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1 INTRODUCTION?

There has been a recent surge of morphosyntactic research on gender, joining a large literature on number:

e Gender: Ferrari 2005, Lowenstamm 2008, 2012, Acquaviva 2009, Kramer 2009, 2014, to appear, Carstens
2010, Armoskaite 2011, Faust 2013, inter alia

e Number: Ritter 1991, 1992, Bernstein, 1991, 1993, Carstens 1991, Picallo 1991, Li 1999, Zabbal 2002,
Alexiadou, Haegeman and Stavrou 2007, Harbour 2011 and many, many more

However, the big-picture interaction of gender and number is less well-studied in theoretical linguistics.’
e Even though it is a well-known area of cross-linguistic variation (Corbett 1991, Aikhenvald 2004)
e Even though gender and number are more closely related to each other than to person (Baker 2011)

e Even though there has been psycholinguistic research on their interaction (see e.g., Fuchs, Polinsky and
Scontras to appear, Antén-Méndez, Nicol and Garrett 2002, Barber and Carreiras 2005, inter alia)

Today:
e Investigate two gender-number relationships in the framework of Distributed Morphology (DM):
o Convergent systems: one or more genders are syncretic in the plural
o Crossed systems: certain nouns have a different gender in the plural
e Convergent systems are easy to capture in DM, and the analysis leads to interesting predictions about
(im)possible gender syncretisms
e Crossed systems are not a uniform phenomenon, and they provide evidence that gender features are
syntactically located on the nominalizing head #, and not on Num(ber)
e Broad implications:
o Basic support for DM and better, more nuanced understanding of gender-number relationships
o Progress towards a theory of possible syncretisms
o Evidence about the syntactic location of gender features

Plan

e Background on gender and number: terms, typological perspective (Section 2)
e Convergent systems (Section 3) and then crossed systems (Section 4)

e Conclusion (Section 5)
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Anbessa Teferra, Jenneke van der Wal, Lindley Winchester, Amir Zeldes, and audiences at the 43" North American
Conference on Afroasiatic Linguistics, Harvard University, Morphest 2015 and the 4® Cambridge Comparative Syntax
Workshop for helpful questions, feedback, and assistance on (portions of) this work. Examples without a citation are
from my own fieldwork, and heartfelt thanks to the consultants: Senayit Ghebrehiywet, Mehret Getachew Tadesse,
Meriem Tikue, Girma Halefom, and Anbessa Teferra (Ambharic), and Donka Farkas and Paula Ganga (Romanian).

3 Notable exceptions: Ritter 1993, Hatley and Ritter 2002, Nevins 2011.
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2 BACKGROUND
Focus: gender and number agreement patterns.

The linguist determines the gender inventory of a language by looking at agreement.

(1)  Gender Agreement in Amharic

a.ya siw ddgg naw b. yatftf set dige nat
thatM man good be.3MS that.F woman good be.3FS
‘That man is good.™ ‘That woman is good.’ (Leslau 1995:66, 67)

e Conclusion: Amharic has two genders: masculine and feminine.
e Refer to elements that exhibit agreement (e.g., demonstrative, copula) as targets (Corbett 2000)

But these descriptions are usually done on the basis of singular nouns, like in (1).
e What gender distinctions are expressed via agreement with plural nouns?
e Not necessarily the same distinctions as are made for agreement with singular nouns!

Types of gender-number systems (Heine 1982, Corbett 1991):

e In a parallel gender system, plural nouns agree just like singular nouns wrt gender, i.e., the mapping from
singular genders to plural genders is one-to-one.

2 Parallel Gender System

Singular Plural
Masculine Masculine
Feminine Feminine (Corbett 1991:155, Figure 6.0)

Table 1: Parallel Example: Spanish Determiners
Feminine Masculine

Singular la el

Plural las los

e Ina convergent gender system, plural nouns make fewer gender distinctions than singular nouns, i.e., the
mapping from singular genders to plural genders is many-to-one for at least some nouns.
o In other words, gender is syncretic in the plural.

3 Convergent Gender System
g Y
Singular Plural

Masculine
Feminine (based on Corbett 1991:155, Figure 6.7)

4 Gloss abbreviations: 2 — second person, 3 — third person, AGR — agreement node, DAT — dative, DEF — definite marker
or definiteness in general, DET — determiner, F — feminine, IMP — imperative, M — masculine, N — neuter, NEG — negation,
NMLZ — nominalizer, PL — plural, S — singular.



Table 2: Convergent Example: French Determiners
Feminine Masculine

Singular la Je
Plural les

* NB: grayed cells = convergence/syncretism

e In a crossed gender system, the mapping from singular target gender to plural target gender is one-to-
many for at least some nouns.>

“) Crossed: at least one singular gender maps to two plural genders
Singular Plural
Masculine Masculine
Feminine Feminine (based on Corbett 1991:152, Figure 6.1)
Table 3: Romanian Adjectival Agreement (Corbett 1991:1529)
Feminine Masculine
Singular Nounl-a Noun2-&, Noun3-J
Plural Nounl-e, Noun2-e Noun3-i

Transition:
e Wil not discuss parallel systems (2) in detail, because they are faitly straightforward
e Focus on convergent systems (3) and crossed systems (4)

e Limitation: 2- or 3-gender languages (keeps variation manageable, more than enough empirical richness)

3 CONVERGENCE: METASYNCRETISM AND IMPOVERISHMENT

Enriching the empirical picture and developing DM analyses:

e 3.1: convergence-to-plural (the most familiar kind), Impoverishment

e 3.2: convergence-to-gender (previously unanalyzed), Impoverishment with a twist

e  3.3: partial convergence (convergence of only a subset of genders) — successfully predicted to occur by
DM given the nature of Impoverishment, although not all genders are predicted to be able to converge

e Opverall: wide range of convergent systems ( = gender syncretisms) successfully analyzed in DM

o Makes interesting predictions — moving towards a theory of (im)possible syncretisms (Carstairs
1983, 1987, Noyer 1998)

3.1 Convergence-to-Plural: Coptic

Gender and Number Agreement in Coptic
Coptic is an Afroasiatic language in the Egyptian branch; spoken in Egypt from 4t to 14t cent. CE.

> This is a friendly amendment to Corbett’s (1991:156) definition of a crossed system where “gender in neither number
determines the gender in the other.” In some of these languages (e.g., Romanian), at least some of the genders in the
singular determine gender in the plural (e.g., feminine).

¢ Following Corbett 1991, other allomorphs for each gender have been omitted for ease of exposition. See Bateman and
Polinsky 2010, Dobrovie-Sorin and Giurgea 2013, and Dindelegan 2013 for the full empirical picture.
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e Has two genders: masculine and feminine (Layton 2011:39).
e Has two numbers: singular and plural (Layton 2011:86-87).

All categories that inflect for gender agreement in the singular do not show gender distinctions in the plural
(Layton 2011:306, 64).

Table 4: Coptic Determiners (Layton 2011:44)
Feminine | Masculine
Singular t- p-
Plural

Table 5: Coptic Proximal Demonstratives (Layton 2011:48)
Feminine Masculine

Singular tey- pey-
Plural ney-

Table 6: Coptic Personal Prefixes of the Durative Sentence (Layton 2011:658)
Singular | Plural

1st pers ti- tn-

2nd pers k- (m.) tetn-
te- (f) '

3td pers f- (m.) se-
s- (f)

Table 7: Coptic Independent Personal Pronouns (Layton 2011:65)
Singular | Plural

1st pers anok anon

2nd pers ntok (m.) | ntoitn
nto (f.)

3t pers ntof (m.) ntow
ntos (f.)

From a typological perspective, Coptic is convergent.

e The number of genders available in the plural is fewer than that in the singular (namely, zero). Gender is
syncretic in the plural.

®) Coptic Gender and Number Agreement
Singular Plural

Masculine
> Plural
Feminine (based on Corbett 1991:155, Figure 6.7)

o More specifically, Coptic is convergent-to-plural (my term): plural forms use a morpheme that
is specific to the plural and which does not express gender distinctions.

7'The transliteration of the Coptic data roughly follows the guidelines in Layton 2011:Chapter 1.
8 Variants omitted for ease of exposition.



e Crucially, gender syncretism in the plural holds across all the agreement paradigms in Coptic (definite
determiners, subject agreement, etc.), regardless of the individual exponents in the paradigms.
o This is known as a metasyncretism (Williams 1994, Bobaljik 2002, Harley 2008).

