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Introduction

What is morphology?

“The object of study in morphology is the structure of words, and
the ways in which their structure reflects their relation to other
words-relations both within some larger construction such as a
sentence and across the total vocabulary of the language.”
(Anderson, 1992, p. 7)
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morphology: morphologist, morphologize, morphological
studied: loved, embraced, ate, saw
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Introduction

What are paradigms?

An inflectional paradigm (Czech ‘cat’):

singular
nominative  kotfka
genitive kot/ki
dative kotftse
accusative kotfku
vocative kotfko
locative kot[tse

instrumental kot/kou
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plural
kotfkr
kotfek
kot/ka:m
kot ki
kotfkr
kotfka:x
kotfkami
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Introduction

What are paradigms?

An inflectional paradigm (Czech ‘cat’):

singular plural
nominative  kotfka  kotfk

genitive kot/ki kotfek
dative kotftse  kot[fka:m
accusative kotfku  kotfki
vocative kotfko kot[kr
locative kotftse  kotJka:x

instrumental kotfkou kotfkami

m An organizational tool for linguists

m A theoretical claim that speakers of a language don’t just look
at individual forms, but consider relations between forms
sharing a base

Tabachnick « The role of paradigms in morphology + OVA 2026 3/72



Introduction

What are paradigms?

An inflectional paradigm (Czech ‘cat’):

singular
nominative  kotfka
genitive kot/ki
dative kotftse
accusative kotfku
vocative kotfko
locative kot[tse

instrumental kot/kou

m An organizational tool for linguists

plural
kotfkr
kotfek
kot/ka:m
kot [kt
kotfkr
kotfka:x
kotfkami

m A theoretical claim that speakers of a language don’t just
look at individual forms, but consider relations between

forms sharing a base

Tabachnick « The role of paradigms in morphology + OVA 2026

3/72



Introduction

Course overview

m Types of morphological theories

m Arguments for paradigms

m Theoretical uses of paradigms

m Quantitative approaches to paradigms
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A taxonomy of morphological theories

Outline

1. A taxonomy of morphological theories
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A taxonomy of morphological theories

A taxonomy of morphological theories

Hockett (1954) places theories of morphology into three
categories:

m Item and Process (IP)
m [tem and Arrangement (IA)
m Word and Paradigm (WP)
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A taxonomy of morphological theories

Item and Process

m Inflected forms are based on a stem (item)

m Morphosyntactic features are expressed through a series of
realizational rules (process)

Examples:
m A-Morphous Morphology (Anderson, 1992)
m Paradigm Function Morphology (Stump, 2001)

Though as we’ll see, these “have paradigms” (as the name of the
latter suggests)
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A taxonomy of morphological theories

Affixation as a process

In many cases, inflected words seem to be divided into segmental
morphemes. This process is affixation/concatenation.

Example: Georgian nominal inflection (Anderson, 1992, pp. 138-40)

singular plural
nominative  theoria theoriebi
instrumental theoriit" theoriebith

Nominal stems acquire features through the following rules
(which must be ordered):

1) [+N, +P]] 2) [+N, +Nom]
/X(a)/ — /Xeb/ IX/=1Y[-Syll]/ - /Xi/

3) [+N, +Instr]

/X/ - [Xit/
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A taxonomy of morphological theories

Non-affixational processes

Sometimes things are not so simple: the process involves
changing or removing things.

Example: German umlaut, a
vowel alternation which shows
up in many different places in
the morphonology (Anderson,
1982; Janda, 1987; Wiese, 1996)

past past subjunctive
‘have’ hate heto
‘bring’ braxta brecta
‘know’ vuste  vysta
‘sit’ za:s ZE:S9
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A taxonomy of morphological theories

Non-affixational processes

Sometimes things are not so simple: the process involves
changing or removing things.

Example: German umlaut, a This fronting (and schwa
vowel alternation which shows addition, if applicable) can be
up in many different placesin  represented schematically:
the morphonology (Anderson,

1982; Janda, 1987; Wiese, 1996) (4)  [+Past, +Subjunctive]

X V Y (9
1 2 3 4 -
1 2 3 a2
[-Back]

past past subjunctive
‘have’ hate heto
‘bring’ braxta brecta
‘know’ vuste  vysta
‘sit’ za:s ZE:S9
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A taxonomy of morphological theories

Item and Process: considerations

m Affixation is just one of a number of processes of
morphological realization (though a particularly common
one)

m Words are not segmented into morphemes

m Instead, the entire word acquires morphosyntactic features
through rules

m Questions: what do these processes look like and how do
rules interact (e.g. order)?
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A taxonomy of morphological theories

Item and Arrangement

m Inflected forms are made up of smaller pieces representing
morphosyntactic features (items)

m These are placed in a particular order (arrangement)
Examples:

m Distributed Morphology (Halle & Marantz, 1993)

m Nanosyntax (Caha, 2009)
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A taxonomy of morphological theories

The syntactic nature of morphology

In many Item and Arrangement theories, both the items and the
arrangement are syntactic (the syntax builds both words and
sentences)

Example: Hungarian possessive nouns (cf. Dékany, 2015, p. 1129)

(5) ‘my bone’ Poss2P

NumP Poss2

T [1sG]

PossP Num m

/\ [PL]

nP Poss i
/\ jD
\VBONE n

tfont
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A taxonomy of morphological theories

Rules of realization

In some Item and Arrangement theories, the syntactic trees only
have abstract features, not phonological material - they must be
converted by rules analogous to those we saw before.
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A taxonomy of morphological theories

Rules of realization

In some Item and Arrangement theories, the syntactic trees only
have abstract features, not phonological material - they must be
converted by rules analogous to those we saw before.

VBONE n Poss PL 1sG

tjont @ jo

Distributed Morphology Vocabulary Items (rules of realization):

(6)  /BONE < tfont

(7 n
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A taxonomy of morphological theories

Non-concatenative morphology

m As we’ve seen, not all inflected words can be neatly broken
down into distinct pieces

m [tem and Arrangement theories have multiple strategies for
dealing with these cases, which we’ll cover in more detail
later

m Oversimplified example: German umlaut (vowel fronting)
can be modelled as concatenation of a [-back] feature
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A taxonomy of morphological theories

Item and Arrangement: considerations

m Affixation is the basic form of morphological realization

m Words are segmented into morphemes (though these may be
abstract)

m Questions: what are the pieces of words, how are they
arranged, and what are the apparent deviations from
one-to-one mappings between morphosyntactic features
and exponents?
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A taxonomy of morphological theories

Word and Paradigm

m Inflected forms (words) are units in larger structures
(paradigms)

m Differences in meaning are expressed through contrasts
between paradigm cells

m Cells of a paradigm are linked by implicational relations
Examples:

m “classical” Greco-Latin grammatical analysis

m “Word and Paradigm Morphology” (Blevins, 2016)
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A taxonomy of morphological theories

Principal parts and analogy

Latin verbs are traditionally described with four principal parts (cf.
Blevins, 2016, p. 86):

present perfect
indic. active infinitive indic. active pass. part.
‘love’ amo: amare ama:wi: ama:tum
‘advise’ moneo: mone:re monui: monitum
‘cover’  tego: tegere te:xi: te:ktum
‘take’ kapio: kapere ke:pi: kaptum
‘hear’ awdio: awdi:re awdi:wi: awditum

m None of these is always predictable from the other three
m Exemplary paradigms can be used to infer forms by analogy

imperfect amo: :amabam =oro: : orrazbam
fut. active part. ama:tum: ama:tu:rum = ora:tum : ora:turum
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Principal parts and analogy

Latin verbs are traditionally described with four principal parts (cf.
Blevins, 2016, p. 86):
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A taxonomy of morphological theories

Information theory

Contemporary work (e.g. Ackerman & Malouf, 2013; Ackerman et al., 2009)
evaluates paradigms quantitatively using concepts from
information theory

m Paradigms with lots of uncertainty (e.g. many possible
frequent forms for a given paradigm cell) have a high entropy

m When knowing one cell allows speakers to predict another
cell with relative certainty, they have a low conditional
entropy

m Ackerman and Malouf (2013) propose that even very complex
morphological systems have relatively low conditional
entropy (allowing speakers to generate forms even with
incomplete paradigms)

This work relies heavily on corpus data, experiments, and
computational models.
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A taxonomy of morphological theories

Word and Paradigm: considerations

m Words are not composed of smaller units
m Words are units in larger structures

m Blevins (2016): There is nothing inherently special about
words or paradigms (should instead be called “item and
pattern”), but they are useful and empirically salient units

m Questions: how can we characterize patterns of contrast
between paradigm cells, how do speakers infer unknown
forms from known forms?
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A taxonomy of morphological theories

Another typology: Stump (2001)

Stump (2001) proposes two cross-cutting polarities for defining
morphological theories:
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Another typology: Stump (2001)

Stump (2001) proposes two cross-cutting polarities for defining
morphological theories:

m In lexical theories, inflectional markers are associated with
morphosyntactic features in the lexicon

m In inferential theories, the relationship is less direct, to be
inferred from rules relating roots to inflected words
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Stump (2001) proposes two cross-cutting polarities for defining
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m In lexical theories, inflectional markers are associated with
morphosyntactic features in the lexicon (Item and
Arrangement)
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m In realizational theories, abstract morphosyntactic features
associated with a root condition phonological exponence

m In incremental theories, phonological exponence is what
adds morphosyntactic features to a root
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A taxonomy of morphological theories

Another typology: Stump (2001)

Stump (2001) proposes two cross-cutting polarities for defining
morphological theories:

m In lexical theories, inflectional markers are associated with
morphosyntactic features in the lexicon (Item and
Arrangement)

m In inferential theories, the relationship is less direct, to be
inferred from rules relating roots to inflected words (others)

m In realizational theories, abstract morphosyntactic features
associated with a root condition phonological exponence
(Late Insertion)

m In incremental theories, phonological exponence is what
adds morphosyntactic features to a root
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Against pieces and decomposition

Outline

2. Against pieces and decomposition
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Against pieces and decomposition

Against pieces and decomposition

Proponents of Word and Paradigm models argue that other
theories are empirically inadequate or theoretically problematic

m Criticism of decomposition into pieces (Item and
Arrangement vs. [tem and Process + Word and Paradigm)

m Criticism of all sub-word structure (Item and Arrangement +
Item and Process vs. Word and Paradigm)

We’ll go through some of the common arguments and responses
to them.
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Against pieces and decomposition

Non-concatenative morphology

Distinct units of meaning often do not correspond neatly with
segments

Example: Germanic vowel alternations
m German: zits / za:s / ze:sa
m English: s1t / seet
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Against pieces and decomposition

Non-concatenative morphology

Distinct units of meaning often do not correspond neatly with
segments

Example: Germanic vowel alternations
m German: zits / za:s / ze:sa
m English: s1t / seet

Item and Arrangement theories have three strategies for dealing
with these cases:

m concede
m avoid
m double down
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Against pieces and decomposition

Concession

In Distributed Morphology, readjustment rules (Chomsky & Halle,
1968) can change the phonological output that has been realized.

