILICHHC. Ecmu B POAUTCIBHOM OKOHYAHUC ITPOABIIACT
BBICOKYIO WJIM, COOTBETCTBEHHO, HHU3KYI0 COHOPHOCTH (Hp. cmoj-a, KHue-u), TO B
HaIpaBJICHHOM apHOM najiexe (T.e. B JATEITHHOM ) BCTpEYaeTCs
HECHHKPETH3M/CHHKPETH3M, a UMEHHO cmoi-y/Kuue-e. B TO BpeMs Kak TepBbIid OJIOK
naJieXei MPOSIBIISET MPOTHBOIIOCTABICHUE TI0 COHOPHOCTH B 00OMX 4YHCJIaX, OMHApPHOE

IIPOTUBOIIOCTABIICHUE 110 CUHKPETU3MY HEUTPAIU3yEeTCs BO MHOKECTBEHHOM.

3. Tperbs kaTeropusi MaaeKeM--MPeaOKHbIA U TBOPUTEIbHBIA--CIIE PEKE
MPOSIBIIIET  TPOTHUBOIMOCTABJICHHUE. ['macHple B 9TUX  OKOHYAHMSX  HE
IMPOTHUBOIIOCTABJICHBI, a TOJIBKO COIUIACHBIC MPOTUBOIIOCTABIICHBI B TBOPUTCIIBHOM

najiexke eIMHCTBEHHOTO YKciia (Cp. C108-0M, KHU2-01).

Urak, KOHKPETHOE MHO>KECTBO OMHAPHBIX MIPU3HAKOB o
COHOPHOCTH/CHHKPETU3MY COCTABIIIET CyTh Ka)JOro oOpaslia MMEHHOTO CKJIOHEHHUS.

O)IHaKO, OTUM HC HUCYCPIIBIBAOTCA 3aKOHOMCPHBLIC OTHOMICHUSA MCKAY OKOHYAHHUAMMU.



R. Feldstein, 4 Binary Feature Approach to Russian Nominal Declension 3

donHeTnyeckast TOHAILHOCTD, B BUJIE OTyOsIeHus (-y) TOXKE UTPAeT ONPECTICHHYIO POJIb B
CHCTEeMe, yKa3blBasi Ha OTCYTCTBHE CHHKpETH3Ma (Cp. BUH. KHUe-y/AaT. Cmon-y), B
OTIIMYME OT CHHKPETHYHBIX (POpPM, KOTOpbIE OKAaHYMBAIOTCS Ha Jpyrue TJIACHBIC.
YnotpebieHne OKOHYaHUS -y M BO BTOPOM POJUTEIHHOM U MPEIONKHOM MaJekKax TOKE
YKa3bIBA€CT Ha OTCYTCTBUC CHHKPCTH3MA, KOrJJa BBICTYIIACT OIHO HeﬁTpaﬂH3OBaHHOe
OKOHYAaHUC POAUTECIBLHOIO WJIW NPCIJIOKHOIO ImajcKa, HCKIIIOUCH q)OHeTI/I‘ICCKI/H\/JI O6J'II/IK -
v (Cp. 6 cHee-y/o cHee-e, HO HEUTPATU30BAHHOE 8 KHU2-€/0 KHU2-€), T.€. -y YKa3bIBaeT Ha
TO, YTO BBIPAKEHUE JIBYX 3HAYCHHU POJUTEIBHOTO/TPEAIOKHOTO (HOHETUYECKH HE

COBIIagaroT.