Table 8: Metaparadigm of Gender-Number in Coptic
Singular | Plural
Masculine A C
Feminine B

Analysis
e  Crucial assumption in DM: the syntax manipulates feature bundles that lack morphophonology; these
feature bundles are exponed post-syntactically.
o Exponence = matching the syntactic feature bundles to Vocabulary Items (VI’s; bits of
morphophonology)
o The matching process is called Vocabulary Insertion

(6) Syntax Potentially Insertable Vocabulary Items in Coptic
[D] _[D], [DEF], [-PL],[+FEM] < &
[DEF] b. [D], [DEFT, [-PLI,[FEM] < p-
-PL]

[
[+FEM]

e Vocabulary Item (6)a is inserted to expone the feature bundle since it matches the
features of the bundle.

e Syncretism occurs when a Vocabulary Item expones fewer features than are in the feature bundle.

7 Syntax Potentially Insertable Vocabulary Items
Yy Y y
D] a. [D], [DEF], [-PL],[+FEM] <> t-
[pEr] b. [D], [DBF, [PLL[-FEM] > p-
[+P1]
[+FEM]

®  Vocabulary Item (7)c is inserted: although it does not contain all the features in the
feature bundle, it does not have any mismatches with the feature bundle.
= It will be inserted regardless of the gender feature on the plural definite determiner.

e However, all the Vocabulary Items for all the agreement targets in Coptic would have their Vocabulary
Items be arranged/desctibed in the same way as (7)a-c.
o This would describe the facts correctly, but it would not explain them (Harley 2008:257).
o In other words, it would be sheer coincidence that all of the agreement targets in Coptic do not
show gender distinctions in the plural.

e Solution: Impoverishment (Bobaljik 2002, Harley 2008, Nevins 2011)?
o In Distributed Morphology, certain operations can operate over syntactic feature bundles before
they are exponed (Halle and Marantz 1993, Embick and Noyer 2001, 2007, etc.).

° There are a couple additional solutions to this problem in the DM literature, namely, brute-force ordering of VI’s (see
e.g., Halle 1997:427-8) and appealing to a feature hierarchy to determine VI Insertion (see e.g., Noyer 1997).
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o One such operation is Impoverishment, which removes a feature from a syntactic feature
bundle (Bonet 1991, Noyer 1998, Bobaljik 2002, Harley 2008, Nevins 2011).

e In Coptic, I propose that an Impoverishment operation removes any gender feature from a feature
bundle containing a plural feature (cf. Bobaljik 2002, Hatley 2008).

) Coptic Gender/Number Impoverishment (obligatory)
[+pL] — [+PL]
[+/-FEM]

o After (8) applies, a plural syntactic bundle cannot be exponed using a Vocabulary Item that has
gender features (because it wouldn’t match).

o Therefore, no syntactic elements that have both number and gender features in the syntax can
expone their gender features morphologically.

e What motivates Impoverishment generally? Morphosyntactic markedness (Nevins 2011, Arregi and
Nevins 2012).
o Certain features are disallowed in a marked context like the plural (“markedness-triggered
Impoverishment”)

) Gender-Number Ban for Coptic
*[+/-FEM] on the same agreement node as [+PL]

o A PF-level ban on the co-occurrence of gender with a marked number feature triggers
Impoverishment as a repair operation.

Interim Conclusion
e Coptic has a convergent gender/number agreement system and gender is metasyncretic in the plural.

e The Impoverishment operation removes gender features from all plural feature bundles before
exponence, ensuring that plural feature bundles are never exponed with gender.

3.2 Convergence-to-Gender

Convergence-to-plural ( = Coptic) is a well-attested pattern typologically...
e Dieri (Pama-Nyungan; Austin 2001:65)

e Taiap (isolate, Papua New Guinea; Kulick and Stroud 1998:208)

e Russian (Indo-European (Slavic); Corbett 1991:132)

e Krongo (Nilo-Saharan; Reh 1983:45-7)

e Avar (Caucasian; Corbett 1991:190)

e Hausa (Afroasiatic (Chadic); Newman 2000:216)

...and it has been treated before in the DM literature.
e ...mostly wrt Russian (Bobaljik 2002, Harley 2008, Nevins 2011)
e ...always with Impoverishment rules like (8).

In this section, I introduce a typologically rarer pattern: convergence-to-gender.
e It has not previously been analyzed in DM or any other theory (to the best of my knowledge)



Gender and Number Agreement in Maay
Convergence-to-gender is found in Maay (East Cushitic; Paster 2006, 2010, to appear).

e Maay has two genders: masculine and feminine (Paster 2006:91).
e  Maay has two numbers: singular and plural (Paster 2000).

At first, Maay seems like Coptic: agreement targets do not express gender distinctions in the plural.

Table 9: Maay Simple Past Subject Agreement (Paster 2006:101)

Singular Plural
1st pers -1 -ni
20d pers -ti -teena
3t pers -1 (m.) -eena

-ti (f)

Table 10: Maay Future Potential Subject Agreement (Paster 2006:107)
Singular Plural

1st pers -aw -aano

20d pers -aso -aasona

3t pers -aw (m.) -aayona
-aso (f.)

e However, there is a different pattern for agreement targets within the noun phrase: definite determiners,
demonstrative determiners, and possessive determiners (Paster 2000, to appear).!?

Table 11: Maay Definite Determiners (Paster 2006:94)
Feminine | Masculine

Singular -ti
Plural
-ki

Table 12: Maay Distal Demonstratives (Paster 2006:95-96)
Feminine | Masculine

Singular -tas
Plural
-kas

Table 13: Maay 13t Person Singular Possessive Determiners (Paster 2006:97)
Feminine | Masculine

Singular -tey
Plural
-key

o The “masculine singular” form is used for all plural nouns = gender and number are
simultaneously syncretic (Cf. Dhaasanac, Elmolo; Mous 2008)

From the perspective of typology, Maay is convergent.
e The number of genders available in the plural is fewer than that in the singular = gender is syncretic.

10 Abstracting away from allomorphic variations triggered by phonology.
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e Butitis convergent in two different ways:
(10)  Maay Gender and Number Agreement: Verbal Agreement

Singular Plural
Masculine

> Plural
Feminine

(11) Maay Gender and Number Agreement: Determiner Agreement

Singular Plural
Masculine
Feminine

Maay Analysis

e Happily, the Impoverishment operation proposed for Coptic in (8) also works for Maay.
(12) Gender/Number Impoverishment (obligatory): holds in Coptic and Maay
[+PL] — [+PL]
[+/-FEM]

e To see how this works for the determiners, consider that all the determiners can be decomposed into a
gender agreement marker and a remainder (Paster 2006).

Table 14: Decomposition of Maay Determiners

Masculine Feminine Remainder

Definite Determiner k- t- -1
Distal Demonstrative Determiner k- t- -as
15t sing Poss Determiner k- t- -ey

o The gender agreement markers are all the same.

e Thus the same two Vocabulary Items are inserted to expone the gender agreement of all of these
determiners.
o Agr for agreement (used for concord; see e.g., Norris 2014)
o Det for determiner

(13)  a. [+FEM],[AGR] <> -t / __ Det
b. [AGR] <> -k / __ Det

e Assuming that determiner agreement feature bundles are Impoverished via (12), the only Vocabulary
Item that can be inserted for plural agreement is (13)b --- (13)a has gender features!
o0 Thus the same VI for masculine singular determiners is used for all plural determiners.
o Itisjusta fact about Maay’s inventory of VI’s that it lacks a VI that expresses plural features for
determiner agreement.



Predictions
The VI in (13)b lacks gender features, so it will be used as the ‘default gender.’

(14)  Prediction 1: In a language where gender and number are simultaneously syncretic, the form used for

plural agreement will be the same form used for the default gender.

Since this pattern depends on the configuration of individual Vocabulary Items...

(15)  Prediction 2: A language is predicted to exist where only one paradigm has gender and number

simultaneously syncretic.
Prediction 1 and Prediction 2 are borne out in Amharic.