Embick and Halle (2005) use a combination of Vocabulary Items
and readjustment rules for the English past tense:
present past (11) Tpast] < d
E:’tw EEWd (12) Tlpast] < @ / {/HIT, /SING, ...}___
fij] felt (13) Tipast] <t /{/LEAVE, v/BEND, ...} _
s s&er) (14) ij—»¢ /{/FEEL, \/LEAD, ...}

(15) 1 - &/ {\/SING, VBEGIN, ...}
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Against pieces and decomposition

Concession

In Distributed Morphology, readjustment rules (Chomsky & Halle,
1968) can change the phonological output that has been realized.

Embick and Halle (2005) use a combination of Vocabulary Items
and readjustment rules for the English past tense:

present past 11)
(12) Tlpast] < @ / {\/HIT, \/SING, ...}__
(13)
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Against pieces and decomposition

Concession

In Distributed Morphology, readjustment rules (Chomsky & Halle,
1968) can change the phonological output that has been realized.

Embick and Halle (2005) use a combination of Vocabulary Items
and readjustment rules for the English past tense:
present past (11) Tpast] < d
E:’tw EEWd (12) Tlpast] < @ / {/HIT, /SING, ...}___
fij] felt (13) Tipast] <t /{/LEAVE, v/BEND, ...} _
s s&er) (14) ij—»¢ /{/FEEL, \/LEAD, ...}

(15) 1 - &/ {\/SING, VBEGIN, ...}

Readjustment rules are processes in an item-based theory.
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Against pieces and decomposition

Avoidance

Stems in Hiaki alternate between “bound” and “free” forms,
which are related by one of several phonological processes:

free bound alternation class
‘pound’ pona pon truncation
‘heal’ joire  jore?e echo vowel
‘close one’s eyes’ kepe  kup irregular

Instead of using readjustment rules like Harley and
Tubino Blanco (2013), Haugen (2016) argues that the stems are
suppletive (formally unrelated):

(16) +/POUND <« pomna/___Asp
(17) /POUND < pon

Under this analysis, the phonological similarity is due to
historical developments, but Hiaki speakers do not encode them
in their grammar.
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Doubling down

Against pieces and decomposition

If you're committed to piece-based morphology, you need a more
sophisticated phonology to expand the definition of a piece.

Example: German plurals, including umlaut (Trommer, 2021)

singular plural

‘seam’ na:t ne:ta
‘time’  za:t za:ton
‘rate’ Ra:ta Ra:tan

The plurals are made up of the following pieces:

stem PL
nAit ©e
zait (©e
Raita ©e

F.PL

)
()
)

m A: low vowel unspecified for backness
m (©: floating coronal feature

m °: empty segment

m @): floating nasal feature
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Against pieces and decomposition

Extended exponence

Even when a word can be broken into pieces, their relationship to
morphosyntactic features can be complex (many-to-many).

Example: Vogul (Mansi) possessives (Harris, 2017, p. 185)

POSS POSS POSS
SG 1 DU xa:pmen PL 1 DU xa:panamen PL1SG xapanum
DU 1 DU xa:pagmen PL 2 DU xa:panen PL 1 DU xa:panamen
PL 1 DU xaipanamen PL3 DU Xa:panen PL1PL Xxa:panuw
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Against pieces and decomposition

Extended exponence

Even when a word can be broken into pieces, their relationship to
morphosyntactic features can be complex (many-to-many).

Example: Vogul (Mansi) possessives (Harris, 2017, p. 185)

POSS POSS POSS
SG 1 DU xa:pmen xapanamen  PL1SG xapanum
DU 1 DU xa:pagmen PL 2 DU Xa:panen Xa:panamen
Xa:panamen PL3 DU xXa:panen PL1PL xa:panuw

Tabachnick « The role of paradigms in morphology + OVA 2026 27172



Against pieces and decomposition

Extended exponence

Even when a word can be broken into pieces, their relationship to
morphosyntactic features can be complex (many-to-many).

Example: Vogul (Mansi) possessives (Harris, 2017, p. 185)

POSS POSS POSS
SG 1 DU xa:pmen xapanamen  PL1SG xapanum
DU 1 DU xa:pagmen PL 2 DU Xa:panen Xa:panamen
Xa:panamen PL3 DU xXa:panen PL1PL xa:panuw
Xxap an am en

=

boat PL 1.POSS DU.POSS
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Against pieces and decomposition

Primary exponence

For (realizational) piece-based models, such cases can be handled
by saying that each piece expones one primary (set of) features.
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Against pieces and decomposition

Primary exponence
For (realizational) piece-based models, such cases can be handled
by saying that each piece expones one primary (set of) features.

Xaip an am en

=

boat PL 1.POSS DU.POSS
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Against pieces and decomposition

Primary exponence

For (realizational) piece-based models, such cases can be handled
by saying that each piece expones one primary (set of) features.

Xaip an am en

=

boat PL 1.POSS DU.POSS

Contextually determined rule of realization:

(18) /BOAT <« xap

(19) pPL < an

(20) 1.poSs <« am/ [PL, DU.POSS]
(21) DU.POSS < en
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Against pieces and decomposition

Primary exponence: objections

This strategy has in turn been met with theoretical and
conceptual objections:
m Often no principled way (for the linguist or the child) to
decide which features are primary and which are secondary
m Piece-based morphology was proposed as a hypothesis of
neat correlation between units of form and units of meaning
- if this is false, why hold on to the pieces?
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Against pieces and decomposition

Morphomes

Shared form does not always correspond to shared meaning -
Aronoff (1994) calls pieces of morphology with no consistent
meaning morphomes.

Example: English past participles (Aronoff, 1994, pp. 23-5)

m Two main uses: passive (I have been eaten) and perfect (I
have eaten)

m The participle can be formed in various regular and irregular
ways, but the passive and perfect are always identical

m The two uses don’t share any morphosyntactic features
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Against pieces and decomposition

Morphomes

Shared form does not always correspond to shared meaning -
Aronoff (1994) calls pieces of morphology with no consistent
meaning morphomes.

Example: Spanish PYTA (perfecto/pretérito y tiempos afines) mor-
pheme (Myler, 2026) - [kerér] ‘want’ (3PL)

present imperfect preterite future
indicative  kjéren kerian kisjéron keran
subjunctive kjéran  kisjéran kisjécen
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Against pieces and decomposition

Morphomes

Shared form does not always correspond to shared meaning -
Aronoff (1994) calls pieces of morphology with no consistent
meaning morphomes.

Example: Spanish PYTA (perfecto/pretérito y tiempos afines) mor-
pheme (Myler, 2026) - [kerér] ‘want’ (3PL)

present imperfect preterite future
indicative  kjéren kerian kisjéron keran
subjunctive kjéran  kisjéran kisjéren
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Against pieces and decomposition

Post-syntax

Morphomes are easier to handle in piece-based theories that
have a layer between syntax and realization - post-syntactic
operations that add or delete morphosyntactic features.

Inserting parasitic features in the right contexts - Trommer (2016,
p. 75) for English participles

(22) []-[+P]/[__ —fin +pass]
(23) [1—-[+P]/[_ —fin +perf]
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Against pieces and decomposition

Post-syntax

Morphomes are easier to handle in piece-based theories that
have a layer between syntax and realization - post-syntactic
operations that add or delete morphosyntactic features.

Inserting parasitic features in the right contexts - Trommer (2016,
p. 75) for English participles

(22) []1-[+P]/[_ —fin +pass]

(23) [1—-[+P]/[_ —fin +perf]

Deleting certain features in the wrong contexts - Myler (2026,
pp. 6-7) for Spanish PYTA

pres impf pret fut (24) VWANT < kis / ___... [-pres, +fin]
indic ker ker kis ker 25) /WANT <« ker
subj ker kis kis
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Against pieces and decomposition

Post-syntax

Morphomes are easier to handle in piece-based theories that
have a layer between syntax and realization - post-syntactic
operations that add or delete morphosyntactic features.

Inserting parasitic features in the right contexts - Trommer (2016,
p. 75) for English participles

(22) []1-[+P]/[_ —fin +pass]

(23) [1—-[+P]/[_ —fin +perf]

Deleting certain features in the wrong contexts - Myler (2026,
pp. 6-7) for Spanish PYTA

pres impf pret fut (24) VWANT < kis / ___... [-pres, +fin]
indic ker ker kis ker 25) /WANT <> ker
subj ker kis kis
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Against pieces and decomposition

Post-syntax

Morphomes are easier to handle in piece-based theories that
have a layer between syntax and realization - post-syntactic
operations that add or delete morphosyntactic features.

Inserting parasitic features in the right contexts - Trommer (2016,
p. 75) for English participles

(22) []1-[+P]/[_ —fin +pass]

(23) [1—-[+P]/[_ —fin +perf]

Deleting certain features in the wrong contexts - Myler (2026,
pp. 6-7) for Spanish PYTA

pres impf pret fut (24) VWANT < kis / ___... [-pres, +fin]
indic ker ker kis ker 25) /WANT <« ker
subj ker kis kis

(26) —-pres - @ / [___ +past, —perf, —sbjv]
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Against pieces and decomposition
Syntax

Another possibility: they do share morphosyntactic structure
after all (denial of morphomicity).