Kpome mapaaurmaTiueckoro HmpOTHBOIOCTABICHUS 10 COHOPHOCTH, €CTh EIIe
CUHTarMaTu4eckoe (Cp. pa3IMYHyl) COHOPHOCTh OKOHYAHWI NpUarateilbHOro B
NpUMEpax Hoeas Oymaza, HOBbIL CYObs). [Ipu agbeKTUBHOM ONpelEICHUU
CYHICCTBUTCIIbHBIX Ha -a, pasjindHad COHOPHOCTL [BYX OKOHYaHWMN YKa3bIBA€T Ha
rpaMMmaTH4ecKkuii poa. Takum o00pa3oM, B KaKOH-TO CTENEHHW MOXHO CKa3aTh, UTO
napagurMaTiyeckas COHOPHOCTh CBSI3aHA B BBIJICJICHHEM TUIIOB CKIIOHEHHsI, B TO BpeMs
KaK CHUHTarMaTH4ecKas COHOPHOCTh CBsi3aHa C IpaMMaTH4YecKuM pojaoMm. [IpusHak

COHOPHOCTH 00BEIUHSET 00a THTIA.

Jloknaa KOHYaeTCs MepeYHEM Pa3IndHbIX MAPKUPOBOK IO COHOPHOCTH. MOXKHO
MPUUTH K BBIBOJY, YTO KaXJI0€ MHOXECTBO IUIIOCOB U MHHYCOB OIpEAENSIeT THII
CKIOHEHMs.  XOTS OCHOBAa KaXAOr0 TNPOTHUBONOCTABICHHUS OuHapHas, B 0OmIeH
CIIO)KHOCTH HACYMTBHIBACTCSl OOJBINE JBYX THIIOB CKIIOHEHHS, IMOTOMY 4YTO OHMHAapHBIC

IMPOTHUBOIIOCTABJICHUA BBICTYIIAOT HE TOJIBKO B OJJHOM ITAZCXKE.

1. Introduction.

Ivi¢ (1972:108), in a paper devoted to the classification of the Serbo-Croatian

declensional system, but with implications for all Slavic declension,' observed that Slavic

! "C 1esbro BBIICHEHHS BO3MOYKHOCTEHT 60MIee PaIOHAaIBHOTO. . OTIMCAHHS CePOOXOPBATCKOTO (M BOOOIIE
CIIaBSIHCKOT'O) CKJIOHEHUS."
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grammars usually classify nouns into three, four or five declension types. The author then
proceeded to propose that a 2-way classification was all that was needed, but with the
important proviso that the syntagmatic (agreement) gender had to be known in advance.
In fact, two pieces of information were critical to a prediction of the entire declensional
paradigm: the gender (masculine, feminine, or neuter), plus information about whether
the nominative singular ended in an -a or not. If we substitute Russian (instead of Serbo-
Croatian) examples for his two basic classes, Declension I (defined by having a non-a
nominative singular ending) would include such instances as masc. 3axon, neuter croso,
and feminine xocmo. In other words, the gender would predict the differences between
these members of Declension I. Declension II (defined by the fact that its nominative
singular does use the -a ending) consists of the typical feminine nouns, such as xuuea,

plus masculine nouns which refer to male persons (such as cyows).

Ivi¢ further demonstrates the interesting concept of a binary division of
declensional classes, based on the presence of one predominant ending in one group of
nouns, as opposed to others which lack that ending. If one observes the pattern of Russian
declension, it turns out that several cases have their own particular sort of binary
opposition, not just the nominative case, which was treated this way by Ivi¢. There is also
a degree in the formal predictability of gender, which Ivi¢ did not establish, since he took
gender as a given. Furthermore, one can establish a definite correlation between the
various types of binary opposition and the system of Jakobsonian case features that were
assigned in Jakobson (1958/1985:179). This paper is an attempt to characterize the nature
of such binary oppositions which oppose the Russian declensional classes. Examples
will be selected from a the classes of noun morphology that can be found in Zaliznjak

(1977).
II. Jakobson’s case features and the three major case groupings.
I will attempt to show that the six primary Russian cases can be divided into three

major groups on the basis of their behavior with respect to binary features. These three

groups are as follows:
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1. nominative and genitive (N/G)
2. accusative and dative (A/D)

3. locative and instrumental (L/T)