Ambaric Gender and Number Agreement
Ambaric is an Ethiosemitic language spoken in Ethiopia (and D.C.)

e Ambaric has two genders: masculine and feminine. (Leslau 1995:161)
e Ambaric has two numbers: singular and plural. (Leslau 1995:169)

In most paradigms, Ambharic has the same pattern as Coptic: no gender distinctions in plural

Table 15: Ambharic Perfective Subject Agreement (Leslau 1995:287)
Singular Plural

1st pers -hu, -ku -n
204 pers -h, -k (m.) ~atftfihu
S )

3t pers -4 (m.) -u

-atftf (f)

Table 16: Amharic Copula Agreement (Leslau 1995:271)

Singular Plural
1st pers ninn nin
2d pers nih (m.) nat{tfihu
ndf (f)
3t pers naw (m.) natftfaw
natftf, nat (f.)

Table 17: Amharic Distal Demonstrative Agreement (Leslau 1995:66-67)
Feminine | Masculine
Singular yatftf(i) ya
Plural

innizziyall

1 Variants omitted for ease of exposition.



Table 18: Amharic Possessive Markers (Leslau 1995:50-51)
Singular Plural

1s¢ pers -¢ -atftfin

2nd pers -ih (m.) -atftfihu
if (£)

3t pers -u (m.) ~atftfiw
-wa (f.)

But the definite marker in Amharic is like Maay determiners: “masculine singular” used for all plurals.?

Table 19: Amharic Definite Marker (Leslau 1995:150)
Feminine | Masculine

Singular -wa
Plural

Analysis
e Typologically like Maay: some targets convergent-to-plural, one target convergent-to-gender (masculine)
e Same Impoverishment operation as Coptic and Maay

(16) Gender/Number Impoverishment (obligatory): holds in Coptic, Maay and Amharic
[+PL] — [+PL]
[+/-FEM]

e Most paradigms have three Vocabulary Items for agreement (masc., fem., plural), but the definite marker
only has two (feminine, all others).

(17) Vocabulary Items for Definite Marker in Amharic
a. [D,|DEF],[+FEM] <> -wa
b. [D],[DEF] <+ -u

e Thus, after Impoverishment, the only option is to insert (17)b - since (17)a —wa will not match the
features on the Impoverished feature bundle (it has a gender feature).

e This predicts that (17)b will also be inserted for singular nouns that lack gender features, e.g., a noun
whose gender is unknown.
o This is borne out! Masculine is the ‘default’ gender in Ambharic.
o NB: for animates, biological gender = grammatical gender in Ambharic

(18)  his’an-u wind ndw  set?
baby-DEF.M male be.3MS female?
‘Is the baby a he or a she?” (Leslau 1995:164)

12 Leslau (1995:171) reports that adjectives which are derived via the suffix —aw/ show gender distinctions in the plural,

e.g., ityop p 'H-awi-yat ‘Bthiopia-awi-F.PL’ ‘Ethiopian women.” However, four out of five consultants found these forms
ungrammatical, and I set them aside here.
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e Both predictions confirmed:
o Only one paradigm uses masculine singular for the plural forms (gender and number both

syncretic)
o The form which Amharic uses when gender and number are syncretic is the form used for the
default gender!3
Summary of Section 3.2

e Maay exhibits convergence-to-gender (gender and number syncretic in the plural) = Impoverishment
with fewer Vocabulary Items available

e The predictions of the analysis developed for Maay were confirmed in Amharic

Aside: Three Gender Langnages

e What would convergence-to-gender look like for a three-gender language?

e If the default gender is neuter (Sauerland 2008, Kramer to appear), then there could exist languages that
converge-to-neutet, but no three-gender languages that converge-to-masculine or converge-to-feminine.

e TBD whether this prediction is true — let me know if you know any languages with relevant phenomenal

3.3 Partial Convergence

There is one final empirical pattern of convergence (that we will look at today): partial convergence
e A subset of genders converge in the plural, i.e., a subset of genders are syncretic

(19) Partial Convergence

Singular Plural
Gender-1

> Plural-A
Gender-2
Gender-3 Plural-B

o NB: only found in languages with more than two genders

Given some basic assumptions about gender features in three-gender languages (Kramer to appear) as well as
the DM analysis in Section 3.2, partial convergence is predicted to occur in natural language.

e Gender features are simple in three gender languages (Kramer to appear; pace e.g., Nevins 2011)
(20) a. Feminine: [+FEM]

b. Masculine: [-FEM]
c. Neuter: No gender features

e Consider again the Impoverishment rule in Coptic, Amharic and Maay:

13 What about a language that has feminine as the default gender? It is predicted that such a language could have plural
nouns trigger “feminine singular” agreement. Kala Lagaw Ya (Pama-Nyungan; Western Torres Strait Islands) has a
feminine default gender (Bani 1987, Alpher 1987) and some plural nouns do trigger feminine singular agreement (Bani
1987, Alpher 1987). However, it remains to be confirmed whether this pattern is widespread in the language.
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(21)  Gender/Number Impoverishment (obligatory): holds in Coptic, Maay and Amharic
[+PL] — [+PL]
[+/-FEM]

e The rule eliminates any gender feature from a feature bundle, regardless of value.

e But nothing prevents a rule like this from being specific to particular gender values:
impoverishing just masculine gender or just feminine gender.

Both of these types of partial convergence are attested (Nevins 2011):
e Standard Slovenian: impoverishment of the feminine
e Ljubljana Slovenian: impoverishment of the masculine

Nevins 2011: Syncretism in Slovenian

Slovenian (aka Slovene) is a Slavic language spoken in Slovenia.

e Three genders: masculine, feminine, neuter (Derganc 2003:166-167)

e  Three numbers: singular, dual, plural (Derganc 2003:165) -- focus on dual today

In Standard Slovenian, the feminine and neuter genders converge in the dual number for...
e 3dperson nominative pronouns (Table 20)

e nominative case suffixes (Table 21)

e adjectival agreement (Surrey Syncretisms Database: Slovene; henceforth SSD)

e the numeral ‘two’ (assuming that it is in the dual; Nevins 2011:436)

Table 20: Standard Slovenian 3 Person Dual Nominative Pronouns (SSD)!4
Masculine | Feminine | Neuter

3td dual onadva onédve

Table 21: Standard Slovenian Dual Nominative Suffixes (Nevins 2011:435)

Masculine | Feminine Neuter
Dual stol-a okn-i knjig-i
‘table’ ‘window’ ‘book’

Since this is a metasyncretism, it is best treated via an Impoverishment rule...
e ...impoverishment of feminine gender in the context of the dual.

(22) Number Features (used in this section, otherwise, simple +PL/-PL)
a. Singular = [+SINGULAR, -AUGMENTED)]
b. Dual = [-SINGULAR, -AUGMENTED)]|
c. Plural = [-SINGULAR, +AUGMENTED)] (Nevins 2011:421)

(23) Impoverishment of the Feminine in the Dual (cf. Nevins 2011:56)

[-SINGULAR]  — [-SINGULAR]
[F-AUGMENTED] [F-AUGMENTED]
[+FEM]

Table 22: Standard Slovenian Dual Nominative Suffixes after Impoverishment
Masculine Feminine Neuter
Dual | [-FEM], [-SING], [-AUG] [-SING], [-AUG]

4Tt is possible that the dual pronouns have a dual suffix —dva or —dpe which is the numeral ‘two’ (Derganc 2003:171).
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(24)  Vocabulary Items for Standard Slovenian Dual Nominative Suffixes!>
a. [-FEM], [-SING], [-AUG], [NOM] <> -a
b. [-SING], [-AUG], [NOM] > -i

Mini-Summary: Standard Slovenian has impoverishment of the feminine gender.
e  Sece also Upper Sorbian (Corbett 1991:192-193, Nevins 2011), Seneca (Alpher 1987, Corbett 1991:192)

Ljubljana Slovenian is the colloquial dialect of Slovenian spoken in Ljubljana, Slovenia.

e It has the same three genders and three numbers as Standard Slovenian
e Butmasculine and neuter have converged in all paradigms on which information is available.

Table 23: Ljubljana Slovenian Dual Nominative Suffixes (Nevins 2011:436)

Masculine | Neuter Feminine
Dual stol-a okn-a knjig-e
Table 24: Ljubljana Slovenian ‘two’ (Nevins 2011:437)
Masculine | Neuter Feminine
3td dual dva dve

Since this seems to be a metasyncretism, it is best treated via an Impoverishment rule...
e ...impoverishment of masculine gender in the context of the dual.

