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1 Introduction

The long term bi- and multi-lingualism in southeastern Turkey has yielded patterns of intra-word code-
switching (CS) among Turkish (TK), Anatolian Arabic (AA), and Northern Kurdish (NK).

Iinvestigate this process in the verbal and the nominal domain, informed by the very rarely-studied trilingual
language mixing.
+ CS in the verbal domain In (1), the Turkish lexeme kapat ‘close’ is used in Anatolian Arabic, by first

identifying and extracting a tri- or quadriradical root VKPT. Then the root is assigned to one of the
patterns/derivations.

(1) StemIl gappat - igappst ‘to close’ cf. Turkish kapat-
Stem III  ddyan - iddyon ‘to be patient, to bear up’ cf. Turkish dayan- (Talay 2007)

+ CS in the nominal domain (2) is an initial illustration.!

- e.g., in (2a), the root comes from AA, the plural from TK, and the case marker from NK.

- not all permutations are licit: (2b) illustrates one unacceptable combination of morphemes.

(2) a. xatan-lar-no
son-in-lawa-PLtg-VOCNk

‘Sons-in-law!’
b. cf. *xatanaa-larrg-iaa ‘my sons-in-law’

Generalization: The investigation of trilingual data reveals the patterns in (3):

3 Morphl Morph2 Morph3
a. Lang A < Lang B < Lang B
b. Lang A < Lang A < Lang B
c
d

. Lang A < Lang B < Lang C
*Lang A < Lang B < Lang A

*Many thanks to David Embick, Lefteris Paparounas, Enoch Aboh, Maria del Carmen Parafita Couto, Cem Keskin, the reviewers of
NELS 55 for their valuable feedback. The study wouldn’t have been possible without the generosity of my language consultants.
11 use the subscripting notation in the examples, when necessary, to indicate which language a word/lexeme or morpheme comes
from, e.g., the subscript oo means the morpheme is from Anatolian Arabic. Some researchers also use the term language mixing for CS
(cf. Tracy 2000, Alexiadou et al. 2015, Alexiadou 2017).
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+ (3a) indicates that a Morph(eme) from language A can be followed by a morpheme from language B,
which in turn is followed by another morpheme from language B.

+ In (3b) the first two morphemes are from language A, followed by a morpheme from language B.
* (3c) shows that each morpheme can belong to a different language.

+ while in the ungrammatical (3d), the first morpheme is from language A, followed by the second
morpheme from language B. Crucially, the third morpheme is drawn back from the language A.
RESULTS PREVIEWED

« The intra-word CS patterns in (3) call for a different explanation than those of prior approaches:

- e.g., a distinction between functional vs lexical categories (e.g., Belazi, Rubin, and Toribio
1994) or phasehood as the defining constraint on CS (e.g., Lopez, Alexiadou, and Veenstra
2017) [See Appendix §5].

 In Akkus 2024, I called the pattern in (3) the No-Reversal Constraint (NRC),

- whose governing restriction is that CS does not allow a switch back to a language that
has already been externalized earlier in the derivation.

Today’s Goal: exploration of the nature of the NRC and where in the grammar it applies.

+ This constraint applies to subwords in Morphology prior to (or concomitant with) linearization
of morphosyntactic words (MWds), and before Vocabulary Insertion (Embick and Noyer 2001).

— Moreover, the NRC exhibits a bottom-up effect (i.e., no [[A B] A] structures), rather than
simply applying over linearization of terminal nodes, which would impose a left-to-right
effect (i.e. no A-B-A strings).

Sason Arabic is an endangered Arabic variety spoken in south-eastern Turkey, partly shown in the
map (Jastrow 1978; Akkus 2017). (Peripheral Arabic > Mesopotamian goltu-Arabic > Anatolian Arabic
> Kozluk-Sason-Mus).
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2 The (non)-templatic language mixing

« Patterns of language mixing that involve affixal (concatenative) languages are commonly reported,

- e.g., in (4), the root \/UTILISIER ‘use’ comes from Spanish, whereas the (dissociated) morpheme
corresponding to 1pl -en comes from German.

(4) Wir utilisier-en spanische Worter, die dann alemanisiert werdeny  hacen klingen un
We uSegpanish-PLGerman Spanish  words that then Germanized are and do sound a
poco raro.

bit strange
‘We use Spanish words, that are then Germanized and sound a bit strange.” (Gonzélez-Vilbazo and
Lépez 2011:(2))

What about cases that involve interactions of concatenative and non-concatenative languages?

» For example, what happens when an element from a concatenative language is integrated into a
non-concatenative language such as Semitic?