Myler (2026): the Spanish indicative future is built on the
infinitive (cf. Harris, 1969, pp. 87-98)

‘want’ ‘request’ (27)  ‘theywill want’ Agr
infinitive  kecrér pedir
conditional kerian pedirian
futindic  kerdn pedirdn Viut/eond TAM

TAM Agr
n

Vut/cond TH

TAM Vfut/cond
a
v TAM 4,
/\ c

v TH
/\ <e>
v v

ker
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Against pieces and decomposition

Gestalt exponence

A related problem: inflected forms can often be analyzed into
“recurrent partials”, but only the word as a whole can be
identified with a stable meaning.

Example: Estonian singular case forms (Blevins, 2016, pp. 74-6)

‘rooster’ ‘lock’ ‘trestle’ ‘stocking’
nominative kuk: luk:  puk: suk::
genitive kiuk:e luku puki  suka
partitive kiuk:e  lukiu pwuksi sukia

m Case is determined by a combination of stem weight and
presence of (arbitrary) theme vowel

m Neither of these pieces has any consistent meaning, only
their combination
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Against pieces and decomposition

Gestalt exponence

Arelated problem: inflected forms can often be analyzed into
“recurrent partials”, but only the word as a whole can be
identified with a stable meaning.

Example: Estonian singular case forms (Blevins, 2016, pp. 74-6)

‘rooster’ ‘lock’ ‘trestle’ ‘stocking’
nominative kuk: luk:  puk: suk::
genitive kiuk:e luku pwuki  suka
partitive kiuk:e  lukiu  pwuks:i sukia

m Case is determined by a combination of stem weight and
presence of (arbitrary) theme vowel

m Neither of these pieces has any consistent meaning, only
their combination
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Against pieces and decomposition

Gestalt exponence

Arelated problem: inflected forms can often be analyzed into
“recurrent partials”, but only the word as a whole can be
identified with a stable meaning.

Example: Estonian singular case forms (Blevins, 2016, pp. 74-6)

‘rooster’ ‘lock’
singular plural singular plural
nominative kuk: kruk:et luk:: luk:ut
genitive kuk:e kiuk:ete luku luk::ute

partitive kiuk:e  kwukoesit  lukiu luk::usit
m Case is determined by a combination of stem weight and
presence of (arbitrary) theme vowel
m Neither of these pieces has any consistent meaning, only
their combination
m The plural only makes things worse
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Against pieces and decomposition

The first seam

Many of the arguments in favor of paradigms in morphology are
actually arguments against a strict [tem and Arrangement model
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Against pieces and decomposition

The first seam

Many of the arguments in favor of paradigms in morphology are
actually arguments against a strict [tem and Arrangement model

“Within the general typology provided by Hockett (1954), which
continues to be referred to in the literature, this is an ‘Item and Process’
model of word structure, though, especially in its treatment of inflection,
it could also be called a ‘Word and Paradigm’ view. The principal
opposition is to ‘Item and Arrangement’ models; and since the dominant,
classical picture of word structure based on the structuralist morphemes
is firmly of this sort, it is this distinction that is most important to
pursue.” (Anderson, 1992, p. 72)
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Against pieces and decomposition

Segmentation

Different parts of the morphological system can provide evidence
for different segmentations

Example: Estonian genitive plural of ‘workbook’ [yp:ik:ut:e]
(Blevins et al., 2016, p. 286)

‘beak’ ‘workbook’ ‘seminar’
sing  plur sing plur sing plur
nom nok: nokat vpik: vypikut seminar seminarit
gen noka nok:ate vypiku vpiikute seminari seminarite
part nok:a nok:asit vyp:ikwut: vpiikiuit  seminari seminarisit
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Against pieces and decomposition

Segmentation

Different parts of the morphological system can provide evidence
for different segmentations

Example: Estonian genitive plural of ‘workbook’ [vp:ik:ut:e]
(Blevins et al., 2016, p. 286)

‘beak’ ‘workbook’ ‘seminar’
sing  plur sing plur sing plur
nom nok: nokat vpik: vypikut seminar seminarit
gen noka nok:ate vypiku vpikute seminari seminarite
part nok:a nok:asit vyp:ikwut: vpiikiuit  seminari seminarisit

B GEN.PL = PART.SG + suffix
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Against pieces and decomposition

Segmentation

Different parts of the morphological system can provide evidence
for different segmentations

Example: Estonian genitive plural of ‘workbook’ [yp:ik:ut:e]
(Blevins et al., 2016, p. 286)

‘beak’ ‘workbook’ ‘seminar’
sing  plur sing plur sing plur
nom nok: nokat  vpik:  ypikiut  seminar seminarit
gen noka nok:ate vypikiu  ypikiute seminari seminarite
part nok:a nok:asit ypikiut: yvpiikiuit  seminari seminarisit
B GEN.PL = PART.SG + suffix
B GEN.PL = stem + + suffix
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Against pieces and decomposition

Segmentation

Different parts of the morphological system can provide evidence
for different segmentations

Example: Estonian genitive plural of ‘workbook’ [yp:ik:ut:e]
(Blevins et al., 2016, p. 286)

‘beak’ ‘workbook’ ‘seminar’
sing  plur sing plur sing plur

nom nok: nokat vpik: vypikut seminar seminarit
gen noka nok:ate vypiku vpiikute seminari seminarite
part nok:a nok:asit vyp:ikwut: vpiikiuit  seminari seminarisit
B GEN.PL = PART.SG + suffix

B GEN.PL = stem + theme vowel + suffix

m [tem-based: must choose one analysis

m Paradigm-based: can have both generalizations
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Against pieces and decomposition

Assembly instructions

Decomposing inflected forms into stems leads to a loss of
information that must then be restored with “assembly
instructions” like class diacritics

Example: Czech feminine inflectional classes

‘woman’
nominative zena
genitive zENI
dative ZENE
accusative zenu
vocative 3€N0
locative 3ENE

instrumental  3enou

‘rose’
ru:ze
ru:ze
ru:zl
ru:3l
ru:ze
ru:3l
ru:ji:

Tabachnick « The role of paradigms in morphology + OVA 2026

‘song’
pi:sen
piisne
piisni
piisen
piisen
pisni
piisni:

‘bone
kost
kosci
kosci
kost
kost
kosci
kosci:
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Against pieces and decomposition

Assembly instructions

Decomposing inflected forms into stems leads to a loss of
information that must then be restored with “assembly
instructions” like class diacritics

Example: Czech feminine inflectional classes

‘woman’  ‘rose’ ‘song’ ‘bone’
nominative zena ru:ze pisen kost
genitive zENI ru:ze piisne koscr
dative ZENE ru:zl pisnI koscr
accusative zenu ru:3t piisen kost
vocative 3€N0 ru:ze pisen kost
locative 3ENE ru:zl pisp1 koscr
instrumental  3enouv ru:ji: piisni: kosci:

/3811[1:1] / /].‘LIIS[FZ] / /piISﬁ[Fg] / /kOSt[F4] /
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Against pieces and decomposition

Economy

Analysis that derive individual forms are often evaluated on more
or less objective measures like:

m Economy (shorter description length)
m Connecting multiple aspects of the data
m Elegance

These analyses neglect an important aspect of economy:
uncertainty/predictability

m Morphological systems can be very complicated (large
paradigms, complicated derivations, fusion, etc.)

m ...While still being highly predictable (knowing a small
number of a word’s forms is enough to infer all the others)

m Note that this economy is a property of morphological
systems more than analyses
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Against pieces and decomposition

The second seam

These criticisms apply to all theories that focus on deriving
individual forms, even those that aren’t fully piece-based
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Against pieces and decomposition

The second seam

These criticisms apply to all theories that focus on deriving
individual forms, even those that aren’t fully piece-based

“In particular, the class of stem-based realizational models |[...] are
conventionally contrasted with morphemic models, even realizational
ones, like Distributed Morphology. On the present account, however, both
of these models, one dispensing with morphemes and the other
embracing them, however different they may be in many respects, are
alike in their contrast with the word-based assumptions relevant for
analyzing morphology as a complex discriminative system.” (Blevins et al.,
2016, p. 296)
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Syncretism

Outline

3. Syncretism
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Syncretism

Syncretism

An important topic for morphological theory is syncretism: when
two paradigm cells (morphosyntactic feature sets) share a
realization

Example: standard English pronouns

1sc 1pL 2sG 2PL 3sG.M 3SG.F 3SG.N 3PL

nominative aj wij juw juw hij fij 1t oej
accusative mij 9s juw juw him hi it O0em
genitive maj awl jul1 jul1  hiz hi Its 0e1
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Syncretism

Syncretism

An important topic for morphological theory is syncretism: when
two paradigm cells (morphosyntactic feature sets) share a
realization

Example: standard English pronouns

1sc 1pL 2sG 2PL 3sG.M 3SG.F 3SG.N 3PL

nominative aj wij juw juw hij fij 1t oej
accusative mij 9s juw juw him hi it O0em
genitive maj awl jul1 jul1  hiz hi Its 0e1

Here we see several syncretisms:
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Syncretism

Syncretism

An important topic for morphological theory is syncretism: when
two paradigm cells (morphosyntactic feature sets) share a
realization

Example: standard English pronouns

1sc 1pL 2sG 2PL 3sG.M 3SG.F 3SG.N 3PL

nominative aj wij juw juw hij fij 1t oej
accusative mij 9s juw juw him hi it O0em
genitive maj awil jul1 jui1  hiz hi Its 0e1

Here we see several syncretisms:
B nominative-accusative
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Syncretism

Syncretism

An important topic for morphological theory is syncretism: when
two paradigm cells (morphosyntactic feature sets) share a
realization

Example: standard English pronouns

1sc 1pL 2sG 2PL 3sG.M 3SG.F 3SG.N 3PL

nominative aj wij juw juw hij fij 1t oej
accusative mij 9s juw juw him hi it O0em
genitive maj awil jul1 jui1  hiz ha Its 0e1