(25) Impoverishment of the Masculine in the Dual (cf. Nevins 2011:56)

[-SINGULAR]  — [-SINGULAR]
[F-AUGMENTED] [F-AUGMENTED]
[-FEM]

Table 25: Ljubljana Slovenian Non-singular Nominative Suffixes after Impoverishment
Masculine | Neuter Feminine

Dual [-SING], [-AUG] [+FEM], [-SING], [-AUG]

(26)  Vocabulary Items for Ljubljana Slovenian Non-Singular Nominative Suffixes!6
a. [+FEM], [-SING], [-AUG], [NOM] <> -¢
b. [-SING], [-AUG], [NOM] <> -a

Summary:

e An Impoverishment approach to gender syncretisms in non-singular numbers predicts masculine /neuter
and feminine/neuter syncretisms in three-gender languages.

e  Such syncretisms are attested — fem/neuter in Standard Slovenian, and masc/neuter in Ljubljana
Slovenian.

A Negative Prediction

e So far an Impoverishment approach to partial convergence has made positive predictions, and these have
been borne out...

e ...but does it make any negative predictions about what we should not see in language? Yes.

15 These VI’s vary slightly from Nevins 2011 who also considers plural forms and has different gender features.
16 These VI’s vary slightly from Nevins 2011 who also considers plural forms and has different gender features.

13



(27)  Prediction 3: There is no three-gender language such that masculine gender and feminine gender
undergo partial convergence in some number as a metasyncretism.

Why is this so? Recall the features that I assume for three-gender languages.
(28) a. Feminine: [+FEM]
b. Masculine: [-FEM]

c. Neuter: No gender features

If masculine and feminine undergo partial convergence, then both [+FEM] and [-FEM] features will have to be
deleted in the context of e.g., dual number.

29) Impoverishment of Masculine and Feminine in the Dual
[[SINGULAR]  — [-SINGULAR]
[-AUGMENTED] [-AUGMENTED]
[+/-FEM]

This will result in all dual feature bundles lacking gender features altogether, i.c., all three will be realized
by the same Vocabulary Item.

e VI expresses dual features = convergence-to-dual
e VI has no gender/number features = convergence-to-neuter

Therefore, it would be impossible to detect that a three-gender language has converged masculine and
feminine via an Impoverishment rule to the exclusion of the neuter.

Good news for DM: it seems likely that this prediction will be borne out:
e Survey of typological literature yielded no such cases (Corbett 1991, 2000, 2006, 2012, Aikhenvald 2004,
Heine 1982)
e Putative counterexample: Tamil (Asher 1982), three genders, masc/fem syncretism in plural
o The masc/fem syncretism is not a metasyncretism so Impoverishment is irrelevant; the same VI
is used for masc/fem agreement in all paradigms (Asher 1982: 143-144, 186)
o Additionally, the masc/fem have a semantic feature in common ([+HUMAN]) that could be in the
relevant plural VI.
e TBD: test this prediction over a range of three-gender languages

3.4 Summary and a Step Back

e Convergent-to-plural: Impoverishment
e Convergent-to-gender: Impoverishment plus fewer Vocabulary Items, correct predictions
e Partial convergence:
o feminine/neuter and masculine/neuter syncretisms predicted and attested
o masculine/feminine predicted not to occur
e Opverall: wide range of facts covered, DM successful at accounting for convergence, predicting its
patterns, and (hopefully) limiting its scope

4 CROSSED: GENDER IS NOT ON NUM

In a crossed gender system, the mapping from singular target gender to plural target gender is one-to-many
for at least some nouns.
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(30) Crossed: at least one singular gender maps to two plural genders

Singular Plural
Masculine Masculine
Feminine Feminine (based on Corbett 1991:152, Figure 6.1)

o Crossed systems are also sometime referred to as “gender polarity” or “gender switch”

Crossed gender systems ate inherently puzzling: it is unexpected for gender to “change” in the plural.
e Since gender assignment in these systems seems to depend on number, crossed gender systems have been
used as evidence that gender features are located on Num(ber) (the syntactic head for plurality)
o Ritter 1993, Giurgea 2008, Croitor and Giurgea 2009 (in part)
e However, much recent work has converged on the idea that gender features are on 7, the head that
nominalizes a category-neutral root
o Ferrari 2005, Kihm 2005, Lowenstamm 2008, Kramer 2009, 2014 to appear, Acquaviva 2009
o NB: assume that lexical categories are decomposed into category-neutral root and categorizing
head (Marantz 2001, Arad 2003, and much DM work since)

31 DP
/\
D Num?P
/\
Gender here for Ritter 1993 etc. — > Num nP
[PLURALITY] Py
Gender here for Ferrari 2005 etc. » 7 v

Two case studies of crossed systems:
e Somali: plural feature is on #, not Num (Lecarme 2002, Kramer to appear)

e Romanian: nouns that “switch” genders are underspecified for gender (Farkas 1990, Farkas and Zec
1995, Giurgea 2014, Kramer to appear), and a gender-on-Num analysis does not explain the facts

Moral

e Gender features are not on Num.

e A single phenomenon in typology does not always map onto a single analysis in theoretical linguistics.
e The complex phenomenon of crossed gender systems can be accounted for in DM = support for DM

4.1 Somali

Somali is a Cushitic language spoken in Somalia (main sources: Saced 1999, Lecarme 2002, Green et al. 2014)
e Two genders: masculine and feminine (Saeed 1999:54)

e Two numbers: singular and plural (Green et al. 2014:71)

e Gender agreement is found on numerous targets including determiners, demonstratives and verbs (Saeed

1999:55).
e Will use definite determiners to indicate gender throughout!”

17 There is a fair amount of disagreement within the Somali literature about transcription. I have left transcriptions as
found in the original sources, relying on more modern sources like Saeed 1999, Lecarme 2002 and Green et al. 2014.
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(32) Masculine and Feminine Nouns with Definite Determiners in Somali

a. nin-ka

c. daméer-ka

e. baabaur-ka
g. sannad-ka

‘man-the.M’ b. naag-ta
‘donkey-the.M”  d. daméér-ta
‘truck-theM”  f. mindi-da
‘year-the M’ h. galab-ta

‘woman-the.F’
‘donkey-the.F’
‘knife-the.F’

‘afternoon-the.F’ (Kramer to appear)

Somali has a Crossed Gender System: When pluralized, it seems like some nouns change genders. ..

e ...the masculine allomorph of the definite marker is used if the noun is normally feminine and vice versa.

e This has long been observed for Somali and is often referred to as gender polarity (Saced 1999, Lecarme
2002, Green et al. 2014, etc.)

(33) Somali Gender Polarity: Masculine to Feminine

a. dibi-ga bull-the.M ‘the bull (m.)’

b. dibi-da bull.PL-the.F  ‘the bulls (f.)’ (Green et al. 2014:88)
(34) Somali Gender Polarity: Feminine to Masculine

woman-the.F
woman-PL-the.M

a. naag-ta
b. naag-a-ha'8

‘the woman (f.)’
‘the women (m.)’ (Green et al. 2014:84)
However, this does not occur for all nouns (as emphasized by Lecarme 2002, Green et al. 2014).

e A smaller set have the same gender in the plural that they have in the singular.

(35) Same Gender in Plural: Masculine
a. naas-ka breast-the.M ‘the breast (m.)’

b. naas-a-ha  breast-PL-the.M ‘the breasts (m.)’ (Green et al. 2014:86)

(36) Same Gender in Plural: Feminine
a. ugax ‘egg (f.)
b. ugx-dan ‘eges (L) (Saced 1999:63)

The pluralization strategy determines the gender of the plural noun (Lecarme 2002, Kramer to appear).

(37) a. tiug ‘thief (m.)’ Singular: masculine
b. tudg-ta ‘the thieves (f.)’ Tone/Accent Change: polarity (feminine)
c. tuug-ag-ga  ‘the thieves (m.)’ Reduplication: no polarity (masculine) (Lecarme 2002)

In terms of Corbett 1991, Somali has a crossed system.
e For at least some nouns, the mapping from singular target gender to plural target gender is one-to-many.

(38) Somali Determiners are Crossed
Singular Plural
Masculine Masculine
Feminine Feminine (based on Corbett 1991:152, Figure 6.1)

Given these facts, one plausible analysis of Somali would be...

18 Note that the plural marker brings its own high tone, and there can only be one high tone per nominal (Hyman 1981,
Saced 1999:41). Affixes commonly ‘trump’ the tone on the stem in Somali (Saced 1999:41).
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e Num has a gender feature
e Different plural strategies are different Num’s with different gender features
e The Num gender feature overrides whatever gender is on # (if there is any)

(39) Gender-on-Num Analysis of Somali (to be argued against)

NumP
T
npP Num = naagé ‘women (m.)’
T [+PL], [-FEM]
VNAAG 7 -0
[+FEM]

e It is plausible for the higher gender feature on Num to be used for agreement due to locality (as argued
by Kramer 2009, to appear, Steriopolo and Wiltschko 2010, de Belder 2011, Ott 2011).

