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Recent scholarship has refocused attention on peakers infer inflection class membership from a
single inflected form, or a subset of inflectednfierof a lexeme. Work has progressed from two doest
that are notable here. Finkel and Stump (2007, R@pproach the issue as a question of predictigenes
what inflected form (or combination of forms) igathy predictive of all other inflected forms ofdélsame
lexeme? This is the principal part. In (1) the tielaship between a single principal part and tis oé the
inflectional paradigm is schematically represeras@ series of nodes A-H (representing cells in a
morphophonological paradigm) and directed edggsésenting predictive relationships).

(1) A schematized network representation of a paradepresenting cell predictiveness

From the other direction, the issue has been appesbas a question of predictability: how predicas
the form corresponding to some paradigm cell, gs@me other inflected form (or combination of foyms
belonging to the same lexeme (e.g. Albright anded83002, Ackerman et al. 2009)?

(2) A schematized network representation of a paradepresenting cell predictability (which occurs
with some probability)
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Both perspectives highlight that implicational tedas holding among forms are crucial to solving th
question of how speakers generalize inflectionsctasmbership. However, perhaps because study has
focused either on predictability or predictivenass, both, there seems to often be a tacit assamgtat

a form must either predictable from other membéts® paradigm, or predictive of other membershef t
paradigm, or both. In this paper | demonstrate tifiatis not always true in inflectional systemsga
explore consequences for inflectional class strectu



The overarching goal of this paper is to suggestied for a broader notion — paradigmatic
cohesion. | argue that cell predictability and pe#dictiveness represent pieces of the infleatlass
puzzle, but a central question has been overlodkdatie morphophonological paradigm (necessarily) a
cohesive structure? A ‘paradigm’ is typically aefd as the set of cells that are licensed by the
combinatory possibilities of morphosyntactic prdjes (e.g. Spencer 2004). The paradigm is thus,
virtually by definition, complete. However, a disttion betweemorphosyntactiparadigms and
morphophonologicaparadigms (Stump 2002) makes it clear that thisidien applies to the
morphosyntactic paradigm. Moreover, heteroclisisii@omenon in which inflectional exponents for a
given lexeme come from two distinct inflection das) already hints that a morphophonological
paradigm need not be complete and cohesive irs#ime sense.

Looking jointly at cell predictiveness and cell gietability, | present a range of examples in
which inflectional forms cannot be represented sisigle network of implicational relations. This is
equivalent to saying that the relevant morphophagiohl paradigms cannot be considered cohesive
structures. The most notable data here comes froaekh Greek; in some classes, singular formatives,
plural formatives, and stress formatives crosseagh other to an unusual degree, as shown in (3).

3 ‘force’ ‘mother’ ‘greengrocer’  ‘tourist’  ‘fathe

NOM.SG. | dinami mama manavi-s turista-s  patérg-s

ACC.SG. | dinami mama manavi turista patéra

GEN.SG. | dinami-s mama-s manavi turista patéra

NOM.PL.  dinami-s mamafes  manavifes turist-es  patér-eg

ACC.PL.  dinami-s mamafes manavifes turist-es  patér-e$  (morphological stress
GEN.PL.  dinam-eon | mam&en manavigon turist-6n  patér-on difference underlined)

These inflection classes in Modern Greek represegriarios akin schematically to (4), in which akin
morphophonological paradigm constitutes two distimetworks of implicational relations, or (5), an
otherwise cohesive network in which one cell idata — neither predictive nor predictable. | qifgint
this lack of paradigm cohesion probabilisticallging Shannon conditional entropy.

(4)

Parallel examples are presented from other languapewing that Greek is not an isolated case.

These patterns are significant in that they sugdestmultiple partial morphophonological
paradigms are not restricted to ‘marginal’ phenoanléee heteroclisis. Ultimately, this paper suppdhte
(now widely accepted) claim that paradigmatic dtrcesis a central organizing principle in inflectad
structure, but rejects the frequent implicit asstiompof paradigm-based theories that the paradigm
necessarily acts as a unitary whole at the morptroglbgical level.