Here we see several syncretisms:
B nominative-accusative
B accusative-genitive
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Syncretism

Syncretism

An important topic for morphological theory is syncretism: when
two paradigm cells (morphosyntactic feature sets) share a
realization

Example: standard English pronouns

1sc 1pL 2sG 2PL 3sG.M 3SG.F 3SG.N 3PL

nominative aj wij juw juw hij fij It oej
accusative mij 9s juw juw him hi 1t O0em
genitive maj awil jui1 jui1  hiz hi Its 0e1

Here we see several syncretisms:
®m nominative-accusative
B accusative-genitive
m singular-plural in second person
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Syncretism

Syncretism

An important topic for morphological theory is syncretism: when
two paradigm cells (morphosyntactic feature sets) share a
realization

Example: standard English pronouns

1sc 1pL 2sG 2PL 3sG.M 3SG.F 3SG.N 3PL

nominative aj wij juw juw hij fij It oej
accusative mij 9s juw juw him hi 1t O0em
genitive maj awil jui1 jui1  hiz hi Its 0e1

Here we see several syncretisms:

B nominative-accusative

B accusative-genitive

m singular-plural in second person
The last is a metasyncretism: number is never distinguished in the
second person throughout the language
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Syncretism

Underspecification and feature structure

At first glance, syncretism seems inherently relational
(paradigmatic), but it’s common to analyze it without
comparison between forms

m Syncretic forms share some morphosyntactic feature

m Rules of realization are underspecified and can have default
behavior

Which syncretisms can be (easily) captured depends on feature
structure

(28) [2, +poss] « jul

2] [3, +fem] .
[+nom, —poss] juw [jj (29)  [2, —poss] < juw
[-nom, -poss] juw hi (B0) 3, +fem, +nom] « [ij
[-nom, +poss] jur hiy (31) [3, +fem, -nom] < hi
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Syncretism

Underspecification and feature structure

At first glance, syncretism seems inherently relational
(paradigmatic), but it’s common to analyze it without
comparison between forms

m Syncretic forms share some morphosyntactic feature

m Rules of realization are underspecified and can have default
behavior

Which syncretisms can be (easily) captured depends on feature
structure

(28) [2, +poss] « jul

(2] [3, +fem] ]
[+nom, —poss] juw [ij @9 2 J < juw
[-nom, —poss] juw hi (30) [3, +fem, +nom] < [ij
[-nom, +poss] ju1 hi B1) [3,+fem ] < hi
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Syncretism

Metasyncretism

Metasyncretism: syncretism across exponents (especially in
multiple contexts) - not a property of individual rules of
exponence like [juw]

Example: standard English second-person verbal agreement

singular plural

first woz w1
second w1 w1
third  waz w1
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Syncretism

Metasyncretism

Metasyncretism: syncretism across exponents (especially in
multiple contexts) - not a property of individual rules of
exponence like [juw]

Example: standard English second-person verbal agreement

This is often handled by general rules

ingul lural
SUEUIAT  PUUTAL ot delete, add, or change features

first woz wil
second w1 wil (32) [xpll-0O/[__,2]
third woz w1

' (33) [+past, 2, —pl] < waz
(34) [+past, 2] < w1

Most versions of Distributed Morphology only allow
Impoverishment (feature deletion)
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Syncretism

Metasyncretism

Metasyncretism: syncretism across exponents (especially in
multiple contexts) - not a property of individual rules of
exponence like [juw]

Example: standard English second-person verbal agreement

This is often handled by general rules

ingul lural
SUEUIAT  PUUTAL ot delete, add, or change features

first woz w1
second Wi wil 32) [2,-pll - [2, +pl]
third wWoz w1

' (33) [+past, 2, —pl] < waz
(34) [+past, 2, +pl] < wi

Other theories allow arbitrary feature mappings (cf. Kramer, 2016)
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Syncretism

Complex feature structure

Contemporary approaches can get quite complex in their feature
structure

Example: Upper Sorbian dual (‘Woman’) (Baerman, 2007, pp. 543-4)

NOM
ACC
GEN
LOC
DAT
INS

SG
zona
zonu
z0ni

zonje
zonie
zonu

DU

zonje
zonje
30N0W
30Nn0maj
30N0maj
30N01naj

PL case
zoni
zoni
30N0W osLIouE
Sonax N()Mb‘ " f/\(‘(‘ . GEN DAT LoC NS
30nam Fig. 1. A possible model of case in Sorbian
zonamii

Baerman (2007):

m Language- (and number-)
specific

m Default CASE preempted by
more specific forms
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Syncretism

Complex feature structure

Contemporary approaches can get quite complex in their feature
structure

Example: Upper Sorbian dual (‘Woman’) (Baerman, 2007, pp. 543-4)

NOM
ACC
GEN
LOC
DAT
INS

SG
zona
zonu
z0ni

zonje
zonie
zonu

DU
zonje
zonje
30N0W

PL
zoni
zoni
30n0w ;.\OBLIOUE
3 0 naX NOM T)/\T/IJ)C\INS
zonam Fig. 1. A possible model of case in Sorbian.
zonamii

Baerman (2007):

m Language- (and number-)
specific

m Default CASE preempted by
more specific forms
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Syncretism

Complex feature structure

Contemporary approaches can get quite complex in their feature

structure

Example: Upper Sorbian dual (‘woman’) (Baerman, 2007, pp. 543-4)

SG
NOM 30na
ACC  130nu
GEN  130ni
LOC 73onie
DAT  30nje
INS  3onu

DU
zo0nje
zonje
30N0W

PL InsP

z0ni I"’S/E&

zoni Lo PP

SODOW Dat GenP

zonax CP
zonam NomP
zonam’i

Nanosyntax (Caha, 2009):

m Universal functional
sequence for case

m Forms spell out pieces of
the structure
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Syncretism

Complex feature structure

Contemporary approaches can get quite complex in their feature
structure

Example: Upper Sorbian dual (‘woman’) (Baerman, 2007, pp. 543-4)

SG DU PL InsP
. . /—\

NOM 30na 73onle z0ni Inis LocP
ACC 13onu 3onje z0ni
GEN 30ni 30now 30N0W GenP

j i AccP
LOC ~ 3one 30nomaj 3onax | e
DAT 30nje 30nomaj 30nam Acc  NomP
INS 13o0onu 3onomaj 3Zonamii Nom

Nanosyntax (Caha, 2009):

m Universal functional
sequence for case

m Forms spell out pieces of
the structure
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Syncretism

Featural incoherence

Some metasyncretisms are hard to describe in terms of
morphosyntactic feature, even complex, abstract ones
(morphomic patterns).

Example: Dhaasanac verb stem alternations across forms and
tense/aspect (Baerman et al., 2005, p. 106)

SG PL A B
linc - A ‘fall down’ perfect le:01 le:tt
1 A B ‘die’ perfect kuft kuj:1
2 B B ‘migrate’ imperfect gurma guran:a
3F B A ‘cough’  perfect tufomr  ?ufen:
3M A A kill’ perfect jes ces
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Syncretism

Featural incoherence

Some metasyncretisms are hard to describe in terms of
morphosyntactic feature, even complex, abstract ones
(morphomic patterns).

Example: Dhaasanac verb stem alternations across forms and
tense/aspect (Baerman et al., 2005, p. 106)

SG PL Network Morphology: Forms are determined
lincL - A through evaluation of equations arranged in
1 A B an inheritance hierarchy
2 B B
3F B A
3M A A
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SG PL Network Morphology: Forms are determined
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Syncretism

Featural incoherence

Some metasyncretisms are hard to describe in terms of
morphosyntactic feature, even complex, abstract ones
(morphomic patterns).

Example: Dhaasanac verb stem alternations across forms and
tense/aspect (Baerman et al., 2005, p. 106)

SG PL Network Morphology: Forms are determined
lincL - A through evaluation of equations arranged in
1 A B an inheritance hierarchy
2 B B VERB:
3F B A <index>==_
3M A A <index 2nd>==_

<index 3rd sgf>==_
<index 1st_excl pl>==_
<mor pos prf>=="<form prf <index>>"

Léet:<mor pos prf 2nd sg>==<form prf <index 2nd sg>>
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Syncretism

Featural incoherence

Some metasyncretisms are hard to describe in terms of
morphosyntactic feature, even complex, abstract ones
(morphomic patterns).

Example: Dhaasanac verb stem alternations across forms and
tense/aspect (Baerman et al., 2005, p. 106)

SG PL Network Morphology: Forms are determined

lincL - A through evaluation of equations arranged in
1 A B an inheritance hierarchy

2 B B VERB:

3F B A <index>==_

3M A A <index 2nd>==_

<index 3rd sgf>==_
<index 1st_excl pl>==_
<mor pos pri>=="<form prf <index>>"

Léet:<mor pos prf 2nd sg>==<form prf _B>
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Syncretism

Featural incoherence

Some metasyncretisms are hard to describe in terms of
morphosyntactic feature, even complex, abstract ones
(morphomic patterns).

Example: Dhaasanac verb stem alternations across forms and
tense/aspect (Baerman et al., 2005, p. 106)

SG PL
linc. - A
1 A B
2 B B
3F B A
3M A A

Network Morphology: Forms are determined
through evaluation of equations arranged in
an inheritance hierarchy

FORMS:
<form prf>=="<stem initial>""<form c grade>"-i

CORONALS:
<form c grade _A>==<form _A"<stemfinal>">
<form c grade _B>==<form _B"<stemfinal>">

Léet:<mor pos prf 2nd sg>==<form prf _B>
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Some metasyncretisms are hard to describe in terms of
morphosyntactic feature, even complex, abstract ones
(morphomic patterns).

Example: Dhaasanac verb stem alternations across forms and
tense/aspect (Baerman et al., 2005, p. 106)
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Example: Dhaasanac verb stem alternations across forms and
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Syncretism

Featural incoherence

Some metasyncretisms are hard to describe in terms of
morphosyntactic feature, even complex, abstract ones
(morphomic patterns).