« A common strategy is that such elements are incorporated into the verbal and nominal vocalic patterns
of the recipient Semitic language, thus the templatic pattern.

2.1 The templatic pattern in the verbal domain

+ Some borrowed verbal forms have been totally assimilated to the Arabic verb system;

- In such cases, when a verb lexeme is borrowed into a Semitic language, a tri- or quadriradical
root must first be identified and extracted.

— Then the root is assigned to one of the patterns/derivations.
+ These verbs are by the majority formed according to the II. or III. verbal stem, (5):

(5) (Anatolian Arabic, Azox variety, Talay 2007)
Stem II  gappat — iqappst ‘to close’ cf. Turkish kapat-
Stem II  gayyad - iqayyod ‘to register’ cf. Turkish kayut et-
Stem III  ddyan — iddyen ‘to be patient, to bear up’ cf. Turkish dayan-

Similar issues arise in borrowings into other Semitic languages as well. For example, in the Telkepe
dialect of Neo-Aramaic spoken in Detroit, the English word charge has been borrowed as ¢rj ‘to charge’ in
Stem II.

(6) Neo-Aramaic (Telkepe)
ko-mcarj-i-lo.
IND-charge.PRS-3PL-OBJ.3MS
‘They charge it up.’ (Coghill 2015:85,(1))

The syntax of verbal non-concatenation:

« According to Arad (2003, 2005), the root in Semitic is simply the consonantal root. The categorizing
head v has the phonological instantiation of the template. This VP is in turn selected by Voice head
that hosts the vocalic melody (in Hebrew, Arad 2005:190-1).2

+ Successive-cyclic head movement of the verb up through this structure yields the following head
structure at Spell-Out, (7):

2T assume that prosodic constraints result in the interleaving of the vowels within the consonants such that the syllabic template
is emergent/epiphenomenal (see Tucker 2011; Tucker and Kastner 2019 and references therein).



@) Voice®

vO Voice?
/\ V..V
v/CCC vO
CVCVC

« McCarthy (1979, 1981) and Tucker (2011) assume that in Arabic vocalic melody expresses tense,
aspect and voice (thus TAV head), (8), presumably via a PF-Fusion rule for Arabic.?

8 TAVY
vO TAV?
/\ V..V

v/CCC v0
CVCVC

Against this background, let’s turn to language mixing:

+ Consider the Turkish verbal form karis ‘to meddle, mix’, also incorporated as Stem III in (Sason)
Arabic.

- It is integrated into the phonology of the language, where velar stop becomes uvular, i.e., k > g.
Additionally, it is used in different templates, inflected for person-number and different aspects.*

(9) feminine; imperfective-perfective
a. kul cax ti-qares fi siyhi-di
every time 3F-meddle.IPFV in work-my
‘She always meddles in my work.’
b. ams qars-e fi siyli-di
yesterday meddle.PFv-3F in work-my
‘She yesterday meddled in my work.’

(10) masculine; imperfective-perfective
a. kul cax i-qares fi siyli-di
every time 3M-meddle.IPFV in work-my
‘He always meddles in my work.’
b. ams garas fi siyli-di
yesterday meddle.PFv.3M in work-my
‘He yesterday meddled in my work.’

 To repeat, some Turkish/English verbs are borrowed into the Arabic/Neo-Aramaic system in a way
that only contains the consonantal tier, which in turn is combined with the template.

SWhether this is true for all varieties of Arabic is debatable (see e.g., Benmamoun 2000 for Moroccan Arabic).

4The data for this study come from my own fieldwork mainly through acceptability judgments (as well as published sources)
with six consultants. The speakers are able to produce consistent grammaticality judgments on sentences or phrases reported here,
which reveal an underlying linguistic system. Fieldwork involved direct elicitation of (i) judgements about truth in particular contexts
and (ii) judgements about felicity in particular contexts. All six consultants are from the Mutki region, Bitlis, Turkey. Three of the
consultants are trilingual among a subvariety of Mutki-Sason dialects of Anatolian Arabic, Turkish and Northern Kurdish. Two other
consultants and the author of the study are bilinguals in the Arabic dialect and Turkish (with the author also being a heritage speaker
of Mutki Zazaki). The three trilingual speakers are 54, 43, and 60 years old, whereas the Arabic-Turkish bilinguals are 23, 29 and
33 years old. The consultants regularly use each of the languages in their lives though not necessarily in the same settings. Although
consultants report that they are fully competent in each language, they do note that some language(s) is ‘weaker’ than the other(s).
For example, the 60-year old trilingual speaker notes that their Turkish is not ‘as strong as’ their Kurdish and Arabic.