As will be shown in more detail, the N/G group tends to oppose declensional
classes based on an opposition of vocalic sonority in the desinence. The A/D group splits
the declensional classes according to the binary characteristic of whether or not the
accusative or dative case ending is syncretic. The L/l group generally does not oppose
declension classes on the basis of either vocalic sonority or syncretism. The instrumental
opposition can only be based on a difference of desinential consonant, while the locative
is characterized by the absence of declensional class opposition. I would suggest that two
features seem to be of the greatest importance in classifying the behavior of these three
different groups of cases. They are the notions of mampasnennoctb/directionality and
nepudepuitHocTs/marginality (1958/1984:180). 1 will consider the N/G and L/I groups
(one and three above) to be non-directional,” in contrast to directional group two (A/D).

This leads to the following grid:

N G A D L I
Directionality — — + + — —
Marginality — — — + + +

Based on these features, the N/G group is united by negative features of both
directionality and marginality, while A/D and L/I can each be characterized by their
positive features for directionality and marginality, respectively. The marginality feature

internally differentiates the A/D set, while the internal differentiation of the N/G group is

? Jakobson’s assignment of a directionality feature to the genitive case is a bit complicated. As detailed by
Worth (1984:298), Jakobson first considered the genitive to be non-directional, but later proposed that the
genitive-1 had the feature of “ascription,” which was treated as a type of directionality in order to produce
the geometric symmetry required to plot all of the Russian cases on a cube. However, Worth provides many
convincing arguments in favor of Jakobson’s original concept of treating the genitive as non-directional. In
fact, even in Jakobson’s later work on the subject (1958/1984:179), he overtly refers to accusative and
dative as “directional cases” (“nazoBem B. u [I. HanpasienusiMu maaesxkamu’). This label will be accepted
in this paper since it appears to provide the best explanation of the facts. For further discussion of the
controversial nature of the features of the second locative and dative, see Chvany (84/96:201-2).
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on the basis of direct vs. oblique case, and that of L/I is based on the fact that the locative

has the Jakobsonian feature of quantification, which is absent in the instrumental.

I will now review the binary oppositional nature of the various case groupings
(N/G, A/D, and L/T) to demonstrate their binary nature and to exemplify how these

oppositions are realized in the singular and plural.

A. Nominative/Genitive case set.

This group of cases, in both singular and plural numbers, manifests binary
sonority oppositions of its desinential vowels. One sort of opposition, used as the basis of
Ivi¢’s classification, is that of +a, as introduced by Ivi¢ for the nominative singular.
However, it is not only found in the nominative singular. It also plays a major role in both
the genitive singular and nominative plural (where -a is opposed to -i). The other binary
opposition is that of +0J, which occurs in the Russian genitive plural. (Interestingly, in
Serbo-Croatian, the genitive plural has also generalized the +a feature instead of the
zero/non-zero opposition found in Russian and other Slavic languages). The significance
of binary sonority oppositions based on +a or +¢J is that the -a and -@ desinences
represent the two extremes of sonority: the most sonorous low vowel and the total

absence of sonority, respectively.

In terms of Jakobson’s semantic features, the nominative and genitive are both
non-marginal cases which are opposed to the strictly “directional” accusative and dative
cases. Jakobson (1957/1984) demonstrated the relationship of the nominative and
genitive cases of Russian in both singular and plural, but it concentrated on how the
various cases are opposed to each other, rather than the opposition of declensional classes
within each of these case slots. The goal of this paper is to show how sonority is used to
oppose the declension classes within each of these cases in both the singular and plural.
Although the Russian nominative and genitive cases each manifest opposing poles of
sonority, there are important differences between the sonority opposition in the four case

slots represented by the nominative and genitive in singular and plural numbers. The
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nominative singular really contains a double sonority opposition; at the first hierarchical
level there is a division into +a and !a, but the non-a endings are subject to a secondary
binary split into zero and non-zero (e.g. kHuea vs. cmoa/croso at the first level and cmon
vs. cnoso at the second level). This unique two-level binary opposition explains the
special role of the nominative singular in identifying declensional classes and why it is

used as the dictionary form. It can be depicted as in the following diagram:
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Primary and Secondary Sonority Division in Nominative Singular:

3 endings types (-9, -0, -a) are based on two binary features

First Division into - and Non-a Endings

Non-a in Nominative Singular -a in Nominative Singular

(3aBoJ, TETPaab, CJI0BO) (xapra)

Second Division into -0 and non-0 endings

-0 in Nominative Singular Non-0 il\Nominative Singular

(3aBoj, TEeTPaab) (c10BO)
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Other than the nominative singular, only the genitive plural also makes use of the
zero/non-zero opposition. However, it is only a single-level opposition in the genitive
plural. The presence of a binary sonority opposition without the use of -a marks the
special nature of the genitive plural. The remaining case slots, genitive singular and
nominative plural, each have a similar use of a single +a opposition, differing from the

other two by their lack of a zero.

The place of the nominative and genitive in the declension system can be further
defined by stating that each functions as the primary case for desinential sonority
opposition within the direct and oblique case sets, respectively. In this way, the
nominative forms a pair with the accusative and the genitive with the dative. The
leading, but opposed role of nominative and genitive cases is clearly demarcated by the
fact that binary sonority distinctions apply to both, but also by the fact that the sonority
values tend to be opposite to one another in the vast majority of nouns. I.e. a given noun
tends to have one -a desinence and one non-a across the nominative and genitive (with
the exception of zero feminines, such as mempaos. This can be easily seen by glancing
at the nominative and genitive values for either singular or plural and noting how many
have differing plus and minus values for sonority in the chart of noun types in the
appendix, section A. Section B. of the appendix generalizes the -a and -@ features into a

single chart, based on sonority.

B. Accusative and dative case set.

The accusative and dative can be considered as united by the Jakobsonian feature
of directionality. While the binary feature of vocalic sonority, as presented above, is used
to oppose declensional classes in the nominative and genitive, I would suggest that the
binary distinction that applies to the accusative/dative block is that of +syncretic.” If
syncretic, the accusative matches either the nominative or genitive, a secondary split

related to animacy. The dative matches the locative when syncretic. However, this binary

3 The feature of syncretism plays a prominent role in Orzechowska’s 1984 system of Polish declensional
classes (Orzechowska 1984:225-7).
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opposition of +syncretic only occurs in the singular, and even there it appears to be a
redundant feature of the binary sonority features of the nominative and genitive cases.
Thus, a non-a nominative marking (e.g. 3axon/cnoso) implies the direct case +syncretic
feature in the paired directional case (accusative), while a +a nominative marking implies
a syncretic feature in the accusative (e.g. xknuey). Likewise, a genitive non-a implies
+syncretic in the oblique directional (dative), while a +a genitive implies a -syncretic
value in the dative. In other words, if we hold direct and oblique cases constant, positive
or negative sonority in the nominative/genitive has a negative correlation with syncretism
in the accusative/dative, respectively. Examples of values for £syncretic can be found in

section C. of the appendix.

Curiously the high rounded -u desinence seems to play a special role as a
designator of non-syncretism, since it appears in both the non-syncretic accusative (e.g.
kuuey) and the non-syncretic dative (cmony/cnosy). The only other use of -u occurs in the
special genitive-2 and locative-2 forms, which seems to indicate that whenever this -u
occurs, the genitive-1 and genitive-2 (and, correspondingly, locative-1 and locative-2) are
not syncretic, in contrast to the absence of -u in nouns which syncretically unite the

desinences for both meanings of the genitive and/or locative.*

The secondary, redundant role of the accusative/dative block is underscored by its
lack of a #syncretic opposition in the plural. In the only direct plural case which
undergoes syncretism (the accusative plural), syncretism is generalized to all declensional
classes. Conversely, in the oblique plural case of the A/D block—the dative—the opposite

generalization occurs, and there is no syncretism with the locative at all.