However, there is significant evidence from the behavior of Somali plurality that a Num-based analysis is on
the wrong track.

Somali Plurality: plural morphology in Somali behaves like a 7, not like a Num, in many different ways
(Lecarme 2002, Kramer to appear).

e Non-category-defining heads like Num = inflectional (grammatical information, productive, etc.)
e  Category-defining heads like # = derivational (change category, not (as) productive, etc.)
e On this distinction in DM, see e.g., Harley 2009

e In Somali, there are numerous pluralization strategies, none of which is used for the majority of nouns.!?

(40)  a. dibi ‘bull’ dibi ‘bulls’ Tonal/Stress Change
b. téob  ‘rain’ roob-ab ‘rains’ Partial Reduplication
c.ndag  ‘woman’ naag-6 ‘women’ /-o0/ Suffix
d. dgax  ‘egg’ ugx-dan ‘eggs’ /-an/ Suffix
e. maroodi ‘elephant’  maroodi-yaal ‘elephants’ /-yaal/ Suffix
f.héoyo ‘mother’ hooyo-6yin  ‘mothers’ /-oyin/ Suffix
g. bunduiq ‘rifle’ banadiiq ‘rifles’ Broken Plural

(Lecarme 2002, Saced 1999, Green et al. 2014)

o Determining the plural strategy that goes with each noun is idiosyncratic for nearly all the
strategies (exception: -0 suffix for feminine nouns; Kramer to appeat).

o This kind of arbitrary relationship is characteristic of the relationship between a # and a root
(paradigmatic gaps: see Arad 2003, 2005)

(41)  English: the n —age does not combine with all roots
a. cover-age, slipp-age, marri-age, shrink-age, etc.
b. *conceal-age, *trip(p)-age, *wed(d)-age, *shrivel-age, *read-age, *drink-age, etc.

19This is a slight oversimplification for ease of exposition. The /-o/ suffix is used for more nouns than the others, but
has several different versions depending on the gender of the noun it combines with and the gender that it imposes.
Taking into account these different /-0/’s, there is no one /-o/ that is used for the majority. See Kramer to appeat.

17



(42)

(43)

(44)

(45)

O

O ... but it is much more unusual for an inflectional head like Num.20

Certain pluralization strategies in Somali are extremely choosy about which #Ps they combine with.

o Ex.: -yaal only occurs with stems that end in the derivational suffix —e.

a. bar ‘teach (imperative)’
b. bar-¢ ‘teach-er (m.)’
c. bar-a-yaal ‘teach-er-s (f.)’ (Lecarme 2002)

o Highly reminiscent of derivational morphology, which also can select for particular suffixes. ..
o ...e.g.,—aryin English which forms a noun from another noun ending in -zon:
revolutionary, missionary, functionary, etc. (Fabb 1988)
o Unlike plural formation via inflectional Num, which does not typically select for nouns ending in
a particular suffix

Plural marking is non-deterministic for some roots in Somali, that is, some roots have more than one
plural strategy available to them (Lecarme 2002:120).

o  Ex. ting ‘thief’ can be pluralized with a tone change, reduplication or /-o/ suffix.

a. tiug ‘thief (m.)’ Singular

b. tuug-ta ‘the thieves (f.)’ Tone Change

c. tuug-ag-ga  ‘the thieves (m.)’ Reduplication

d. tuug-a-da ‘the thieves (f.)’ /-o/ Suffix (Lecarme 2002)

o This is highly unusual, again, for an inflectional morpheme like Num
» g, in English, ¢hild ~ children but not *childs, *cheeld, *child (pl.), etc.
o But, it is not unusual for different derivational morphemes to combine with the same root or xP.
" cover, coverage, covering = the root JCOVER combines with different 7’s (Embick and
Marantz 2008)

Somali has double plurals (Lecarme 2002:121-122, Green et al. 2014).

a. nin ‘man (m.)’ Singular

b. nim-an ‘men (m.)’ Reduplication

c. nim-an-yaal  ‘groups of men (f.)’ Double Plural (Lecarme 2002)
a. naag ‘woman (f.)’ Singular

b. naag-6 ‘women (m.)’ /-0/ Suffix

c. naag-a-yaal  ‘groups of women (f.)> Double Plural (Lecarme 2002)

O (NB: the interpretation of the double plural is different than the singleton plural; it is the sum-
plural of a group/collective interpretation of the nominal, i.e., the plural of ‘group of men’).

o It would be unusual for there to be multiple Num projections in the same DP.

o Butitis quite common for there to be multiple #’s, e.g., revolu-tion-ary whete -tion, -ary are both #’s

I conclude that plurality in Somali is located on 7.

20 While a few plurals are root-specific in a Num-based system like English (e.g., child ~ children), root-specificity is
pervasive in Somali.

18



Return to Polarity: if plurality is on 7, then it is expected that plurality will affect gender
o The different plural strategies each correspond to a different # that has a gender feature (as #’s do).
o This # takes as its complement a #P, so it can select for #P’s with particular heads.

(46) Plurality-on-n Analysis of Somali

nP
T
nP n = naagd ‘women (m.)’
T [+PL], [-FEM]
WNAAG 7 o
[+FEM]

o Recall that the highest gender determines the gender of the whole #P (Kramer 2009, to appear,
Steriopolo and Wiltschko 2010, de Belder 2011, Ott 2011).

o Polarity occurs because sometimes the gender on plural # is different from the #P below; non-polarity
occurs because sometimes the gender on plural # is the same as the #P below

o Both #’s are visible when derived nouns are pluralized:

(47)  a.abaabu-sho b. abaabu-sho-oyin
organize-NMLZ.F organize-NMLZ.F-PL
‘female organizer (f.)’ ‘female organizers (m.)’ (Lecarme 2002)

This analysis explains the derivational properties of Somali plurality plus the polarity facts in one fell swoop.

e A Num-based analysis can explain polarity (see (39)), but struggles in explaining the unusual properties of
the Somali plural system.?!

Conclusion: The crossed gender system of Somali is a result of plurality being located on 7, which allows
plural strategies to impose their own gender features.
o Somali provides support for gender features on 7, and does not support gender features on Num.

4.2 Romanian

Romanian (Romance, Romania; main source Dobrovie-Sorin and Giurgea 2013 — DSG)
e Number of genders is disputed — definitely at least masculine and feminine
e Two numbers: singular and plural (DSG 2013:2, Dindelegan 2013:258)

e Gender agreement on indefinite determiners, demonstratives, adjectives, certain verbal forms, etc. (DSG
2013:2, Maurice 2001:231, Dindelegan 2013:Ch. 12).

(48) a.o femeie b. doud femei Feminine
a.FS woman two.FPL. woman.FPL
‘a woman’ ‘two women’

2l Lampitelli (2013) develops a Num-based approach to Somali plurals. However, the analysis does not rely on Num
carrying gender features in the syntax; instead, an allomorphy rule inserts feminine gender on all plurals. This rule is
either blocked from applying, or the gender feature is deleted, in order to generate the plurals that impose masculine
gender. However, an allomorphy rule that inserts gender is too late to affect agreement relations, which are established
in the syntax, so I do not consider this approach in detail.
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(49) a.un bdrbat b. doi barbati Masculine

a.MS man two.MPL. man.MPL
‘a man’ ‘two men’
(50) a.un glas b.doud  glas-uri Neuter
a.MS voice two.FPL voice-PL
‘a voice’ ‘two voices’ (Maurice 2001:231)

e Neuter nouns agree like masculine nouns when singular, but like feminine nouns when plural

(¢1) Romanian Gender is Crossed: at least one singular target gender maps to two plural target genders
Singular Plural
Masculine Masculine
Feminine Feminine (based on Corbett 1991:152, Figure 6.1)

e But are there really two genders where a subset of nouns behave strangely (as implied in (51)), or are
there three genders ( = three agreement patterns)?

e Massive debate in the Romanian literature (see Corbett 1991, Bateman and Polinsky 2008, Croitor
and Giurgea 2009, Dindelegan 2013:256-258, and Giurgea 2014 for lit reviews)

e Answer argued for here: three genders in the syntax, two in the morphology

Analysis: The most prevalent generative analysis treats the neuter nouns as lacking gender features (Farkas
1990, Chitoran 1992, Farkas and Zec 1995, Croitor and Giurgea 2009 (in part), DSG 2013, Giurgea 2014)
e The neuter nouns receive default gender.

e Default gender is masculine in the singular, and feminine in the plural.