+ Thus consonants of the source loanword is retained; yet, the template and the vocalic melody (if any)
come from the recipient language.

+ Under the assumption that ‘karis’ is borrowed as a Root, this state of affairs is not surprising given that
Turkish lacks the root-and-pattern morphology, as such the lexical item is borrowed (or re-analyzed)
into a node that could have its counterpart, which in this case is the Root, (11).

— Thus the rest of the system functions as if a native trilateral root is merged, allowing bottom-up
head movement (and other operations).

11 Voice®

vO Voice®

N V..V

VKRS v0
CVCVvC

2.2 The templatic pattern in the nominal domain

A similar templatic pattern is also attested in the nominal domain, esp. in plurals, which can be realized
in particular templates known as broken plurals, as well as regular plurals realized as a suffix.

I first introduce the types of plurals and the structures associated with them in (Anatolian) Arabic, before
proceeding with the discussion of observed modes of language mixing in the nominal domain.

2.2.1 Irregular, broken plurals

~+ T assume (with Arad 2005 for Hebrew, and Kramer 2016 for Amharic) that nominal vocalic patterns
for Semitic consonantal roots are inserted at PF.

» They are inserted at a node adjoined to n (cf. Arad’s analysis of verbal patterns (inserted at v, as in
§2.1) and DM-approaches to declension classes) — though other implementations are also possible.

— As such, a noun like xaser ‘yoghurt’ consists of the root v/XSR and a null n to which is adjoined
the vocalic pattern [a...e].
- Prosodic constraints result in the interleaving of the vowels within the consonants.

(12) xaser ‘yoghurt’
n

+ Some (older) loans into the AA from Turkish have been integrated into the language, both phonolog-
ically and morphologically, paralleling the verbal domain.

- for instance by acquiring their own broken plurals, e.g. (Mhallami Arabic):
pantur/paneétir ‘trousers’ (< Turkish potur) (Wittrich 2001).

— This is the same pattern observed for certain native items that have broken plurals, e.g., sinnor -
sinenir ‘cat(s)’.



+ In the case of ‘trousers’, the root of the lexeme po(n)tur comes from Turkish, the n and the vocalic
melody come from Arabic.”

- Since nouns can take different patterns in the plural, each plural is taken to be the allomorph of
the pattern itself conditioned by plurality, and in the case of ‘cat’ or ‘pants’, that n[ + pl] is null.

(13) panétir ‘trousers’

n[+pl] [E...]]
0
The realization of the irregular plural is not limited to broken plurals; it can also be in the idiosyncratic
suffix -in, (14).
(14) refig ‘friend’ refg-in ‘friends’ (Tillo Arabic)

angir ‘friend’ angir-in ‘friends’

genc ‘young one’ (cf. Turkish genc) genc-in ‘young ones’

piroz ‘blessed, holy’ (cf. Kurdish piroz) piroz-in ‘the blessed, holy (ones)’

delal ‘dear, lovable’ (cf. Kurdish delal) delal-in ‘lovable (pl.)®

+ For these instances, I will simply assume that we have an allomorph of n[ + pl] realized as -in, and no
adjunction of vocalic melody.
— (14) also shows that the irregular plural can also attach to Turkish and Kurdish roots.

2.2.2 Regular and double plurals
In addition to the broken (irregular) plurals, Arabic (including Anatolian Arabic varieties) also has the

regular plural and double plurals.

+ Many nouns are pluralized with the regular plural suffix -ad, -at.
(15)  horti ‘calf’ horti-yad ‘calves’
kartol ‘potato’ kartol-ad ‘potatoes’
badincan ‘tomato’ badincan-ad ‘tomatoes’
Following Kramer (2016), I take it that regular plurals are the realization of Num (thus, -ad is on Num
head), whereas irregular plurals are the realization of n.

« The combination results in a structure like (16).

(16) NumP

nP Num
\/ n
5Armostis and Karyolemou (2023, 8-9) report a similar pattern of borrowing for Cypriot (Maronite) Arabic both in the verbal and
nominal domain. As such, only the consonantal tier of loanwords are retained, and they are integrated into the relevant template and

vocalic melody of Arabic.
6In Tillo Arabic, this word is also found as dalel-in (Lahdo 2009:93). This suffix is attached to masculine nouns that denote humans

only. Laks 2014 discusses plural formation of loanwords in Palestinian and Jordanian Arabic, and illustrates examples with broken

plural and regular plurals.



« In this split analysis of plurality, regular plurals are formed via a Num[ + pl] combining with a nP,
whereas irregular plurals are formed by combining a n[ + pl] with the root.

