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This paper looks in detail at the Classical Armenian nominal declension. I highlight several generalizations that can be read off the surface paradigms, including restrictions on syncretism, fusional vs. agglutinative expression of categories and the emergence of unexpected thematic vowels. Subsequently, I explain these generalizations within the framework of Nanosyntax (Starke 2009, 2011).
The defining features of the account are fine-grained syntactic representation (a single feature per syntactic terminal) and phrasal spell-out. I argue that these two tools allow us to replace a separate level of morphological (paradigm specific) structure by a syntactic tree.
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	Examples from Krause and Slocum (no date).


	To put the idea in a context: within Cartography (Cinque and Rizzi 2010), it is generally agreed that each feature is hosted by a separate head. A related idea is presented in Kayne (2005). Starke (2009, 2011) develops these ideas in a specific framework, Nanosyntax, whose research program I follow closely.


	Had there been two positions in syntax, a separate rule (presumably Fusion) would be needed to handle those cases where only a single marker appears.


	The phrase “non-accidental” in (4) is intended to exclude two sources of homophony: (i) phonological conflation, whereby two distinct underlying forms end up homophonous due to a regular phonological process, and (ii) accidental homophony. Accidental homophony plays no role in this paper; however, one instance of homophony will be analyzed as an example of phonological conflation in the sense described above (see Sect. 10.3).


	
                    dat–loc syncretism across a distinct gen is attested in the pronominal declension (e.g., mez/jez ‘we, you, acc/loc/dat,’ mer/jer ‘my, our’). The reason for this apparent exception is that the ‘genitive’ pronoun is in fact a possessive pronoun, which formally does not belong to the paradigm, and hence, disturbs the picture.
There are several pieces of evidence to support this claim: (i) unlike regular genitives, the pronominal possessive forms take additional agreement suffixes; (ii) unlike regular genitives, the possessive forms show no syncretism with any other case; this is expected if they are not case forms, but unexplained otherwise; (iii) the ‘genitive’ ending -r (me-r/je-r ‘my, our’) shares diachronic origin with morphemes routinely classified as possessive markers and not as case markers, e.g., in Latin forms such as nos-te
                    r ‘our.’


	Similar observations have been made in other domains than case, see Starke (2005, 2009); Bobaljik (2007, 2012); Pantcheva (2010, 2011) and Vangsnes (2013) for approaches directly related to the one pursued here.


	There is actually one homophony of ins with dat, but this is due to a phonological conflation (see Halle and Vaux 1998:n.7). I come back to this later on.


	It has to be mentioned that Plank (1991) argues that a linear contiguity constraint is too strong for a number of languages. See Johnston (1996) and Caha (2009) for a linear analysis of some of the languages identified as problematic in Plank (1991).


	Needless to say, there are a number of questions that arise once cross-linguistic perspective is taken. Two issues deserve mentioning: (i) local cases show up at places that are not directly comparable; (ii) particular languages present challenges to the view expressed in (8) (the reviewers mention specifically Latin). I cannot possibly address these issues within the space of an article, and I can only provide references to places where these challenges are addressed. For local cases, see Caha (2009:Chap. 3.4.3–4) and Caha (2011a). For cross-linguistic issues (including the discussion of Latin), see Caha (2009:Chaps. 3 & 8).


	It cannot be decided whether attraction does or does not occur in the dative. Since the dative is always the same as the genitive, case attraction, if active, applies vacuously.


	The Subset Principle, as Halle (1997) states it, is in fact a combination of a ‘pure’ Subset Principle and the Elsewhere Condition. Here, I ignore the Elsewhere part of the Subset Principle, and treat it as a separate rule (cf. Harley 2008).


	Relevant recent references include (among many others) Halle and Vaux (1998); Bobaljik (2002); Müller (2003); Embick and Noyer (2007); Calabrese (2008); Harley (2008).


	The rule in (30a) reads as follows: the feature matrix [+X, +Y], corresponding to nom, is realized by the phonology /phon A/.


	Relevant references include Williams (1981, 1994); Wiese (2004); McFadden (2007).


	Formally, the system makes some non-trivial predictions concerning syncretism. For example, if nom and gen are syncretic to the exclusion of other cases, then acc and loc cannot be. That is because both nom-gen and acc-loc syncretisms can be only obtained by inserting an exponent under the [case] node in the tree (27). Since only one marker can be inserted at a given node, the combination of the two syncretisms is impossible.
However, as far as I am aware, there is no known constraint on syncretism that has such an implicational format (if one type of syncretism is attested in a paradigm, then another type of syncretism cannot be, even though it is independently attested). If that is so, and such predictions find no empirical support, this in fact adds up to the drawbacks.