Example: Dhaasanac verb stem alternations across forms and
tense/aspect (Baerman et al., 2005, p. 106)

SG PL
linc. - A
1 A B
2 B B
3F B A
3M A A

Network Morphology: Forms are determined
through evaluation of equations arranged in
an inheritance hierarchy

FORMS:
<form prf>=="<stem initial>""<form c grade>"-i

CORONALS:
<form c grade _A>==<form _A"<stemfinal>">
<form c grade _B>==<form _B"<stemfinal>">

Léet:<mor pos prf 2nd sg>==1l_e_e_t-i
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Syncretism

Featural incoherence

Some metasyncretisms are hard to describe in terms of
morphosyntactic feature, even complex, abstract ones
(morphomic patterns).

Example: Dhaasanac verb stem alternations across forms and
tense/aspect (Baerman et al., 2005, p. 106)

SG PL Network Morphology: Forms are determined
lincL - A through evaluation of equations arranged in
1 A B an inheritance hierarchy
2 B B m Form, features, and paradigmatic
SF B A placement all distinct
3M A A

m Assembly instructions distributed
m “Has paradigms”?

Léet:<mor pos prf 2nd sg>==1l_e_e_t-i
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Syncretism

Directional syncretism

Sometimes syncretism clearly goes in one direction

Example: Slovenian dual genitive/locative (‘person’) (Baerman

etal., 2005, p. 176)

singular
nominative  tfldvek
accusative tflovéka
genitive tflovéka
locative t[lovéku
dative tflovéku

instrumental tflovékom

Tabachnick « The role of paradigms in morphology + OVA 2026

dual
tflovéka
tflovéka
ljudi

ljudéx
tflovékoma
tflovékoma

plural
ljudjé
ljudi
ljudi
ljudéx
ljludém
ljudmi
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Syncretism

Directional syncretism

Sometimes syncretism clearly goes in one direction

Example: Slovenian dual genitive/locative (‘person’) (Baerman

etal., 2005, p. 176)

singular
nominative  tfldvek
accusative tflovéka
genitive tflovéka
locative t[lovéku
dative tflovéku

instrumental tflovékom

dual
tflovéka
tflovéka
ljudi

ljudéx
tflovékoma
tflovékoma

plural
ljudjé
ljudi
ljudi
ljudéx
ljludém
ljudmi

Rules of referral realize one paradigm cell by referencing another

NOUN:

<mor du gen>=="<mor pl gen>"
<mor du loc>=="<mor pl loc>"
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Syncretism

Directional syncretism

Sometimes syncretism clearly goes in one direction

Example: Slovenian dual genitive/locative (‘person’) (Baerman

etal., 2005, p. 176)

singular
nominative  tfldvek
accusative tflovéka
genitive tflovéka
locative tflovéku
dative tflovéku

instrumental tflovékom

dual
tflovéka
tflovéka
judi

ljudéx
tflovékoma
tflovékoma

plural
ljudjé
ljudi
ljudi
ljudéx
ljludém
ljudmi

Rules of referral realize one paradigm cell by referencing another

NOUN:

<mor du gen>=="<mor pl gen>"
<mor du loc>=="<mor pl loc>"
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Syncretism
Summary

m Syncretism and (especially) metasyncretism are an
important part of relations between paradigm cells

m All theories need a way to have two paradigm cells share a
form that isn’t dependent on particular exponents

m “Paradigmatic” theories can easily handle all sorts of cases by
establishing dependencies and hierarchical relations
between cells

m “Non-paradigmatic” theories must achieve the attested
patterns without cross-reference

m Impoverishment (in Distributed Morphology) is a hypothesis
that all metasyncretisms can be expressed through feature
removal (Bobaljik, 2002)

m This is too strong, empirically - additional mechanisms (or
much cleverness) are needed (Kramer, 2016; Trommer, 2016)
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Output-output correspondence

Outline

4. Output-output correspondence
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Output-output correspondence

Output-output correspondence

m Theoretical phonologists have long noted that words seem to
exert influences on one another

m Optimality Theory and friends: candidate forms for a given
underlying form are evaluated by constraints

m Some have included constraints enforcing output—output
correspondence a.k.a. paradigm uniformity

m This is not a course on Optimality Theory - analyses will not
be technical
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Output-output correspondence

Transderivational correspondence

Benua (1997): Some forms (especially truncated ones) are derived
through an intermediate form to which they are compared

Example: Underapplication of epenthesis in Tiberian Hebrew
jussives (Benua, 1997, pp. 98-120)

1sG.poss  base Constraints, in order of
‘book’ sifri: se:fer priority:
IMPF JUSS
‘take captive’ jifbe: jijb
‘be simple’ jifte: jift
‘be exiled’ jisle: jisel
‘build’ jivne: jiven
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Benua (1997): Some forms (especially truncated ones) are derived
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Example: Underapplication of epenthesis in Tiberian Hebrew
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Output-output correspondence

Transderivational correspondence

Benua (1997): Some forms (especially truncated ones) are derived
through an intermediate form to which they are compared

Example: Underapplication of epenthesis in Tiberian Hebrew
jussives (Benua, 1997, pp. 98-120)

1sG.poss base Constraints, in order of
‘book’ sifri: se:fer priority:

IMPF JUSS
‘take captive’ jifbe: jijb
‘be simple’ jifte: jift 2. No differences between
‘be exiled’ jisle: jiel imperfective and jussive
‘build’ Jvne: jrven 3. No coda clusters
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Output-output correspondence

Transderivational correspondence

Benua (1997): Some forms (especially truncated ones) are derived
through an intermediate form to which they are compared

Example: Underapplication of epenthesis in Tiberian Hebrew
jussives (Benua, 1997, pp. 98-120)

1sG.poss base Constraints, in order of
book sifri: se:fer priority:

IMPF JUSS 1. No rising-sonority coda
‘take captive’ jifbe: jifb clusters
‘be simple’ jifte: jift 2. No differences between
‘be exiled’ jisle: jisel imperfective and jussive
build Jvne: jrven 3. No coda clusters
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Output-output correspondence

Transderivational correspondence

Benua (1997): Some forms (especially truncated ones) are derived
through an intermediate form to which they are compared

Example: Underapplication of epenthesis in Tiberian Hebrew
jussives (Benua, 1997, pp. 98-120)

1sG.poss base Constraints, in order of
‘book’ sifri: se:fer priority:

IMPF JUSS 1. No rising-sonority coda
‘take captive’ jifbe: jifb clusters
‘be simple’ jifte: jift 2. No differences between
‘be exiled’ jisle: jisel imperfective and jussive
‘build’ jivne: jiven 3. No coda clusters

To derive the jussive, you must first derive the imperfective, then
truncate it
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Output-output correspondence

Inflectional bases

Some phonologists have argued that members of an inflectional
paradigm are influenced by a single privileged base (e.g. Albright,

2002)

Example: Underapplication of s-dissimilation in Swabian

German verbs (Hall & Scott, 2007)

Standard Swabian

‘country’  [ta:t Jtait
‘window’  fenste fen[te
‘mail’ post poJt

1sG gyy:so grias
‘greet’ 3sG gyy:st griast
3PL gEyisot  griasot

Tabachnick « The role of paradigms in morphology + OVA 2026

/s/ and /[/ neutralize to [[]
word-initially in Standard
German, everywhere in
Swabian

No neutralization before
verbal suffix /t/

Unsuffixed 1sG form
serves as inflectional base

Base identity outranks *st

50/72



Output-output correspondence

Inflectional bases

Some phonologists have argued that members of an inflectional
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Output-output correspondence

Optimal Paradigms

Others argue that all paradigm members are evaluated
simultaneously and can all influence one another

Example: Arabic verbal templates (McCarthy, 2005)

nouns verbs ™ Noun templates can end in VC, V:C, VCC

ftVil-u fafal-a m Verb templates must end in VC - why?
fViVl-u (ta)faS:al-a
fV:{Vl-u (ta)fa:fal-a
fVivi-u ?affal-a
fV:ivi-u nfafal-a
ftafal-a
ffal(a)l-a
staffal-a
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Output-output correspondence

Optimal Paradigms

Others argue that all paradigm members are evaluated
simultaneously and can all influence one another

Example: Arabic verbal templates (McCarthy, 2005)

nouns verbs
fVil-u fafal-a
fViVl-u (ta)faS:al-a
fV:iVl-u (ta)fa:fal-a
fVivi-u ?affal-a
fV:ivi-u nfafal-a
ftafal-a

ffal(a)l-a

staffal-a

m Noun templates can end in VC, V:C, VCC
m Verb templates must end in VC - why?

m Noun suffixes start with V (-u)

m Verb suffixes start with V (-a) or C (-tu)
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Output-output correspondence

Optimal Paradigms

Others argue that all paradigm members are evaluated
simultaneously and can all influence one another

Example: Arabic verbal templates (McCarthy, 2005)

nouns verbs ™ Noun templates can end in VC, V:C, VCC

ftVil-u fafal-a m Verb templates must end in VC - why?
fi/vz‘\\;ll_u (ta)iaiiai‘a m Noun suffixes start with V (-u)
YVl-u (ta)ta:fal-a . i i
VSV Ly afiala ™ Verb suffixes start with V (-a) or C (-tu)
m No superheavy syllables (*fafa:1-tu)

fV:ivi-u nfafal-a ' ' :
ftaSal-a  + Pparadigm uniformity

ffal(a)l-a (*(fafa:l-a, fafal-tu))
stafSal-a = /-V:C -VCC/ templates realized as [-VC]
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Output-output correspondence

Optimal Paradigms

Others argue that all paradigm members are evaluated
simultaneously and can all influence one another

Example: Arabic verbal templates (McCarthy, 2005)
nouns verbs ™ Noun templates can end in VC, V:C, VCC
ftVil-u fafal-a m Verb templates must end in VC - why?
fViVl-u (ta)faf:al-a g Noun suffixes start with V (-w)
ViVl (ta)fafal-a o yo, otfives start with v (-a) or C (-tw)

fVivil-u ?affal-a
fVSVl-u  nfaSal-a ™ No superheavy syllables (*fafa:l-tu)

+ paradigm uniformity

ftafal-a
ffal(a)l-a (*(fafa:l-a, fafal-tu))
stafSal-a = /-V:C -VCC/ templates realized as [-VC]