These analyses are mostly lexicalist, but the insights are cashed out in the DM approach to gender in Kramer

to appeat.

e Treating Romanian neuter nouns as lacking gender features harmonizes with the approach to neuter
nouns in typical three-gender languages in Kramer to appear (and see above).

(52) a. Feminine: # [+FEM]
b. Masculine: 7 [-FEM]
c. Neuter: #

e However, Romanian is different from a typical three-gender language in that it systematically lacks
Vocabulary Items for neuter-specific agreement.
o In other words, neuter gender is syncretic with masculine gender in the singular, and with
feminine gender in the plural.

Table 26: Agreement on Indefinite Article and Numeral “Two’ in Romanian
Masculine | Neuter Feminine
Indefinite Article (sing) un 0
Numeral ‘two’ (plural) doi doud

e How to capture this in DM: Impoverishment (since this is a metasyncretism)
o0 Nearly identical to the Impoverishment rules for Slovenian in Section 3 (evidence that Romanian
is like a three-gender language)

20



(53) Romanian: Impoverishment of the Masculine in the Singular??
[P — [P
[-FEM]

Table 27: Post-Impoverishment Gender Features for Indefinite Article Agreement
Masculine | Neuter Feminine
Indefinite Article (sing) [D][-DEF][-PL] [D][-DEF][-PL|[+FEM]

(54 Vocabulary Items for Indefinite Article
a. [D], [-DEF], [+FEM] <> -0
b. [D], [-DEF] <> -un

(55) Romanian: Impoverishment of the Feminine in the Plural
[+PL] — [+PL]
[+FEM]

Table 28: Post-Impoverishment Gender Features for “Two’
Masculine Neuter Feminine
Numeral ‘two’ (plural) [-FEM][TWO][+PL] [TWO][+PL]

(56)  Vocabulary Items for Indefinite Article
a. [TWO], [-FEM] <> doi
b. [IWO] <> doui

o Thus, Romanian has the # inventory of a three-gender language, but the Vocabulary Item
inventory of a two-gender language (cf. Farkas and Zec 1995).

This analysis predicts that masculine is the default gender generally in the singular, which is borne out
(Dindelegan 2013:526).

(57) E noros afard Weather Predicate
is cloudy.MS outside
‘It is cloudy outside.” (Farkas 1990:543)

(58) [A-ti iubi dusmanii] e imposibil Clausal Subject
to-you.DAT love.INF enemies.DEF is impossible.MS
“To love one’s enemies is impossible.” (Croitor and Giurgea 2009:(6))

(59) Vorbeste cu cineva priceput Animate of Undetermined Sex
talk. IMP.2S to somebody skillful. MS
“Talk to someone skillful.” (DSG 2013:6)

The analysis predicts that feminine is the default gender in the plural, which is also largely borne out.
e  Agreement with coordinated subjects is always plural in Romanian (Farkas and Zec 1990)

22 This is “markedness-targeted Impoverishment” (Nevins 2011): Impoverishment removes the marked masculine
feature. Recall that I assume neuter is the unmarked/default gender in three-gender languages.

23 With one exception: singular demonstrative pronouns are feminine when they refer to an entity of unclear gender or
when they refer to a non-nominal entity like a clause . I tentatively follow Giurgea 2014 in assuming that demonstrative
pronouns in these cases are numbetless, and that numbetless pronouns and feminine pronouns are accidentally
homophonous. See Kramer to appear.

21



e When inanimate-denoting, singular DPs with clashing gender features are coordinated, the agreement is
always feminine (Farkas and Zec 1995; see also Sadler 2006, Dindelegan 2013:533-54).

(60)  Podeaua i scaunul sint albe. Feminine + Neuter = Feminine
floor.F.DEF and chairtN.DEF are white.FPL
“The floor and the chair are white.” (Farkas and Zec 1995:90)

(61) Peretele  §i  scaunul sint albe. Masculine + Neuter = Feminine
wallLM.DEF and chair.N.DEF are white.FPL
“The wall and the chair are white.” (Farkas and Zec 1995:96)

(62) Podeaua  si  plafonul sint albe Feminine + Masculine = Feminine
floor.F.DEF and ceiling. M.DEF are white.FPL
“The floor and the ceiling are white.” (Farkas and Zec 1995:96)

Opverall, then, this analysis correctly predicts the syncretism patterns, captures the simultaneously two- and
three-gender nature of the system, and makes correct predictions about defaults.

Alternative Analysis: Could Gender be on Num?
e Proposed to explain Romanian in Ritter 1993, Giurgea 2008, Croitor and Giurgea 2009
e Wil focus on most developed proposals in Giurgea 2008, Croitor and Giurgea 2009

Giurgea 2008 and Croitor and Giurgea 2009 assume that...

e ...there are three agreement classes in Romanian: I: masculine, II: feminine, III: neuter
e ...cach noun is lexically specified for its agreement class
e ...gender features are on Num.

Then, Num simply selects for particular agreement classes, as laid out in (63).

(63) Selectional Restrictions for Num
a.  Num [-PL][-FEM] selects for Class I and Class 111
b. Num [-PL][+FEM] selects for Class 11
c.  Num [+PL][-FEM] selects for Class I
d.  Num [+PL][+FEM] selects for Class II and Class 111
(slightly modified for clarity from Croitor and Giurgea 2009:(13))

e This results in neuter nouns ( = Class I1I) having masculine gender in the singular (selected for by
(63)a) but feminine gender in the plural (selected for by (63)d).

However, there are a couple of reasons not to pursue this kind of analysis.
e No explanation for why there is not a feminine singular/masculine plural agreement class = Class IV.
e (lass IV would be selected for by (63)b and (63)c.
e In the standard/DM approach, it is impossible for Class IV to exist in Romanian.
o If the explanation for gender ‘switch’ is because the gender of a noun is unspecified, and the
noun receives default gender...
O ...it cannot be that the default gender, say, in the singular, is simultaneously masculine (for
neuters) and feminine (for purported Class IV).
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e The agreement with coordinated subjects is unexplained (as Croitor and Giurgea (2009) acknowledge)
o If two coordinated DPs have the same gender, then that gender is used for agreement

(64) Nucul si  prunul sint uscati. Masculine + Masculine = Masculine
walnut M.DEF and plum.M.DEF are dry.MPL
‘The walnut tree and the plum tree are dry.” (Farkas and Zec 1995:96)

(65) Podeaua i wusa sint albe. Feminine + Feminine = Feminine
floor.F.DEF and door.F.DEF are white.FPL
“The floor and the door are white.” (Farkas and Zec 1995:90)

o The Num-based analysis predicts...

= ...that masculine (Class I) and neuter nouns (Class I1I) will trigger masculine agreement
when coordinated since both are selected by a Num that is [-FEM,-PL]
= ...that two neuter nouns will trigger masculine agreement when coordinated since both

selected by Num [-FEM], [-PL]
o But neither prediction is borne out

(66) Scaunul si  dulapul sint albe Neuter + Neuter = Feminine
chairt NDEF and cupboard.N.DEF are white.FPL
‘The chair and the cupboard are white.” (Farkas and Zec 1995:90)

(67) Peretele  si  scaunul sint albe. Masculine + Neuter = Feminine
wall.M.DEF and chair.N.DEF are white.FPL
“The wall and the chair are white.” (Farkas and Zec 1995:90)

Since the Num-based analysis cannot prevent the generation of feminine singular/masculine plural nouns,
and it makes a false prediction about agreement with coordinated subjects...

e ...Iconclude that it is a less viable analysis for Romanian than the #-based analysis developed above.
e Romanian does not provide evidence for gender features being on Num.?*

Crossed Conclusion:

o Crossed systems have heterogeneous analyses
o Somali: plurality on #
o Romanian: three #’s ( = three genders syntactically), two VI’s ( = two genders morphologically)
o NB: there is little indication that plurality in Romanian is on 7, and no evidence in Somali that

there are three genders underlyingly

o At first, crossed systems may seem very amenable to an analysis where gender features are on Num...
O ...but this runs into problems empirically in both Somali and Romanian

o So they provide evidence that gender is not on Num and (in the case of Somali) that gender is on 7.