« In addition to capturing the difference between regular and irregular plurals, this analysis also cor-
rectly predicts

- the presence of irregular and regular plural morphology on the same nominal without any change
on meaning (cf. Arabic (Zabbal 2002), Amharic (Kramer 2016), Breton (Trépos 1957, as cited
in Kramer 2016) and other languages)

- as well as their various properties, including morpheme ordering, with the only possibility being
/-Irreg-Reg.

(17) a. kelp‘dog’ kileb ‘dog.pPL’ kileb-ad ‘dog.PL-PL’
b. genc ‘young one’  genc-in ‘young one-PL’  genc-in-ad ‘young one-PL-PL”

« Intuitively, we are dealing with two plural exponents, but only one interpretation of plurality.

+ For the sake of exposition, I adopt Kramer’s (2016) analysis (see also Harbour 2011 for Kiowa, and
Paparounas and Akkus (2024) for the same analysis to forms like biz-ler ‘we-PL’ in Turkish), in which
only one of the plural features is interpretable. As such in a double plural, the plural feature on n
must be uninterpretable, (18).

(18) kileb-ad ‘dog.PL-PL’

NumP
n Num i[ +pl]
/\ -ad

n ul +pl] [1...€e]
0

Against this background, let us now turn to the patterns of word-internal CS in the nominal domain.

3 Word-internal language mixing and No-Reversal Constraint

Unlike most of the nominal examples thus far, in multilingual settings, the exponences of morphemes
come from different languages. We see the same situation in the context of Turkish, Anatolian Arabic and
Northern Kurdish.

3.1 Initial illustrations from Bilinguals

A commonly attested pattern involves addition of the Arabic regular plural morpheme -ad to Turkish roots.

(19) a. mulyar-at  ‘billiong-PLaa’ (Tillo Arabic, Lahdo 2009:92)
b. damad-ad ‘son-in-lawrg-PLaa’
c. soba-d ‘stoverg-PLaa’

 The reverse pattern is also attested: it is possible to replace the Arabic plural morpheme on the Num
head with its Turkish counterpart -IAr in spontaneous speech, which also obeys the vowel harmony.?

7 Another way to show that -in is an irregular plural morpheme (besides the morpheme order) is that it can never follow broken
plurals unlike the regular -ad, thus *kileb-in, which would be expected from a regular plural.
8Some speakers produce such forms in natural speech, but when asked about it, they do not like them.



- Note that this is attested in both regular, (20a), and double plural forms, (20b).

(20) a. xatan-lar ‘son-in-lawaa-PLtg’ cf. xatan-ad
b. kileb-ler  ‘dogaa.PLaa-PL1x’ cf. kileb-ad

« This shows that the root (and maybe root + a higher functional head) might come from language A,
whereas the top node, which is Num comes from language B.

Neo-Aramaic varieties illustrate other instances of CS in the nominal domain.
+ Various Kurdish particles are incorporated into the morphology of the Jewish Aramaic dialects.

- e.g., the Central Kurdish definite article suffix -ake (Khan and Mohammadirad 2024:104-
105).

(21)  kalba ‘dog’  kalbargmaic-akegyrdish ¢ the dog’

- The Kurdish agent nominalizer -ana is another affix used in the formation of nouns that
are of Aramaic etymology. It is productively used to form active participles from the
present stem of verbs:

(22) Jewish Neo-Aramaic dialects (Khan and Mohammadirad 2024:100)
’axlana ‘(big) eater’ < ’-x-l‘to eat’
garyana ‘reader’ < q-r-y ‘toread’
yalpana ‘learner’ < y-lp ‘to learn’

Potential restrictions:
Attempts to add outer morphemes are informative wrt potential restrictions that may be at work.

+ Adding the possessive marker to the form in (19) is allowed only if the possessive morpheme is Arabic,
as in (23).

(23) a. soba-d-i
stoverk-PLaa-1SG.POSSaa

‘my stoves’
b. cf. *sobarg-daa-tmrx

+ The same holds for the examples in (20), involving the Turkish plural suffix as the outer-most mor-
pheme. Any further morpheme can only be drawn from the Turkish inventory, and not Arabic, (24).°

(24) a. xatan-lar-im
son-in-lawaa-PL1g-1SG.POSSTK

‘my sons-in-law’
b. cf. *xatanaa-larrg-iaa

A possible hypothesis (H1): Based on (23) and (24), one plausible explanation is that whichever language
the least embedded head is from, any additional morpheme has to be from that language.

This hypothesis would also correctly capture patterns that involve ‘derivational’ suffixes.