	Schütze (2001) argues that English has a default accusative case, which in English is manifested only on pronouns. However, all the examples that are used to establish this claim (coordination, left dislocation, gapping, short replies) are contexts that exclude weak pronouns and require strong pronouns (see Cardinaletti and Starke 1999). This makes it more likely that the data rather suggest that ‘he/she’ are weak pronouns, whereas ‘him’ a strong pronoun, ambiguous for nom/acc.
An anonymous reviewer reminds me that he/she are available in (some) coordination structures (whereas weak pronouns generally are not, although some counterexamples have been reported)—I leave this for future research. The reviewer also notes that he/she can be contrasted and stressed; but these facts are compatible with being a weak pronoun (Cardinaletti and Starke 1999:153–154).


	In a number of languages, the goal zone also comprises the allative (dat=all is frequent). But recall that the goal case in Classical Armenian is acc. The suggestion is that the acc is verb governed, and Armenian directionals thus correspond to applicatives.


	In languages where the noun lands in between the case features, the features are split into two groups and get realized as two separate morphemes (one preceding, one following the noun). Hence, such languages also provide evidence for the proposed containment relations; see Caha (2011b) for a number of illustrations for each containment proposed.


	I assume that agreement involves a separate base-generation of case features on top of the agreeing constituent, gen in our case. At LF, these features must match with the case features base-generated on the head noun.


	In Old Georgian, agreement is in fact not optional, but depends on the position of the dependent noun. Simplifying things slightly, in post-nominal position, agreement applies; in pre-nominal position, it does not. I assume that in Classical Armenian, the gen noun also has access to two distinct positions, one where agreement is obligatory and one where it is disallowed. The existence of such two distinct positions is masked by the fact that the noun moves even higher up.


	The example also has an accusative marker -n, which marks the whole DP, and surfaces following the first constituent of the DP.


	I assume that in nom, acc, loc, Classical Armenian is thus forced to make use of the possessor position where agreement does not apply.


	Admittedly, the facts do not provide evidence for such a rich structure as (28) posits. (We only have evidence for gen being a constituent inside dat/abl/ins.) But the point is that whenever we can find evidence for layering, we do.


	Cf. McCawley (1968); Weerman and Evers-Vermeul (2002); Neeleman and Szendrői (2007); Ramchand (2008); Radkevich (2009); Taraldsen (2010); Pantcheva (2010).


	These stages thus do not correspond to unchangeable phases, a notion that may be close to what Chomsky (2008:143) has in mind: “For minimal computation, as soon as the information is transferred it will be forgotten, not accessed in subsequent stages of derivation […] Working that out, we try to formulate a phase-impenetrability condition PIC […] PIC holds […] for the mappings to the interface.”
The view assumed here comes closer to the one described in Šurkalović (2011). Šurkalović (2011:97) proposes that “spell-out does not proceed in chunks but in concentric circles,” with the consequence that “the input to phonology at each phase is cumulative, consisting of the spell-out of the current phase together with the spell-out of the previous phases.” (Šurkalović 2011:84).


	See Bobaljik (2002) for a related proposal.


	In general, I assume that lexical entries are triplets 〈phonology, syntax, concept〉. Since the conceptual contribution of case affixes is negligible (if present), I ignore it here.
Further, I assume that lexical entries are links between phonological, syntactic and conceptual representations, each representation a well-formed object in the relevant module. This answers some frequent questions about why there should be syntactic trees ‘in the lexicon’ (see (43b)), and related worries about the role of syntax and the lexicon in constructing expressions. From the linking conception, it follows that the lexicon has no means to create structures of its own. Consequently, it follows that the only possible target of lexicalization (when it comes to the syntax part of the lexical entry) is a well-formed syntactic structure. Thus, for example, [X, Y, Z] cannot be a part of a lexical entry, because syntax cannot construct ternary branching trees (cf. Kayne 1994; Chomsky 1995). Thus, despite the fact that the lexicon stores outputs of syntax, it does not duplicate it; the lexicon only links the outputs of syntax to representations in other modules.


	This analysis presupposes the Superset Principle; when -k‘ acts as a pure plural marker, it spells out a sub-constituent of its specification.