24 Another recent approach to Romanian is Bateman and Polinsky 2010. They propose that there are four formally-
determined nominal agreement classes in Romanian (two singular and two plural) and two sets of agreement markers.
Rules link up the right agreement markers with the right agreement classes. Under this analysis, there remain problems
with the coordinated subject data (which B&P acknowledge), and there is no explanation of why the nouns sorted into
certain sets are mostly the same across singular and plural (also acknowledged by B&P (2010:76)). Ultimately, the
standard/DM analysis needs to be paired with the kind of detailed analysis of Romanian morphophonology that is in
B&P, but their approach to gendet/number system may not be as useful.
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5 CONCLUSION

Recap: what kind of relationship can there be between gender and number?
e Convergence: gender is syncretic in a particular number; progress towards a theory of syncretism
o Convergence explained via Impoverishment: remove gender features in the context of a
particular number
o Convergent-to-gender: fewer VI’s to express distinctions, gender form that is “re-used” is always
the default gender
o Partial convergence: Impoverishment can remove a single gender feature (Slovenian)
o Butitis predicted that masculine and feminine gender will never be metasyncretic
e Crossed: nouns “switch” gender in the plural; evidence that gender features are not on Num
o Somali: plural #» imposes its own gender on the nominal that it combines with
* A Num-based account cannot explain the unusual properties of the plural
o Romanian: three gender distinctions underlyingly (+FEM, -FEM, no gender features), but only two
Vocabulary Items
*  Nouns with no gender features receive default gender
®  Default gender is masculine in the plural, feminine in the singular
=  There are empirical difficulties accounting for this in a Num-based approach
e Opverall: rich empirical area that yields insights about morphological theory (possible syncretisms) and
syntactic theory (location of gender in the syntax)

Future Work:

(68) Greenberg’s (1966:95) Universal 37

A language never has more gender categories in nonsingular numbers than in the singular.

(69) Impossible Gender-Number System

Singular Plural

Masculine Masculine

Feminine Feminine
Neuter

®  Does this universal truly hold (see e.g., Plank and Schellinger 1997)?
= Ifso, how is it explained (feature geometry: Harley and Ritter 2002:514ff)?

¢ How do languages with more than three genders fit in?

REFERENCES

Acquaviva, Paolo. 2009. Roots and lexicality in Distributed Morphology. In York Essex Morphology Meeting 2. 1-
21.

Aikhenvald, Alexandra. 2004. Gender and noun class. In Wolfgang Kesselheim et al., eds. Morphologie. Betlin:
de Gruyter. 1031-1044.

Alexiadou, Artemis, Liliane Haegeman and Melita Stavrou. 2007. Noun Phrase in the Generative Perspective. New
York: Mouton.

Alpher, Barry. 1987. Feminine as the unmarked grammatical gender: buffalo girls are no fools. Auwustralian
Journal of Linguisties 7. 169-187.

Antén-Méndez, Inés, Janet L. Nicol and Merrill F. Garrett. 2002. The relation between gender and number
agreement processing. Synfax 5. 1-25.

Armoskaite, Solveiga. 2011. The destiny of roots in Blackfoot and Lithuanian. Ph.D. dissertation, UBC.

24



Arad, Maya. 2003. Locality constraints on the interpretations of roots. Natural Langnage and Linguistic Theory 21.
737-778.

Arad, Maya. 2005. Roots and Patterns: Hebrew Morpho-syntax. Dordrecht: Springer.

Arregi, Karlos and Andrew Nevins. 2012. Morphotactics: Basque Auxiliaries and the Structure of Spellont. New York:
Springer.

Asher, R.E. 1982. Tamil. Amsterdam: North-Holland.

Austin, Peter K. 2011. A Grammar of Diyari, South Australia. 204 edition. Available at
http://soas.academia.edu/Peter Austin

Baker, Mark C. 2011. When agreement is for number and gender but not person. Natural Language and
Linguistic Theory 29. 875-915.

Bani, Ephraim. 1987. Garka 1 ipika: masculine and feminine grammatical gender in Kala Lagaw Ya. Australian
Jonrnal of Linguistics 7. 189-201.

Barber, Horacio and Manuel Carreiras. 2005. Grammatical gender and number agreement in Spanish: an ERP
comparison. Journal of Cognitive Nenroscience 17. 137-153.

Bateman, Nicoleta and Maria Polinsky. 2010. Romanian as a two-gender language. In Donna Gerdts, John
Moore and Maria Polinsky, eds. Festschrift for David Perlmutter. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press. 41-77.

de Belder, Marijke. 2011. Roots and affixes: eliminating lexical categories from the syntax. Doctoral
dissertation, Universiteit Utrecht.

Bernstein, Judy. 1991. DPs in Walloon: Evidence for parametric variation in nominal head movement. Probus
3.101-126.

Bernstein, Judy. 1993. Topics in the syntax of nominal structure across Romance and Germanic languages.
Doctoral dissertation, City University of New York.

Bobaljik, Jonathan David. 2002. Syncretism without paradigms: remarks on Williams 1981, 1994. In Geert
Booij and Jaap van Matle, eds. Yearbook of Morphology 2001. Dordrecht: Foris. 53-85.

Bonet, Eulalia. 1991. Morphology after syntax: pronominal clitics in Romance. Doctoral dissertation, MIT.

Carstairs, Andrew. 1983. Paradigm economy. Journal of Linguistics 19. 115-128.

Carstairs, Andrew. 1987. Allomorphy in Inflexion. London: Croom Helm.

Carstens, Vicki. 1991. The morphology and syntax of determiner phrases in Kiswahili. Ph.D. dissertation,
UCLA.

Carstens, Vicki. 2010. Implications of grammatical gender for the theory of uninterpretable features. In
Michael Putnam, ed. Exploring Crash-Proof Grammars. Amsterdam: Benjamins. 31-57.

Chitoran, Ioana. 1992. The Romanian gender system in the framework of markedness theory. Revue Roumaine
de Linguistique 37. 177-190.

Cortbett, Greville. 1991. Gender. Cambridge: CUP.

Corbett, Greville. 2000. Number. Cambridge: CUP.

Cortbett, Greville. 20006. Agreement. Cambridge: CUP.

Cortbett, Greville G. 2012. Features Cambridge: CUP.

Croitor, Blanca and Ion Giurgea. 2009. On the so-called Romanian “neuter.” Bucharest Working Papers in
Linguisties 11:2. 21-39.

Derganc, Aleksandra. 2003. The dual in Slovenian. In J. Oresnik and D. Reindl, eds. Skwvenian from a Typological
Perspective (Sprachtypologie und Universalienforschung, vol. 56, Issue 3). Berlin: Akademia Verlag. 165-181.

Dindelegan, Gabriela Pana, ed. 2013. The Grammar of Romanian. Oxford. OUP.

Dobrovie-Sorin, Carmen and lon Giurgea, eds. 2013. A Reference Grammar of Romanian. V/ol. 1: The Noun
Phrase. Amsterdam: Benjamins.

Embick, David and Alec Marantz. 2008. Architecture and blocking. Linguistic Inquiry 39. 1-53.

Embick, David and Rolf Noyer. 2001. Movement operations after syntax. Linguistic Inguiry 32. 555-595.

Embick, David and Rolf Noyer. 2007. Distributed morphology and the syntax/ morphology interface. In G.
Ramchand and C. Reiss, eds. The Oxford Handbook of Linguistic Interfaces. Oxford: OUP. 289-324.

Fabb, Nigel. 1988. English suffixation is constrained only by selectional restrictions. Natural Langnage and
Linguistic Theory 6. 527-539.

Farkas, Donka. 1990. Two cases of underspecification in morphology. Linguistic Inquiry 22. 27-62.

25



Farkas, Donka and Draga Zec. 1995. Agreement and pronominal reference. In Guglielmo Cinque and
Giuliana Giusti, eds. Advances in Roumanian Linguistics. Amsterdam: Benjamins. 83-102.

Faust, Noam. 2013. Decomposing the feminine suffixes of Modern Hebrew: a morphosyntactic analysis.
Morphology 23. 409-440.

Ferrari, Franca. 2005. A syntactic analysis of the nominal systems of Italian and Luganda: how nouns can be
formed in the syntax. Doctoral dissertation, New York University.