9 Another example involving multiple Turkish morphemes in an intra-word CS is below:

(i) forelesning-ler-e
leCtureNorwegian -PLTK-DATTK

‘to the lectures’ (Jake et al. 2002:4)



+ For example, a nominal/adjectival root can be incorporated into the phonological system of the lan-
guage A, and then attached with a derivational suffix from language B.

(25) a. salak ‘stupid’ (Turkish root) + -ti(y)ye ‘state of’ (Arabic suffix) = salaq-tiye ‘stupidity’ (Sason

Arabic)
b. sag (Turkish) / bas (Kurdish) ‘good, healthy’ + -ti(y)ye ‘state of (Arabic suffix) = sag-tiye or
bas-tiye ‘wellness’ (Sason Arabic)

c. dostane ‘friendly’ (Turkish) + -tiyye ‘state of’ (Arabic) = dostanotiyye ‘friendship’ (Tillo Arabic,
Lahdo 2009:217)

(26) hamar ‘donkey’ (Arabic root) + -lik ‘state of’ (Turkish suffix) = hamar-lik ‘asininity, stupidity’

+ The Root comes from one language and the categorizer n from another.

(27) n (28) n
VHAMARAA n V/BASNK n
-llkTK -ttyeaa

« This pattern also obeys the restriction noted above. The addition of a plural morpheme needs to be
in the language exponed at the outer-most node.

- in (25a), the plural needs to be the Arabic -ad.
- in (26), the plural needs to be the Turkish -lAr.

(29) NumP
n Num
/\ -lartk
VHAMARpA n
-llkTK

More combinations involving different morphemes, e.g., ablative -DAn are in (30c) and (31c).
+ They show that another morpheme is also possible as long as it follows the restriction noted thus far.

* (31d) shows that replacing the Turkish ablative case with the Arabic preposition (as Arabic lacks overt
case) is grammatical.

(30) a. hamar-lik-lar (31) a. salag-tiy-ad
donkeyap-DERTK-PLTK stupidrg-DERap-PLaa
‘Stupidities’ ‘Stupidities’

b. cf. *salaqrk-tiyeaa-lerrk

c. *salag-tiye-den
stupidtg-DERaa-ABLTK
‘from the stupidity’

b. cf. *hamaraa-liktg-adaa

c. hamar-lik-tan d

. cf. m salag-tiye
dOIlkeyAA-DERTK-ABLTK aHy

frompp stupidrg-DERaa
‘from the stupidity’ ‘from the stupidity’



3.2 Patterns of trilinguals

Language-mixing patterns of trilingual speakers are crucial in demonstrating that the above hypothesis (H1)
cannot be correct.

In all three examples in (32), the root xatan ‘son-in-law’ comes from Arabic. Yet, the examples differ wrt
the ensuing morphemes.

« In (32a) and (32b), the plural is from Arabic just like the root, and the vocative case marker -no that
follows the plural is from NK in (32a), whereas the possessive marker -Im in (32b) is from Turkish.

« It is even possible to have three morphemes each belonging to a different language. In (32c), the root
is from AA, the plural is from Turkish, and the vocative is from NK.

(32) a. xatan-ad-no
son-in-lawaa-PLaAA-VOCNK
‘Sons-in-law!’

b. xatan-ad-im
son-in-lawaa-PLAA-1SG.POSSTK
‘my sons-in-law’

c. xatan-lar-no
son-in-lawaa-PL1g-VOCNk
‘Sons-in-law!’

It is also possible to find acceptable forms with a longer sequence of morphemes, (33).

(33) a. xatan-lar-im-no
son-in-lawaa-PLtg-1SG.POSSTk-VOCNK

‘My sons-in-law!’

b. xatan-ad-im-no
son-in-lawaa-PLaa-1SG.POSSTk-VOCNK
‘My sons-in-law!’

Word-internal trilingual CS can be found in other languages as well, although very rarely.

+ In Corfiot example in (34) the root comes from Hebrew, the verbalizer from Greek and the
infinitival from Romance.

(34) (Corfiot; Vardakis 2023:6)
dibur-efs-ar
talkHebrew'VRBZGreek'INFRomance

‘talk’

Summary of Patterns: Overall, we can summarize the attested and unattested patterns as in (35).

+ CS allows various patterns of morpheme insertion in (35a) through (35c), but not the pattern in (35d).
- (35a) indicates that a morpheme (Morph) from language A can be followed by a morpheme from
language B, which in turn is followed by another morpheme from language B.

— In (35b) the first two morphemes are from language A and they are followed by a morpheme
from language B.