* This observation is not negated by the fact that locative-2 can also be realized by a stressed -i desinence,
as in 6 neui. The -u still is the mark of non-syncretism when it does occur. In addition, the desinence non-

initial -u vowel, which occurs after -j- in such instrumentals as mempaosio, has an -u- which points to the
fact that all other declension types have a unified -o- as their desinential vowel.
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C. Locative and instrumental case set.

As one proceeds from the N/G to the A/D and L/I case sets, there is a gradual loss
of the ability to oppose the various declensional types by means of desinential vocalic
oppositions. As noted above, the N/G have this opposition in all four of the relevant slots,
i.e. in both singular and plural. The A/D set has this opposition only in the singular, while
the plural has uniform +syncretic (accusative) or -syncretic (dative). However, the
locative and instrumental lack this vowel opposition in both singular and plural. The only
sort of binary opposition occurs in the desinential consonant of the instrumental (-m- vs. -
j-) and the locative-2, for the small set of nouns, where -u signals non-syncretism in the

locative-2.

The full hierarchy of opposition potential might be tentatively sketched as

follows, from greater to lesser:

1. Nominative singular. Double sonority opposition of +a and +@, effectively

opposing three entities on two levels.

2. Genitive singular, nominative plural, and genitive plural. Single sonority

opposition of either +a or 0.

3. Accusative singular and dative singular. Single opposition of +syncretic,
redundantly correlated to the sonority features of the paired non-directional case

(accusative paired to nominative and dative paired to genitive).

4. Instrumental singular. Desinential opposition on the basis of consonantal

features, rather than vocalic.

5. a. Accusative and dative plural. Neutralized positive or negative

syncretism for all declensional classes of the given case.
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b. Locative singular and plural and instrumental plural. No opposition.

III. Generalizations about the pattern of nominative/genitive features, especially in

relation to gender.

The grouping of the major noun classes into their sonority oppositions in the
nominative and genitive cases provides us with a binary classification that shows how
nouns are set off from each other. It also permits certain statements of general patterns
which might otherwise go unnoticed. Among these are patterns which are correlated with
a particular gender or meaning, such as the animate/inanimate or personal/non-personal’®

oppositions.

A glance at the features in the appendix, part A, shows that only a single noun
type—the zero feminines—have minus specifications in all of the cases other than the
genitive plural, i.e. every time there is an opposition of an -a desinence and a less
sonorous one, the =zero feminines opt for the less sonorous choice (e.g.
kocmw/kocmu/kocmu). It appears that this negative specification for the high sonority -a
desinence in the three morphological slots (of nom. sg., gen. sg. and nom. plur.) is
correlated with the non-personal semantic property of these nouns (e.g.
mempaosb/kocmy), but only in non-alternating stems (the two anomalous alternating stems
with the -er- extension--wams/doub--represent a stark contrast to the generally® non-
human remainder of the category). However, the semantic anomaly of the nouns
mamsw/oous has led to their frequent substitution by nouns of the more usual feminine
category, with nom. sg. in -a, e.g. mama/oouka. Many Slavic languages have, in fact,
removed the nouns for 'mother' and 'daughter' from this declensional class, as has
happened in Polish with substitution of -a nouns matka and corka for the original

feminine zero-nouns.

> By “personal,” I am referring to nouns which often refer to a human being or other personified entity.
® Other than the special morphological exceptions of mams/doun, there is the emotively used expletive
611206, which has unusual syntactic properties and stands apart from the rest of its class.
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The very same zero feminine class also represents the only pattern in which the
nominative and genitive singulars do not contrast in sonority and, therefore, the only
class that avoids -a in both nominative and genitive singular. This helps retain the non-
redundant property of the genitive ending, which otherwise would have been fully
predictable on the basis of the nominative. lL.e., if not for this class, a low sonority non-a
nominative would predict a genitive -a and high sonority -a nominative would predict a

low sonority -i genitive.