Fuchs, Zuzanna, Maria Polinsky, and Gregory Scontras. To appear. The differential representation of number
and gender in Spanish. The Linguistic Review.

Giurgea, lon. 2008. Gender on definite pronouns. Bucharest Working Papers in Linguisties 10:1. 97-121.

Giurgea, Ion. 2014. Possible syntactic implementations of the controller vs. target gender distinction: the view
from ambigenerics. Langnage Sciences 43. 47-61.

Green, Christopher R., Michelle E. Mortison, Evan Jones, Nikki B. Adams & Erin Smith Crabb. 2014. A
grammar of Common Somali: Part 1. Technical Report 2.1, DOS50. College Park, MD: UMD, CASL.
Greenberg, Joseph H. 1966. Some universals of grammar with particular reference to the order of meaningful

clements. In Joseph H. Greenberg, ed. Universals of Language. 24 ed. Cambridge: MIT Press. 73-113.

Halle, Moxris. 1997. Distributed morphology: impoverishment and fission. In Benjamin Bruening, et al., eds.,
MIT Working Papers in Linguistics 30: Papers at the Interface. Cambridge: MITWPL. 425-449.

Halle, Motris and Alec Marantz. 1993. Distributed morphology and the pieces of inflection. In Ken Hale and
Samuel Jay Keyser, eds. The 1 ew from Building 20. Cambridge: MIT Press. 111-176.

Harbour, Daniel. 2011. Valence and atomic number. Linguistic Inguiry 42. 561-594.

Harley, Heidi. 2008. When is a syncretism more than a syncretism? Impoverishment, metasyncretism and
underspecification. In Daniel Harbour, David Adger and Susana Béjar, eds. Phi Theory: Oxford: OUP.

Harley, Heidi and Elizabeth Ritter. 2002. Person and number in pronouns: a feature-geometric analysis.
Language 78. 782-526.

Harbour, Daniel. 2011. Valence and atomic number. Linguistic Inguiry 42. 561-594.

Heine, Bernd. 1982. African noun class systems. In H. Seiler and C. Lehmann, eds. Apprebension: Das
Sprachliche Erfassen von Gegnstinden 1: Bereich und Ordnung der Phanomene. TtUbingen: Narr. 189-216.

Hyman, Larry. 1981. Tonal accent in Somali. Studies in African Lingnistics 12.2: 169-201.

Kihm, Alain. 2005. Noun class, gender and the lexicon-syntax-morphology interfaces: a comparative study of
Niger-Congo and Romance languages. In Guglielmo Cinque and Richard S. Kayne, eds. The Oxjford
Handbook of Comparative Syntax. Oxford: OUP. 459-512.

Kramer, Ruth. 2009. Definite markers, phi-features, and agreement: a morphosyntactic investigation of the
Amharic DP. Doctoral dissertation, UC Santa Cruz.

Kramer, Ruth. 2014. Gender in Ambharic: A morphosyntactic approach to natural and grammatical gender.
Language Sciences 43. 102-115.

Kramer, Ruth. To appear. The Morphosyntax of Gender. Oxtord: Oxford University Press.

Kulick, Don and Christopher Stroud. 1998. The structure of the Taiap (Gupun) language. In T. Dutton, M.
Ross and D. Tyron, eds. The Langnage Game. Canberra, Australia: ANU. 203-226.

Lampitelli, Nicola. 2013. The decomposition of Somali nouns. Brill’s Annual of Afroasiatic Ianguages and
Linguistics 5. 117-158.

Layton, Bentley. 2011. .4 Coptic Grammar. 34 ed. Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz.

Lecarme, Jacqueline. 2002. Gender “polarity:” theoretical aspects of Somali nominal morphology. In P.
Boucher and M. Plénat, eds. Many Morphologies. Somerville, MA: Cascadilla Press. 109-141.

Leslau, Wolf. 1989. Concise Dictionary of Ge'ez (Classical Ethigpic). Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz.

Leslau, Wolf. 1995. Reference Grammar of Ambaric. Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz.

Li, Yen-hui Audrey. 1999. Plurality in a Classifier Language. Journal of East Asian Linguistics 8. 75-99.

Lowenstamm, Jean. 2008. On little n, \/, and types of nouns. In Jutta Hartmann, et al., eds. Sounds of Silence:
Ewmpty Elements in Syntax and Phonology. Amsterdam: Elsevier. 105-144.

Lowenstamm, Jean. 2012. Feminine and gender, or why the feminine profile of French nouns has nothing to
do with gender. In Eugeniusz Cyran, et al. eds. Linguistic Inspirations. Edmund Gussmann in memorian.
Wydawnictwo Katolicki Uniwersytet Lubelski: Lublin. 371-406.

Marantz, Alec. 2001. Words Ms., Massachusetts Institute of Technology.

26



Maurice, Florence. 2001. Deconstructing gender — the case of Romanian. In Marlis Hellinger and Hadumod
BuBmann, eds. Gender Across Langnages: The Linguistic Representation of Women and Men. Amsterdam:
Benjamins. 229-252.

Mous, Maarten. 2008. Number as an exponent of gender in Cushitic. In Erin Shay and Zygmunt Frajzyngier,
eds. Interaction of Morphology and Syntas: Case Studies in Afroasiatic. Amsterdam: Benjamins. 137-160.

Nevins, Andrew. 2011. Marked targets versus marked triggers and impoverishment of the dual. Linguistic
Inquiry 42. 413-444.

Newman, Paul. 2000. The Hausa Langnage. New Haven: Yale University Press.

Norttis, Mark. 2014. A theory of nominal concord. Doctoral dissertation, University of California, Santa Cruz.

Noyer, Rolf. 1997. Features, Positions, and Affixes in Auntonomons Morphological Structure. New York: Garland.

Noyer, Rolf. 1998. Impoverishment theory and morphosyntactic markedness. In S. LaPointe, D. K. Brentari,
and P. M. Farrell, eds. Morphology and its Relation to Phonology and Syntax. Stanford, CA: CSLI. 264-285.

Ott, Dennis. Diminutive-formation in German: spelling out the classifier analysis. Journal of Comparative
Germanic Linguistics 14. 1-46.

Paster, Mary. 2006. Aspects of Maay phonology and morphology. Studies in African Linguisties 35. 73-120.

Paster, Mary. 2010. Optional multiple plural marking in Maay. In Franz Rainer, et al., eds. Current Issues in
Linguistic Theory 310: 1V ariation and Change in Morphology. Amsterdam: Benjamins 177-192.

Paster, Mary. To appear. Gender instability in Maay. In Selected Proceedings of the 45% Annual Conference on African
Linguistics.

Picallo, M. Carme. 1991. Nominals and nominalization in Catalan. Probus 3. 279-316.

Plank, Frans and Wolfgang Schellinger. 1997. The uneven distribution of numbers over genders: Greenberg’s
nos. 37 and 45. Linguistic Typology 1. 53-102.

Reh, Mechthild. 1983. Krongo: a VSO language with postpositions. Journal of African Languages and 1inguistics
5. 45-55.

Ritter, Elizabeth. 1991. Two functional categories in noun phrases: evidence from Modern Hebrew. In Susan
D. Rothstein, ed. Perspectives on Phrase Structure: Heads and Licensing. San Diego: Academic Press. 37-62.

Ritter, Elizabeth. 1992. Cross-linguistic evidence for Number Phrase. Canadian Journal of Linguisties 37. 197-
218.

Ritter, Elizabeth. 1993. Where’s gender? Linguistic Inguiry 24. 795-803.

Sadler, Louisa. 2006. Gender resolution in Romanian. In Miriam Butt, Mary Darlymple and Tracy Holloway
King, eds. Intelligent Linguistic Architectures. Stanford, CA: CSLI. 301-321.

Saeed, John. 1999. Somali. Amsterdam: Benjamins.

Sauerland, Uli. 2008. On the semantic markedness of phi-features. In Daniel Harbour, David Adger, and
Susana Béjar, eds. Phi Theory. Oxtord: OUP. 57-82.

Steriopolo, Olga and Martina Wiltschko. 2010. Distributed GENDER hypothesis. In G. Zybatow et al., eds.
Proceedings of the Formal Description of Slavic Languages 7.5. New York: Peter Lang GmbH. 155-172.

Williams, Edwin. 1994. Remarks on lexical knowledge. Lingna 92. 7-34.

Zabbal, Youri. 2002. The semantics of number in the Arabic number phrase. Master’s thesis, University of
Alberta.

27