- (35c) shows that each morpheme can belong to a different language,

10



— while in the ungrammatical (35d), the first morpheme is from language A, followed by the second
morpheme from language B. Crucially, the third morpheme is drawn back from the language A.

(35) Morphl Morph2 Morph3
a. Lang A < Lang B < Lang B
b. Lang A < Lang A < Lang B
c. Lang A < Lang B < Lang C
d. *Lang A < Lang B < Lang A

In fact, this generalization captures all the observed cases of intra-word CS in bilingual settings that
involve many other languages, compiled in Stefanich et al. 2019, as they form a small subset of (35).

3.3 Proposal: No-Reversal Constraint

I propose a constraint called No-Reversal Constraint (NRC) which prohibits switching back to a language
that has already contributed a morpheme earlier in the derivation (see Akkus 2024).

+ This constraint is at work both for the bilingual and trilingual speakers (and vacuously for monolin-
gual speakers). This constraint is also compatible with examples that contain more than three mor-
phemes in a single morphological word, as in (33). Those examples also follow from the No-Reversal

Constraint.

~ At what stage of the derivation does the NRC apply?
It applies to subwords in Morphology concomitant with (or prior to) linearization of MWds (morphosyn-
tactic words), and before Vocabulary Insertion (following the definitions in Embick and Noyer 2001).1°

Prediction 1: This imposes a restriction on MWds, but allows its obviation for larger structures.

(36) A

N

X W

N

Y X

/\

Z 'Y

Suppose in (36), X° = Z+Y +X forms an MWd, but W itself is a separate MWd.

The No-Reversal Constraint applies to the subwords forming the complex word (i.e., any terminal
that has undergone head movement in syntax to adjoin to another head). In the case at hand, it will place
a restriction internal to X° = Z+Y+X, but not the set of terminal nodes Z+Y+X+ W since W forms a

separate MWd itself,

10T have not been able to tease apart linearization from exponence. See also Nevins 2012 for dissimilation effects that also apply
within the M-Word.

11



A contrast:

(37) a. *salag-tiye-den
stupidrk-DERaa-ABLTK

‘from the stupidity’

b KP
n K
A -dentx
\/SALAKTK n
-ttyeaa

In (37Db), the terminal nodes ,/+n+K constitute an MWd, presumably due to head-movement.

On the other hand, in (38a), while the terminal nodes \/+n(+K) form an MWd, the preposition is
itself part of a different MWd.

(38) a. salag-tiye icin
StupidTK-DERAA fork

‘for/because of the stupidity’

b. PP
(KP) P
/\ iginTK
A (K)
v/ SALAKTK . n
-ttyeaa

In fact, it is also possible to utter (39):
(39) salag-tiy-ad icin
StupidTK-DERAA-PLAA forrx
‘for/because of the stupidities’

This constraint could also explain the following possibilities. Note that (40c) involves combination of
Spanish roots/lexical item plus Quechua inflection/grammatical properties (that are boldfaced).

(40) a. ma-co xatan-lar-im.
NEGaa-camea, son.in.lawaa-PLrg-1POSSTK
‘My sons-in-law didn’t come.’
b. bu model run-iyor.
thistxk modelrk TUNEpglish-PROGTK
‘This model is running.” (Metehan Oguz, March 24, 2024)
c. (Media Lengua, Muysken 1997)

unu fabur-ta pidi-nga-bu  bini-xu-ni.
one favor-ACC ask-NOM-BEN come-PROG-1SG

‘I come to ask a favor.’

12



(41) Structure for (40a)

NegP
Neg TP
T VoiceP
DP Voice’
NumP D Voice v
-lMmrtk
nP Num v COME
/\ —larTK
VXATANpa @"
TK

« In (40a), the terminal nodes vXATAN +n + Num + D form a MWd, whereas the nodes v/COME + v + Voice + T + Neg
forms another MWd.

Prediction 2: Nodes that do not form complex words via head-movement should not be subject to the
No-Reversal Constraint. Indeed, the clitics -(y)sA/ise ‘as for’, (42a), mI (interrogative), (42b), are apparent
exceptions.

(42) a. soba-d=sa
stoverg-PLaa = as.forrg
‘as for the stoves’
b. salaq-tiye =mi?
stupidrk-DERaa = QK
‘is it the stupidity?’

3.4 Is the NRC string- or structure-based?

The NRC applies at the Morphology in the case studies at hand, but could it apply purely on the basis of
hierarchical structures?

» The grammaticality of (42a) is suggestive that a purely string-based approach cannot work. Still it
leaves some other options available.