Bobaljik (2008): These templates could surface faithfully in
derived forms unless those are subject to identity with some base
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Output-output correspondence

Lexical conservatism

The form of a derivative can sometimes be affected by a different
derivative

Example: Stress shift in English -able words (Steriade, 1999)

base -able related
‘remedy’ 1€mari lamiriabl lamirial
‘parody’ peiari p&iariabl -

‘demonstrate’ démenstiejt demdnstiobl demdnstiarrv
‘penetrate’ pénatiejt pénatiabl -

‘reciprocate’  1asipiokejt  1asipiokebl  agsipidsici
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The form of a derivative can sometimes be affected by a different
derivative

Example: Stress shift in English -able words (Steriade, 1999)

base -able related
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Output-output correspondence

Lexical conservatism

The form of a derivative can sometimes be affected by a different
derivative

Example: Stress shift in English -able words (Steriade, 1999)

base -able related
‘remedy’ 1€mari lamiriabl lamirial
‘parody’ peiari p&iariabl -

‘demonstrate’ démenstiejt demdnstiobl demdnstiarrv
‘penetrate’ pénatiejt pénatiabl -

‘reciprocate’  1asipiokejt  1asipiokebl  agsipidsici

m Stress shifts in -ableif there’s a related word with stress shift
m ...Unless the related word also has a consonant alternation
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Output-output correspondence

Summary

m “Pure” generative morphologists are typically committed to
derivations proceeding one word at a time

m Generative phonologists are often more comfortable with
allowing surface forms to influence one another
m Proposals for “directions of influence” include:

m bases to forms derived from them (Benua, 1997; Bobaljik, 2008)

m one privileged cell in an inflectional paradigm to others
(Albright, 2002; Benua, 1997; Hall & Scott, 2007)

m all cells in an inflectional paradigm to one another (McCarthy,
2005)

m derived forms (remote bases) to other forms derived from the
same base (Steriade, 1999)

m In particular, there has been much disagreement whether
inflectional paradigms have a base or not
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Paradigm structure

Outline

5. Paradigm structure
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Paradigm structure

Paradigm structure

One line of active research studies implicational relationships
between paradigm cells (“the Paradigm Cell Filling Problem”)

m What inferences are licensed between cells?
(descriptive, corpus)

m What inferences do speakers make between cells?
(behavioral)

m How do speakers store relations between cells?
(psycholinguistic)
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Paradigm structure

Principal parts

Finkel and Stump (2007): morphological systems can vary in the
structure of principal parts that imply the whole paradigm (see also

Stump & Finkel, 2013)

Table 1.13. Plat for the principal-part analysis of Ngiti verbs

fective narrative past

Example (infinitive form)

via al. ar ar al. ar ar al al. al. ar al.
vib L pu B P Pu pu Pu Pu P P fr
Viarr oM oM oM oL Gl Gl Gl oM oM oM oM
Vlaitr oM oM oM Gl GL Gl Gl oM oM oM a

vabtr Pw Bw Pw o PL o PL o BL PL PL Pu Pu PL
vdbitr Pw o Bw Bw o PL o Pu BL BL Pu Pu Pu  Pu
VAIC OM GLM o oM oM GM oM oM oM oM oM oM
V3itr M @M oM oM oM oM oM L on aL o
VAN @i M oM GLM GLM GLM aLM  an an e i
VAIr o aM o M M GM o oM oM an an an o an

o @

P L pu
o aw
o am
P L B
P L B

gL M

a oL an
ar oL an

am

am
am

idzi-ta o push®
obhi-ta to cultivate’
ada-ta *to cross’
upo-ta *to climb’
2d>-ta *to guard®
odzi-ta o cry’
wdho-ta *to pour’
wdh-ta 1o sleep’
andi-ti o write’
akpé-ti "o whistle®

Source: Kutsch Lojenga 1994: 2171f.
Notes: 1. = low tone, M = mid tone, 11 = high tone; a = stem-initial /a/, I o |U];
harmony, the archisegment [I is realized as /i/ or /i/; U, as /u/ or /w/; and O], as /o
these principles.

stem

nitial [0, According to the principles of Ngiti vowel
or/al. See Kutsch Lojenga (1994: 62ff) for a discussion of
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Paradigm structure
Principal parts

Finkel and Stump (2007): morphological systems can vary in the
structure of principal parts that imply the whole paradigm (see also
Stump & Finkel, 2013)

Table 1.13. Plat for the principal-part analysis of Neiti verbs m A static System
requires three
principal parts

3

Imperfecive past continuous

5 Example (infinitive form)

a| @ @ ow oo ow oa oa| w idzi-ta o push®

puf pnoopnoopoopn pu pu pu| pr obhi-ta to cultivate’

| ow ow o oM on oL v o | oo ada-ta *to cross’

| aw o ow o oMo an v o | o upo-ta *to climb’

vabar P | B Bwo PL Pu BL B [ Buf Bw Bw L Bu B pw pu | pu 2d>-ta *to guard®
vabitr P | B Bwo PL Pu B B | Buf Pw Bw PL pu B P pm | pu odzi-ta o cry’
o fan | aw aw o oow o ow oow fon)| oew o av av o an oar av ooam | oaw wdho-ta *to pour’
avfan| aw aw o oaw o oavw v fe| @ a w oan oaoan oan | oaw wdh-ta 1o sleep’

an fon | o o o o aov [ | o an an an o om o | aw andi-ti o write’

o fon | oov o an o o [ | an o an o oan oo oan an aw e akpé-ti "o whistle®

Source: Kutsch Lojenga 1994: 2171f.
Notes: 1. = low tone, M= mid tone, 11 = high tone; @ = stem-initi
harmony, the archisegment [ is realized as /i or /if: U, as fu/ or /u
these principles,

nitial [0, According to the principles of Ngiti vowel
See Kutsch Lojenga (1994: 62f7) for a discussion of

{1 or [UJ; B = sten
and (0], as /of or/
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Paradigm structure
Principal parts

Finkel and Stump (2007): morphological systems can vary in the
structure of principal parts that imply the whole paradigm (see also
Stump & Finkel, 2013)

Table 1.13. Plat for the principal-part analysis of Neiti verbs m A static System
requires three
principal parts

ized stem2

Imperfective distant future
Imperfective past continuous

® A dynamic system
Example (infinitive form) .
only requires two

obhi-ta to cultivate’
ada-ta *to cross’
upo-ta *to climb’
2d>-ta *to guard®
odzi-ta o cry’
wdho-ta *to pour’
wdh-ta 1o sleep’
andi-ti o write’
akpé-ti "o whistle®

@ W oan w @
B pLo pu P pu
aM Gl Gl Gl aL oM aM oM oM @i oL o
aM Gl Gl oL Gl oM aM oM oM @il o
T T O O I N T )
Pwo B B B BL BL Bw P P Pu P Pu

o oM aM am M aM oM on AL oM
av oM am am w oL e an Al o
OLM GLM oM oL W oan an an an oL an

LM GIM GIM LM GIM oH  on i i o oL ol

Vdar  aw
o
vabtr Py
Vvabitr
Vi aw
Vit am
vatr an
vaitr an

Source: Kutsch Lojenga 1994: 2171f.
Notes: 1. = low tone, M = mid tone, 11 = high tone; a = stem-initial /a/, I or[UJ; f = stem-initial [0]. According to the principles of Ngiti vowel
harmony, the archisegment || is realized as /i or /i: U, as fu/ or /u/; and [0 as /of or /3/. See Kutsch Lojenga (1994: 62ff) for a discussion of
these principles.
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Paradigm structure
Principal parts

Finkel and Stump (2007): morphological systems can vary in the
structure of principal parts that imply the whole paradigm (see also
Stump & Finkel, 2013)

Table 1.13. Plat for the principal-part analysis of Neiti verbs mA stat iC System
; requires three
principal parts

ecent past

Perfective present

® A dynamic system
3 Example (infinitive form) .
o o @ @ @ @ @ a w @ @ @ prEP— only requires two

BB Pu P Pu P B B Bn B Pu BB obhi-ta to cultivate’

aL L aL aL oM oM oM oM aH Gl oM oM aL ada-ta *10 cross’
Vaaitr am oM @l L @l @l oM oM oM oM i gl oM M | au upo-ta “to climb’ M t f b
N O o I T A A T S T e Seawane @ IVIOSTIOITNS Can be
V2bitr Pt Bw o B BL BL BL PL Pm Pw PL Pu P Bu Pm | P dzi-ta *to cry’ .
Vi o o oM oM am aM oM oM an oL oM aM oM wdh>-ta ‘1o pour’ p d t d by
Vit am M oM oM oM @ oL e Gl L oM om wdh-ia 1o sleep’ redicte one
vé.tr aH OLM  0LM  OLM  oLM OH  aH o oM ol oL aH oM [ oM andi-td “to write’ . .
Vi an @M w ¢ mM an GDC ot @ @ ar @ w an o o]  ekpid vk prlnClpal part, but

Source: Kutsch Lojenga 1994

' high tone; a = stem-initial /a1 or[Uf; f = stem-initial |0]. According to the principles of Ngiti vowel some I‘equu‘e two

harmony, the archisegment [I is realized as /i/ or /i; U] as /u/ or /w; and [0, as /of or /3/. See Kutsch Lojenga (1994: 62ff) fora discussion of

(v3.itr nominal 1)
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Paradigm structure

Entropy

Ackerman and Malouf (2013) introduce a more flexible notion of
paradigmatic informativity: entropy (borrowed from information
theory)

The entropy H of a paradigm cell Xrepresents the uncertainty in
its realization, depending on the probabilities of its realizations x;:

H(X) = = P(x;)log, P(x;)
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Paradigm structure

Entropy

Ackerman and Malouf (2013) introduce a more flexible notion of
paradigmatic informativity: entropy (borrowed from information
theory)

The entropy H of a paradigm cell Xrepresents the uncertainty in
its realization, depending on the probabilities of its realizations x;:

H(X) = = P(x;)log, P(x;)