VII. Redundancy and semantic features of animacy.

It is well-known that the syncretic accusative, in both singular and plural, serves
to signal the subgender of animacy. Based on the use of binary features of sonority, I
have shown that the presence or absence of accusative case syncretism is redundant,
based on whether the nominative singular uses an a or non-a ending. Thus, it appears that
certain features, which are redundant in the basic signalling of the primary declensional
classes, take on a new semantic role in the subgender of animacy, due to the secondary
split of the nouns positively marked for syncretism. In fact, the secondary split of
+syncretic nouns in the singular is a mirror image of the basic sonority distinction of +a,
since nouns with -a in the accusative are the animate subset of +syncretic nouns, while
+syncretic nouns with accusative singulars that use a non-a are the inanimate class. Thus,
the subcategorial split of syncretic accusatives recapitulates the same sonority opposition
found as the primary division of the nominative singular, where the animates take the
opposite accusative ending of their nominative singular. These nouns all are united by
being the non-a nouns of the nominative singular. E.g. euowcy manvuuxa vs. suosicy cmon—
displays an -a vs. non-a opposition, which is phonologically analogous to the nominative

cas€ KHuza vs. cmoa.

Likewise, the +a nouns of the nominative singular signal animacy in the genitive
plural by means of the desinence opposite to their nominative singular -a, namely zero.
The zero vs. non-zero opposition of the accusative plural can be seen in susrcy orcen vs.

sudicy KHueu, in other words zero vs. non-zero.
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VIII. Paradigmatic vs. syntagmatic sonority features.

The sonority features of individual nouns can be considered paradigmatic since
they are based on a sonority opposition within each of the case slots. Syntagmatic
sonority contrast occurs either attributively or predicatively and has taken on the meaning
of personal, usually involving reference to a human being. Sonority may agree as either -
a or zero in both syntagmatic positions when the personal meaning is of an unmarked
gender. When syntagmatic sonority does contrast, it can signal a marked gender and the

personal feature, as follows:

1. Adjectival desinence in +a, noun desinence non-a: e.g. 6orvuias Kocmb,

signals non-personal meaning, as noted above.

2. Adjectival desinence in non-a, noun desinence +a: e.g. 6oavwou Cawa,

signals personal meaning.

3. Subject noun in non-a plus past-tense verb in +a: e.g. gpau souina, sonority

contrast signals personal meaning.

IX. General observations based on the pattern of sonority opposition.

A general thesis of this paper is that a consideration of binary features of
desinential sonority, as represented in sections A and B of the appendix, might shed light
on Russian linguistic patterns that might otherwise go unnoticed. For example, one can

establish which patterns invariably occur and which are excluded from the inventory.

In terms of the grid shown in part B of the appendix, one can see that no noun can
be marked with all pluses or all minuses in the four slots representing N/G cases in the
two numbers. That is, no noun can consistently opt for higher or lower sonority in all four

of the relevant slots. In fact, with the exception of the feminine zero mempaosw type, all
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nouns have opposite sonority values for the nominative and genitive singular. However,

since the mempaow type does have opposite sonority values for the nominative singular

and plural, which is not true of all nouns (e.g. copood: eopoda/zopoodos, it is possible to

make the general statement that all Russian nouns must have differing sonority values for

the nominative and genitive cases in at least one of the two numbers.

Although nouns with nominative singular -o are usually differentiated from zero
nouns in several cases (typically all of the nominative and genitive forms except the
genitive singular, as in the case of cmon/crnoso, four sets of such pairs agree in all of their
nominative and genitive forms except for the zero/non-zero opposition of the nominative
singular. As shown in section B of the appendix, such sonority equivalence outside the
nominative singular applies to the pairs representing crogo/enas, epy3un/a6.a0xo,
eopod/obnaxo, and 3aso0/muuuxo. This underscores the fact that the nominative singular,
with its double hierarchy of sonority differentiation, is the basic differentiator of the -o
and zero noun classes. In a similar way, the genitive singular functions as the main
differentiator of nouns with -a in the nominative singular and feminine zero-nouns from

all others.