« In particular, what is the nature of representation(s) referred to in the NRC? Suppose we have (43a)
linearized as (43b):

(43) a. Structure: [[Root x] y]
b. Linearization: Root-x-y

« If the Root is Lg1, and x is Lg2, suppose we cannot switch back to Lgl at y.

— That is compatible with both a hierarchical and linear understanding of a NRC.
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Two possible paths to tease apart linear vs. hierarchical approaches:

(i) Linearly *; but hierarchically v/
(ii) Linearly v'; hierarchically *

Making x or y a prefix would result in different predictions for linear vs. hierarchical approaches, and
the languages in question allow us to test the option (ii), while I have not been able to find a configuration
to test (i).

Assume y (which is structurally higher than x) is a prefix:
* On a linear approach, yi41-Rootyg1-X1g2 would involve no switching.

* But on a hierarchical approach, it would involve switching: it would go from Rootyg to inner xig»
and then to outer yiq.!

Clausal spine in Arabic and Turkish Arabic and Turkish differ as to the position and linearization of the
negative morpheme in the clausal spine. Despite its different height in the two languages, negation serves
as a useful testing ground.

(44) a. Clausal structure in Arabic: Neg > T > Asp > V2

b. Surface order of negation: Negation is a prefix to the verbal complex. It has a long vowel and
bears stress (which is shown via ' below).

c. Sason Arabic
'ma-faqaz-na.
NEG-run.PST-1PL

‘We did not run.’

(45) a. SA clausal hierarchy for (44c): b. SA linearization:
NegP Neg-TAV-Agr

TP Neg

A ma-
Voice® A
vO Voice® T  Agr
A a..a -na

FOZ vo
CvCvC

1 The same considerations would apply if x is linearized as a prefix, but again the languages in question don’t seem to have a such
a configuration.

12See Soltan 2007; Benmamoun et al. 2013 for Standard Arabic and several Arabic varieties, and Akkus 2021b; Akkus and Ben-
mamoun 2024 for Sason Arabic verbal clauses.
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(46) a. Clausal structure in Turkish: T > Asp > Neg > V'3

b. Surface order of negation: Negation is a suffix to the verb. It has a short vowel obeying vowel
harmony, and it is a pre-stressing affix, thus the preceding syllable bears stress.

c. Turkish
'kos-ma-di-k.
run-NEG-PST-1PL

‘We did not run.’

(47) a. Turkish clausal hierarchy for (46c): b. Turkish linearization:
TP V-Neg-Asp-T-Agr
NegP T
Voice? Neg T Agr
/\ -ma -di -k
vO Voice?
A 0
KOS v°
0

It is possible to observe instances of intra-word CS that are informative as to the status of the NRC.

« Examples (48a-48b) show that an AA root/infinitival can be followed with multiple Turkish mor-
phemes, such as negation, past tense and agreement.

* (48c) shows that an attempt to realize the Turkish negation as a prefix is ruled out.

(48) a. faqz-di-k

run.INFaa-PSTtk-1PL7k
‘We ran.”'#

b. 'fagz-ma-di-k
run.INFaa-NEGTk-PSTTk-1PLTK
‘We didn’t run.’

c. *ma-'faqz-di-k
NEGTK-TUN.INFpA-PSTTk-1PLTK
‘We didn’t run.’

~» Crucially, it is also not possible to use the Arabic negation, even in its prefixal position, (49).

(49) a. *'ma-faqz-di-k
NEGAA-TUN.INFap-PST1g-1PL1K

‘We didn’t run.’

13Gee Kelepir 2001; Oztiirk 2005; Akkus 2021b; Paparounas and Akkus 2024, a.m.o.

145ason Arabic has developed infinitival forms (Akkus 2021a, 2022) due to contact with Kurdish. It is also possible (but less
preferred) to use the form faqaz ‘run.pST’, in which case it would result in a double marking of past tense information. This would
make it similar to the double marking of conditional he-be = se ‘if there is’ in Turkish-Kurdish contact situations (Dorleijn 2006:84).
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T Negaa

VROOTA, Y24 Tk Agrx

c. Linearization: Negaa-Root/vaa-T1g-Agrx

The ungrammaticality of (49a) is informative, this configuration is expected to be possible in terms
of a linear approach, (49c), as the Arabic negation and the Arabic root/v are linearly adjacent.

However, for a hierarchical approach, the ungrammaticality is predicted since negation in Arabic is
hierarchically separated from the Arabic root/v by intervening node(s), (49b).

+ Again, intriguingly, (50) is licit, where the Root, Tense, Agr are from Turkish and the negation is from
Arabic.