Ngiti imperative singular:

vla vab v2a.tr v2a.itr v2b.tr v2b.itr v3.tr v3.itr v4.tr v4.itr
oL pL aMm oM PM PM aALM OLM OLM OLM
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Paradigm structure

Entropy

Ackerman and Malouf (2013) introduce a more flexible notion of
paradigmatic informativity: entropy (borrowed from information
theory)

The entropy H of a paradigm cell Xrepresents the uncertainty in
its realization, depending on the probabilities of its realizations x;:

H(X) = - 37 P(x1)log,P(x)

Ngiti imperative singular:

aL BL aM BPm oLM
frequency 1 1 2 2 4
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Paradigm structure

Entropy

Ackerman and Malouf (2013) introduce a more flexible notion of
paradigmatic informativity: entropy (borrowed from information

theory)

The entropy H of a paradigm cell Xrepresents the uncertainty in
its realization, depending on the probabilities of its realizations x;:

H(X) = - 37 P(x1)log,P(x)

Ngiti imperative singular:

aL BL aM
frequency 1 1 2
P(x) .1 1 2
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Paradigm structure

Entropy

Ackerman and Malouf (2013) introduce a more flexible notion of
paradigmatic informativity: entropy (borrowed from information
theory)

The entropy H of a paradigm cell Xrepresents the uncertainty in
its realization, depending on the probabilities of its realizations x;:

H(X) = - 37 P(x1)log,P(x)

Ngiti imperative singular:

aL BL aM BPm oLM
frequency 1 1 2 2 4
P(x) .1 1 2 2 4

log,P(x;) -3.32 -332 -232 -232 -1.32

Tabachnick « The role of paradigms in morphology + OVA 2026 57172



Paradigm structure

Entropy

Ackerman and Malouf (2013) introduce a more flexible notion of
paradigmatic informativity: entropy (borrowed from information
theory)

The entropy H of a paradigm cell Xrepresents the uncertainty in
its realization, depending on the probabilities of its realizations x;:

H(X) = - 37 P(x1)log,P(x)

Ngiti imperative singular:

aL BL aM BPm oLM
frequency 1 1 2 2 4
P(x) .1 1 2 2 4

log,P(x;,) -3.32 -3.32 -232 -232 -132
P(x)log,P(x;) -33 -33 -46 -.46 -.53
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Paradigm structure

Entropy

Ackerman and Malouf (2013) introduce a more flexible notion of
paradigmatic informativity: entropy (borrowed from information
theory)

The entropy H of a paradigm cell Xrepresents the uncertainty in
its realization, depending on the probabilities of its realizations x;:

H(X) = - 2 P(x;)log, P(x;) = 2.12

Ngiti imperative singular:

aL BL aM BPm oLM
frequency 1 1 2 2 4
P(x) .1 1 2 2 4

log,P(x;,) -3.32 -3.32 -232 -232 -132
P(x)log,P(x;) -33 -33 -46 -.46 -.53
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Paradigm structure

Entropy

Ackerman and Malouf (2013) introduce a more flexible notion of
paradigmatic informativity: entropy (borrowed from information
theory)

The entropy H of a paradigm cell Xrepresents the uncertainty in
its realization, depending on the probabilities of its realizations x;:

H(X) = - 2 P(x;)log, P(x;) = 2.32

Ngiti imperative singular:

aL BL aM BPm oLM
frequency 2 2 2 2 2
P(x;)) .2 2 2 2 2

log,P(x;) -232 -2.32 -232 -232 -232
P(x)log,P(x;)) -.46 —.46 -46 —.46 -.46
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Paradigm structure

Entropy

Ackerman and Malouf (2013) introduce a more flexible notion of
paradigmatic informativity: entropy (borrowed from information

theory)

The entropy H of a paradigm cell Xrepresents the uncertainty in
its realization, depending on the probabilities of its realizations x;:

H(X) = - 2 P(x;)log, P(x;) = 0.32

Ngiti imperative singular:

aL BL
frequency 1 1
P(x;) .01 .01
log,P(x;) -6.64 -6.64
P(x;)log,P(x;) -.06 -.06
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Paradigm structure

Conditional entropy

We can assess paradigm structure using conditional entropy
The conditional entropy H(Y|X) represents the uncertainty in the

realization of paradigm cell Y given that the realization of cell X,
depending on the probabilities of their realizations x; and y;:

H(YX) = - 3 3 P(x;. yp)log, P(ylx)
i
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Paradigm structure

Conditional entropy

We can assess paradigm structure using conditional entropy

The conditional entropy H(Y|X) represents the uncertainty in the
realization of paradigm cell Y given that the realization of cell X,
depending on the probabilities of their realizations x; and y;:

H(YX) = - 3 3 P(x;. yp)log, P(ylx)
i

vla vab v2a.tr v2a.itr v2b.tr v2b.itr v3.tr v3.itr v4.tr v4.itr
IMP.SG oL PL aM aM PM PM OLM QLM OLM OLM
SUBJ] oL PH aM oM PM PM oM oL oH OH
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Paradigm structure

Conditional entropy
We can assess paradigm structure using conditional entropy
The conditional entropy H(Y|X) represents the uncertainty in the

realization of paradigm cell Y given that the realization of cell X,
depending on the probabilities of their realizations x; and y;:

H(YIX) = - 33" P(xi. ylog, P(yx:)
i

IMP.SG (X) oL PL aM PM QLM OLM OLM
suBJ(Y) oL PH oM PM oM oL QH
frequency 1 1 2 2 1 1 2
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Paradigm structure

Conditional entropy

We can assess paradigm structure using conditional entropy

The conditional entropy H(Y|X) represents the uncertainty in the
realization of paradigm cell Y given that the realization of cell X,
depending on the probabilities of their realizations x; and y;:

H(YIX) = - 33" P(xi. ylog, P(yx:)
i

IMP.SG (X) oL PL aM PM QLM OLM OLM
suBJ(Y) oL PH oM PM oM oL QH

frequency 1 1 2 2 1 1 2
Plxpy) 1 1 2 2 .1 1 2
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Paradigm structure

Conditional entropy

We can assess paradigm structure using conditional entropy

The conditional entropy H(Y|X) represents the uncertainty in the
realization of paradigm cell Y given that the realization of cell X,
depending on the probabilities of their realizations x; and y;:

H(YIX) = - 33" P(xi. ylog, P(yx:)
i

IMP.SG (X) oL PL aM PM QLM OLM OLM
suBJ(Y) oL PH oM PM oM oL QH

frequency 1 1 2 2 1 1
Plxpy) 1 1 2 2 .1 1
Pyjx) 1 1 1 1 25 .25

SN
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Paradigm structure

Conditional entropy
We can assess paradigm structure using conditional entropy
The conditional entropy H(Y|X) represents the uncertainty in the

realization of paradigm cell Y given that the realization of cell X,
depending on the probabilities of their realizations x; and y;:

H(YIX) = - 33" P(xi. ylog, P(yx:)
i

IMP.SG (X) oL PL aM PM QLM OLM OLM
suBJ(Y) oL PH oM PM oM oL QH

frequency 1 1 2 2 1 1 2
Pxpy) 1 1 2 2 1 1 .2
Pyl) 1 1 1 1 25 25 5

log, P(yjlx;) 0 0 0 0 -2 -2 -1

Tabachnick « The role of paradigms in morphology + OVA 2026 58 /72



Paradigm structure

Conditional entropy
We can assess paradigm structure using conditional entropy
The conditional entropy H(Y|X) represents the uncertainty in the

realization of paradigm cell Y given that the realization of cell X,
depending on the probabilities of their realizations x; and y;:

H(YIX) = - 337 P(xi,y)log, P(yjlx) = 6
i

IMP.SG (X) oL PL aM PM QLM OLM OLM
suBJ(Y) oL PH oM PM oM oL QH

frequency 1 1 2 2 1 1 2

Pxpy) 1 1 2 2 1 1 .2

Pyl) 1 1 1 1 25 25 5

log, P(yjlx;) 0 0 0 0 -2 -2 -1
P(x;,yp)log,P(yjx;) 0 O 0 0 -2 -2 -2
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Paradigm structure

Conditional entropy

We can assess paradigm structure using conditional entropy

The conditional entropy H(X]Y) represents the uncertainty in the
realization of paradigm cell X given that the realization of cell ¥,
depending on the probabilities of their realizations x; and y;:

H(X|Y) = =323 P(yj xi)log, P(xily;) = 48
i

IMP.SG(X) ar PfL aM M oLM OLM OLM
suBj](Y) oar PH am PM oM oL  QH
frequency 1 1 2 2 2
P(y], x,~) 1 1 2 2 . . 2
Plxjy) 5 1 67 1 33 5 1
log,P(xly) -1 0 -58 0 0
P(yj, xj)log, P(xjly;) -1 0 -12 0 0
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Paradigm structure
Low conditional entropy

m The lower a paradigm’s overall conditional entropy, the
easier it is to infer unknown cells from known ones

m Ackerman and Malouf (2013) conjecture that the conditional
entropy of real morphological systems is relatively low -
exponents are organized efficiently across classes
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Paradigm structure

Low conditional entropy

m The lower a paradigm’s overall conditional entropy, the
easier it is to infer unknown cells from known ones

m Ackerman and Malouf (2013) conjecture that the conditional
entropy of real morphological systems is relatively low -
exponents are organized efficiently across classes

Real Ngiti: H(suBJ|IMP.SG) = .6, H(IMP.SG|SUBJ) = .48

vla vab v2a.tr v2a.itr v2b.tr v2b.itr v3.tr v3.itr v4.tr v4.itr
IMPSG oL fL aM oM PM  PM aLM QLM OLM OLM
SUBJ oL PH oM oM PM M oM oL OH OH

Fake Ngiti: H(suBJ|iMP.sG) = 1.2, H(IMP.SG|sUBJ) = 1.07

vla vab v2a.tr v2a.itr v2b.tr v2b.itr v3.tr v3.itr v4.tr v4.itr
IMPSG oL fL aM oM PM  PM aLM QLM OLM OLM
SUBJ] OL GM OH OM oL pM aMm oH PH PM