IX. Conclusion.

This paper has presented the outlines of a Russian declensional classification that
recognizes two important groups of cases in which a binary opposition can be said to
occur. The non-directional block of cases (nominative and genitive) uses vowel sonority
as a binary feature, while the directional block of cases (accusative and dative) uses
binary features of syncretism. There are many relationships of redundancy that apply
between these two blocks of cases and the features of syncretism are largely predictable
on the basis of the binary sonority values of the nominative and genitive singular. While
paradigmatic sonority is employed for the purpose of setting forth the distinctions of
declensional class, syntagmatic sonority is utilized for the distinction of gender.
Secondary genders, such as the so-called gender of animacy, rely on selections made

within the subset of syncretic cases, such as the accusative. Thus, the binary feature
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+syncretic can simultaneously play a unifying role and a differentiating one. The vexing
questions of whether there are two, three, or more declensional classes can ultimately be
resolved on basis of establishing the number of feature sets that oppose sonority in the
nominative and genitive cases, particularly of the singular, as represented in section B of

the appendix.
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A. Binary paradigmatic oppositions of sonority in Russian nominative and genitive cases.

(Based on whether they realize an -a or non-a in nom. sg., gen. sg., and nom. pl., and

Zero or non-zero in gen. pl.)

Nom. Sg.

Gen. Sg.
Nom. PI.
Gen. Pl

Nom. Sg.

Gen. Sg.
Nom. Pl.
Gen. Pl

Nom. Sg.

Gen. Sg.
Nom. PI.
Gen. Pl

Nom. Sg.

Gen. Sg.
Nom. Pl.
Gen. Pl

3aBOJ ropoja

non-a non-a
+a +a

non-a +a

non-¢J non-¢J

TeTpaab

non-a

non-a

non-a

non-¢J

CJIOBO 10J10K0

non-a non-a
+a +a
+a non-a
+0 +0

KapTa JIOJISI

+a +a

non-a non-a

non-a non-a

+0 non-¢J

IPy3HH

non-a
+a

non-a

+0

00J1aK0
non-a
+a
+a

non-@

asas (with -j-extension)

+a
non-a
+a

non-¢J

rjas

non-a
+a
+a

+0

JAYHUKO

non-a
+a

non-a

non-@

15096
+a

non-a
+a

+0
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B. The chart may be made more uniform by simply writing binary symbols for higher and
lower sonority values: plus (+) for an -a or non-zero ending, and minus (—) for a non-a or

zero ending.

3aBOJ ropon rpy3uH rjaa3s
Nom. Sg. — — — — (Realized as -a vs. non-a)
Gen. Sg. + + + + "
Nom. PL — + — + "
Gen. PL + + — — (Realized as O vs. non-0)
TeTpaab
Nom. Sg. -
Gen. Sg. —
Nom. PI. —
Gen. PL +
CJIOBO 1010K0 00J1aK0 JUYHUKO umst/(Test)
Nom. Sg. — — — — +
Gen. Sg. + + + + -
Nom. P1. + — + — +
Gen. PL — — + + —
KaprTa n0Jst asias (with -j-extension)
Nom. Sg. + + +
Gen. Sg. — — —
Nom. PL — - +

Gen. Pl. — + +
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C. Binary specifications of syncretism in the accusative and dative singular. (Note
negative correlation to sonority markings for +a-ending of direct cases (nominative/accu-

sative) and oblique (genitive/dative).

3aBoJ ropoi rpy3suH  rja3s c10BO  s10J10KO TeTpaiab

Acc. + + + + + + +
Sync.

Dat. - - - - - - -
Sync.

00J1aK0  JINYMKO ums Kapra  Ja0Js A

Acc. + + + - - -

Sync.

Dat. - - - + + +

Sync.
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