(50) a. 'ma-kos-tu-k.
NEGaa-TUntg-PSTtx-1PL1K
‘We didn’t run.’

b. Neg
/\
T Negaa
v T

+/RO OTTtx VTK TTK AgI'TK

c. Linearization: Negaa-Root/vyk-Trx-Agrrk

4 Conclusions

¢ The long term bi- and multi-lingualism in southeastern Turkey has resulted in intriguing code-switching
(CS) patterns.

« The trilingual CS obeys the the No-Reversal Constraint (NRC), and prior approaches fail to capture the
full range of the data:

— This constraint applies to subwords in Morphology concomitant with (or prior to) linearization
of morphosyntactic words (MW(ds).

— Moreover, the NRC also exhibits a bottom-up effect (i.e., no [[A B] A] structures).
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5 Appendix: Comparison with alternative analyses

The NRC fares better compared to prominent alternative proposals, which fail to capture the full range of
the attested patterns.

Poplack (1980, 1981): This approach argues that code-switching could only target two free morphemes,
and it could not apply between morphemes within the same word.

This view effectively imposes a prohibition on code-switching in head movement and word-internal
contexts.

Evaluation: T do not dwell on this proposal since studies have shown that this statement is too strong, and
such patterns indeed are attested. In this talk alone, we have seen many examples to that effect, which
shows that language-mixing is not restricted to free morphemes.

Belazi et al. (1994): This study proposes the Functional Head Constraint (FHC), which distinguishes be-
tween lexical and functional categories.
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+ According to the FHC, a code-switch may not occur between a functional head and its complement,
while code-switching between a lexical head and its complement proceeds unimpeded.

— Abstracting away from the details, this analysis is built on the view that ‘language’ is a feature
[uninterpretable, in today’s terms] a functional head bears, and as such the functional head
requires its complement to match its own corresponding ‘language’ feature.

- This feature-matching of ‘language’ is missing between a lexical head and its complement.

Evaluation: This proposal is also too restrictive, in that it would incorrectly rule out examples in (25a) and
(26), where the Root and the categorizer n are of different languages.

Similarly, it would fail to capture the possibility of templatic borrowing in the verbal domain dis-
cussed in section 2.1. Those examples involve the root coming from Turkish, whereas the categorizer v and
Voice from Arabic.

More challenging are the examples in (32), repeated here as (51), which involve functional categories
within the nominal phrase that belong to different languages.

(51) a. xatan-ad-no
son-in-lawpa-PLaa-VOCNKk
‘Sons-in-law!’

b. xatan-ad-im
son-in-lawaa-PLaa-1SG.POSSTK
‘my sons-in-law’

c. xatan-lar-no
SOIl-iIl-laWAA-PLTK-VOCNK
‘Sons-in-law!’

Lépez et al. (2017): This analysis is built on the phase-theory and argues that code-switching is governed
by phase-theoretic considerations.

Lépez et al. (2017): bilinguals have multiple externalization systems or PFs, and when a structure is trans-
ferred, it is transferred in one block to one of the PFs.

« From these, it would follow that “code-switching may take place at phase boundaries but not within
the phase” (Lopez et al. 2017:5).

« This is because code-switching within the phase would entail transferring some material to one exter-
nalization system while simultaneously transferring some other material to another externalization
system.

Assuming the standard structure (52) for the nominal phrases (which also straightforwardly extends to
Arabic/Semitic, Kurdish and Turkish, as evidenced also by the morpheme ordering) - Lopez et al. (2017,
(7)) suggest that n and K are phase heads (see Citko 2014 for the same phasehood properties in the nominal
domain).
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DP

T

NumP D

/\
nP Nu

m

vVROOT

According to this formulation, the complement of a phase head and the phase head itself are trans-
ferred in different phases. In (52), phase heads are placed in a box, and the nodes that are within the same
arc are transferred together.

For example, n and its complement , / belong to different phases in Spell-Out. Moreover, D would be trans-
ferred with Num and n, while K is transferred with the higher phase that contains it, i.e., vP or pP.

Evaluation: Despite capturing a large set of the examples (e.g., (19), (23), (24), (25a), (26), (30), (31)), it
incorrectly rules out many acceptable forms too.

- e.g., those in (20), (32b), and (33b). For example, in (32b), both the plural on Num head and the
possessive morpheme on D/Poss would be within the same Spell-out domain, therefore should be
transferred together.

— Therefore, they are predicted to be coming from the same language, which is not the case.

« Similarly, in (20), the categorizer n head and the plural morpheme are within the same phase, thus
code-switching between the two should be disallowed. This is also not correct.

Another possible direction: Configurations that involve combinations of prefixes and suffixes - which
retain the same hierarchy across languages - would be informative too.
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