Tabachnick « The role of paradigms in morphology + OVA 2026 59/72



Paradigm structure
Low conditional entropy

m The lower a paradigm’s overall conditional entropy, the
easier it is to infer unknown cells from known ones

m Ackerman and Malouf (2013) conjecture that the conditional
entropy of real morphological systems is relatively low -
exponents are organized efficiently across classes

Real Ngiti: H(suBJ|IMP.SG) = .6, H(IMP.SG|SUBJ) = .48

vla vab v2a.tr v2a.itr v2b.tr v2b.itr v3.tr v3.itr v4.tr v4.itr
IMPSG oL fL aM oM PM  PM aLM QLM OLM OLM
SUBJ oL PH oM oM PM M oM oL OH OH

Fake Ngiti: H(suBJ|iMP.sG) = 1, H(IMP.SG|SUBJ) = .88

vla vab v2a.tr v2a.itr v2b.tr v2b.itr v3.tr v3.itr v4.tr v4.itr
IMPSG oL fL aM oM PM  PM aLM QLM OLM OLM
SUBJ oL PpM oM oH PH PM oM oL aM OH
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Paradigm structure

Behavioral evidence

The next step: show that speakers use the available evidence to
infer new paradigm cells (see also: my course next week)

m Seyfarth et al. (2014): Speakers learn inferences between
paradigm cells in a simple artifical language experiment

m Tabachnick (2023): Speakers prefer nonce words that
conform to predictions across paradigm cells

m Copot and Bonami (2023): Speakers give higher acceptability
ratings to nonce words that conform to predictions across
paradigm cells
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Paradigm structure

Seyfarth et al. (2014)

Participants learned an artificial language with words divided into
two number marking classes:

singular  dual plural
table-yez table-cav table-lem
chair-taf chair-guk chair-lem

100 Experiment 1

dkk
—

m Only one plural - easy

Given form is:

diagnostic
non-diagnostic

m Plural gives no info
about others

m Singular and dual
predict one another

one two
Number of possible markers

Figure 1: Mean accuracies at guessing the correct target form after being presented with a
diagnostic or non-diagnostic given form in each testing trial.
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Paradigm structure

Tabachnick (2023)

Czech has a strong correlation between two uncommon case
suffixes, which participants show sensitivity to in a forced-choice
nonce word study:
‘problem’ ‘match’ ‘evening’ ‘church’ nonce word
genitive probleemu zarpasu vetfera  kostela tobalu/a
locative problemu za:pase vetferu  kostele tobalu/e

hd
S -
@ Q
?
l
3
3 3
.s O
g o]
S 2
GEN: -u / -u~-a/-a
Distribution of GEN and LOC endings GEN -u GEN -a
for nouns in Kfen et al. (2022) Distribution of presented GEN and

selected LOC for trials in nonce
word experiment
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Paradigm structure

Copot and Bonami (2023)

French verbs have different rates of predictability across
paradigm cells, which influences acceptability judgements of
nonce words

Attested example

Sample pseudoword pair

Condition 5
Lexeme Predictor  Target Predictor  Target Score
VENIR ‘come’ vonix vanje puistanis  puistanje 096
INF AMORTIR ‘damp’  amoktix  amowtisje | samnix saunisje 0.90
wpvopL | ENSEVELIRbury’  asavalin  asavalisie | felanix Jelanisie  0.70
SORTIR ‘exit’ soBtiK soktje dekafix dekaffje 0.09
prv.opL | TAPIR hide’ tapisje tapix plasi plasix 0.96
4 TAPISSER ‘paper’  tapisje tapise molvisie  molvise 0.69
INF unattested Kasisie  Klase 0.00
PSTPTCP | BEMIR ‘go pale’  blemi blemis> | vemi vemis3 0.73
A DORMIR ‘slecp” dowmi dowm3 plomi plom3 0.05

PRS.IPL

LAVER ‘wash’ lavs lave lan3 lane 0.97
PRSIPL | ypNiR ‘come’ von3 vony egzisond  egzisony 0.34
pstprcp | BATTRE ‘beat bats baty espatd espaty 0.01
SUIVRE ‘follow suivs syivi kesizs kigi 0.004

Table 1: Examples of prediction difficulty in the four conditions, illustrated with real
lexemes and sample pseudoword pairs from the materials. MGL scores for the pseu-

doword pairs are provided.
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o7 Cell pair
= neomsan

e S & saTROMSG
06 S PRS.2PLINE

PST.FTCPM.5G->PRS1PL
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o1

=

o
Paradigmatic predictability (standardised)

(©)

Figure 5. Conditional effect plots based on the model in Table 3

63 /72



Paradigm structure

Lexical decision

To probe language processing, psycholinguists often use the
lexical decision task: deciding whether a string is a valid word
m Determining whether something is a word requires accessing
and processing it
m The harder a word is to access and process, the longer it takes
to make a lexical decision
One well-established effect is frequency: the more frequent a
word or its lemma, the easier it is to process
m High frequency = high probability, low informativity
m From this perspective, we can consider conditional measures
of probability/informativity as well: stem < exponent <
inflection class (Milin, Kuperman, et al., 2009)
Milin, Filipovi¢ Durdevi¢, and Moscoso del Prado Martin (2009):
An inflected form is processed faster if the distribution of forms in
its paradigm closely matches the distribution of forms in the
paradigms of its inflection class
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Paradigm structure

Relative entropy

Main class of Serbian feminine nouns (‘mountain’) Milin,
Filipovi¢ Durdevi¢, & Moscoso del Prado Martin, 2009):

SG

NOM planina

GEN
DAT
ACC
INS

LOC

planine
planini
planinu

PL

planine
planina
planinama
planine

planinom planinama

planini

planinama

We

planina
planinu
planine
planini
planinom
planinama

Tabachnick « The role of paradigms in morphology + OVA 2026

31
.09
.35
.16
.05
.05

P(we) P(e) log, "4
.26
.14
.39
.10
.06
.06

P(e)
.24
-.66
-.15
.70
-.12
-.37
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Paradigm structure

Relative entropy

Main class of Serbian feminine nouns (‘mountain’) Milin,
Filipovi¢ Durdevi¢, & Moscoso del Prado Martin, 2009):

SG

NOM planina

GEN
DAT
ACC
INS

LOC

planine
planini
planinu

PL

planine
planina
planinama
planine

planinom planinama

planini

planinama

We

planina
planinu
planine
planini
planinom
planinama
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Paradigm structure

Relative entropy

Main class of Serbian feminine nouns (‘mountain’) Milin,
Filipovi¢ Durdevi¢, & Moscoso del Prado Martin, 2009):

SG

NOM planina

GEN
DAT
ACC
INS

LOC

planine
planini
planinu

PL

planine
planina
planinama
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planinom planinama
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Paradigm structure

Relative entropy

Main class of Serbian feminine nouns (‘mountain’) Milin,
Filipovi¢ Durdevi¢, & Moscoso del Prado Martin, 2009):
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LOC
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Paradigm structure

Relative entropy

Main class of Serbian feminine nouns (‘mountain’) Milin,
Filipovi¢ Durdevi¢, & Moscoso del Prado Martin, 2009):

SG

NOM planina

GEN
DAT
ACC
INS

LOC

planine
planini
planinu

PL
planine
planina
planinama
planine

planinom planinama

planini

planinama

We

planina
planinu
planine
planini
planinom
planinama
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Paradigm structure

Relative entropy

Main class of Serbian feminine nouns (‘mountain’) Milin,
Filipovi¢ Durdevi¢, & Moscoso del Prado Martin, 2009):

SG

NOM planina

GEN
DAT
ACC
INS

LOC

planine
planini
planinu
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Paradigm structure

Relative entropy

Main class of Serbian feminine nouns (‘mountain’) Milin,
Filipovi¢ Durdevi¢, & Moscoso del Prado Martin, 2009):

SG

NOM planina

GEN
DAT
ACC
INS

LOC

planine
planini
planinu

PL

planine
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planinom planinama
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Paradigm structure

Relative entropy

Main class of Serbian feminine nouns (‘mountain’) Milin,
Filipovi¢ Durdevi¢, & Moscoso del Prado Martin, 2009):

SG PL We P(w,) P(e) log, P}S(L:’;)
NOM planina planine planina 31 .26 .24
GEN planine planina planinu .09 .14 -66
DAT planini  planinama planine 35 39 -15
AcC planinu planine planini .16 .10 .70
INS planinom planinama planinom .05 .06 -.12
Loc planini  planinama planinama .05 .06  -.37

NOTE: Paradigm cells that share an exponent are not necessarily phonologically or orthographically identical

The relative entropy D of alemma w is the divergence between
the distribution of its forms w, and the distribution of the
exponents e of all words in its inflection class C:

P(w,)
P(e)

D(w||C) = P(w)log,
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NOTE: Paradigm cells that share an exponent are not necessarily phonologically or orthographically identical

The relative entropy D of alemma w is the divergence between
the distribution of its forms w, and the distribution of the
exponents e of all words in its inflection class C:

P(we) _

=.08-.06-.05+.11-.01 -.01 = .05
P(e)

D(w(C) = Z P(w,)log,
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Paradigm structure

Milin et al. (2009)

Words vary in their relative entropy:

]
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Paradigm structure

Milin et al. (2009)

Words vary in their relative entropy:

m More frequent words and lemmas had quicker responses

m Words with more similar-looking words had slower
responses

m Words with larger relative entropy had slower responses
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Paradigm structure

Milin et al. (2009)

Words vary in their relative entropy:

In scdion. between the slopes. il

m More frequent words and lemmas had quicker responses

m Words with more similar-looking words had slower
responses

m Words with larger relative entropy had slower responses

Lexical access involves some consideration of informativity
involving knowledge of the distribution of forms for a particular
word and across the inflectional system as a whole
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Paradigm structure

Summary

m Recent work has found evidence for paradigmatic relations in
morphological organization and human behavior and
processing

m Linguists are just starting to test particular hypotheses about
what sort of relations humans store and use

m Such results are outside the purview of most contemporary
generative approaches to morphology, though not
necessarily incompatible with them
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