	Plank (1999) finds this pattern in Brahui, Finnish, Karelian, Chukchi, Yawelmani, Tunica, Romani, Mordvin, Estonian, Tocharian A and Wakhi. I add the Prizren-Timok dialect of Serbian (Caha 2011b).


	I have to mention that Plank (1999) identifies an additional minority pattern where—as Plank argues—there is agglutination in the grammatical cases, and fusion in the semantic cases. This pattern represents a counterexample to the theory presented here; but there are reasons to doubt its existence.
According to Plank, this pattern arises in Chechen, Archi, Georgian and (interestingly) Classical Armenian. Including Classical Armenian on the list of languages that exhibit agglutination in the grammatical cases (specifically nom) makes it obvious that Plank’s conclusions rest on the agglutinative analysis (nom=-ø+k‘). Once scrutinized, it turns out that 3 out of the 4 languages (Chechen, Archi, and Classical Armenian) are listed as agglutinating on the basis of an analysis that assumes a zero morpheme. This is a rather weak evidence.
Thus, what remains from the minority pattern under scrutiny is a single example: the so-called archaic plurals in Modern Georgian. I have to leave this example for future research.


	In the ideal case, head-movement is treated as a special instance of phrasal movement. The analysis presented here does not allow such a reduction. The issue how to replace the type of head-movement I employ in this paper is subject to ongoing research in Nanosyntax.


	A reviewer suggests that arbitrary thematic vowels are hard to account for ‘in syntax,’ and require the existence of a specific morphology module—contrary to the architectural claims made here. I do not agree with this conclusion for reasons I sketch below.
In particular, the selection between a particular root and an adequate thematic vowel can be treated as idiomatic (in a technical sense). Space considerations prevent me from developing a full fledged account of idioms, and I give only its bare bones. In Nanosyntax (cf. Starke 2010), idioms like kick the bucket are treated as phrasal lexical entries that make reference to other entries. Thus, when a bottom-up translation derives a constituent with its constituent parts spelled out as kick the bucket (as opposed to kick the pot), that triggers the insertion of the concept DIE. Similarly, the Armenian lexicon contains a number of idioms that refer to a constituent consisting of the root and a particular thematic vowel (cf. Marantz 1995). Noting that there are idioms that contain words which do not make sense out of that idiom, roots on their own may or may not have interpretation, depending on whether any conceptual information is associated to them outside of the particular idiom. Assuming an account along these lines, the pairing of roots and thematic vowels requires a specific morphological component no more than phrasal idioms do.


	I assume that the NP is head final, and may contain adjectival modifiers. Note as well that pre-nominal adjectives do not carry agreement in Armenian.


	A virtually identical situation obtains in the gen/dat.pl, since -c‘ is the only candidate for the spell-out of both the case and number branch of the bar node.


	In addition, the explanation of Case Attraction in terms of ellipsis disappears under the markedness reversal.


	I also assume that m in ins.pl is a phonological variant of the stem marker n.


	In the present account, the ordering in loc, gen and dat is due to phrasal movement. The root moves above case, without pied-piping the stem marker along.


	Note that an analysis in terms of a purely phonological process is not viable, or at least not obviously so. To be sure, Classical Armenian does exhibit vowel-zero alternations (Schmitt 1981:38–39); however, they follow a different pattern than the one we are dealing with here. Thus, in the prototypical instance, we have a vowel in a closed syllable am
                      i
                      s ‘month, nom.sg’ and a zero in an open syllable am
                      ø
                      s-u ‘month, gen.sg’. This regular pattern is different from the data at hand, where both zero mas-
                      ø
                      n ‘part, nom.sg’ and a vowel mas-
                      i
                      n-k‘ ‘part, nom.pl’ show up in a closed syllable. In other words, a theory based on epenthesis (as observed elsewhere in the language) would wrongly predict nom *mas-in. Cf. fn. 41.


	There is a number of nouns that are apparently underived. In fact, Olsen (1999:156) notes that the declension type is so productive, that any noun whose acc.sg accidentally ended in the sequence Cn were re-analyzed as n-stems (i.e., C-n). I believe that these facts are compatible with the general view taken here, since in general, there is no obstacle in nominalizing nouns (recall ‘brotherhood’). Once again, the phrasal idiom view suggested in fn. 33 needs to be invoked.


	This paradigm provides additional evidence against treating the vocalic marker as epenthetic. That is because the root is vowel final, and hence, the vowel does not improve the phonotactics in any way.
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