The Ins and Outs of Allomorphy in Turoyo (Neo-Aramaic) Laura Kalin
1. Introduction: The environments for suppletive allomorphy (e.g., English ozen/* ozes)
and the nature of phonological alternations triggered in specific morphological environments
(e.g., leaves /*leafs) have long been under debate (Carstairs 1987, Bobaljik 2000, 2012, Chung
2009, Embick 2010, Radkevich 2010, Bye & Svenonius 2012, Bobaljik & Harley 2017, i.a.).

I take up a puzzling set of data displaying (i) suppletive allomorphy that seems to be
outwardly-sensitive to phonology (and is non-optimizing), and (ii) a morphophonological
alternation that seems to be inwardly-sensitive to morphosyntactic features (and has no
plausible phonological trigger). (All data here come from Jastrow’s (1993) Turoyo grammar.)

What I argue is that in modeling this pattern, any theory of allomorphy has to loosen one of
two constraints, directionality or locality: It either must be that allomorphy can be inwardly
and outwardly sensitive to both morphosyntactic features and phonology, or it must be that
triggers of allomorphy are not restricted to being within the same X° or even the same phrase.

2. Data: Turoyo is a Neo-Aramaic language originally spoken in southeast Turkey. Like
all Neo-Aramaic languages, Turoyo has rich verbal morphology, especially w.r.t. agreement.
[lustrative examples are given in (1). The bold italic letter in the agreement glosses indicates
different paradigms/patterns of agreement: (i) the “base” set (B), closest to the verb base,
encodes (maximally) the # and GENDER of an argument; (ii) the “simple” set (.S) encodes
(maximally) the 7 and # of the same argument indexed by Bj; and (iii) the “l-initial” set
(L) encodes (maximally) the 7, #, and GENDER of a different argument than B/S. (Next to
the morpheme break down throughout, pronunciations are given in bold italics.)

(1) a. zobt -0 -ot  -le (=zobtatle) b. mnosq  -i - -la (=neiqila)
catch.PRS -BF.SG -S§2SG -L3M.SG kiss.PRS -BPL -53 -L3F.SG
‘you (fem. sg.) catch him’ (p. 135) ‘they kiss her’ (p. 133)

B/S index the subject (red), L indexes the object (blue). §2.1: B is sensitive to phonological
material that follows it; §2.2: L is sensitive to morphosyntactic features that precede it.
2.1 B allomorphy: When B indexes a plural argument, we observe the forms in (2). (In (3)
and following examples, the allomorph under discussion is underlined in the pronunciation.)
(2) a. -i/__CV (1b)or __ # (3a) (p. 127)
b. -0/ __V (5b)
c. -on /___CC (3b) (nb. includes Cr, a long consonant, (4a))

(3) a. gahik -1 -0 (=gahiki) b. mnesq -on - -lxu (=neSqenxu)
laugh.PST -BPL -S3 kiss.PRS - BPL -S3 -L2PL
‘they laughed’ (p. 129) ‘they kiss you (pl)” (p. 127)

Taking -7, (2a), to be the elsewhere allomorph, we can understand (2b) phonologically, as
hiatus avoidance, cf. (1a). However, the alternation of -i with -on, (2c), is not plausibly
phonological—there is no general process of nasal-insertion, nor could such an insertion be
phonetically-motivated, as the choice of -on actually creates a phonotactic violation, CCC,
which must be repaired by deletion, cf. (3b)/(4a)/(5b). (nb. An infixed past tense morpheme,
-wa-, allows us to see all 3 Cs intact: nasqganwanxu (‘they used to kiss you (pl)’; p. 134).) The
-i/-on alternation is best characterized as suppletive allomorphy triggered phonologically.

2.2 L allomorphy: Of the seven-member L suffix set, two L suffixes (2nd plural -lzu and
3rd plural -lle) behave exceptionally in that they undergo a morphophonological alternation.
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The alternation is that, when following a plural morpheme, the /s in these suffixes become
ns, i.e., -lru—-nzu and -lle—-nne. This is shown in (4a) (the n form) vs. (4b) (the [ form).

(4) a. nesq -on -} -lle (=nesqenne) b. nasq -0 - -lle (=nasqalle)
kiss.PRS -BPL -S3 - L3PL kiss.PRS -BF.SG -S3 - L3PL
‘they kiss them’ (p. 127) ‘she kisses them’ (p. 133)

In environments where these L suffixes follow PL -on, as in (3b)/(4a), there seems to be a
phonological explanation for [—n, progressive assimilation. However, l—n cannot be the
result of assimilation. First, progressive assimilation is not the norm in Turoyo (though one
could speculate that this is how the [—n alternation arose diachronically, and why it targets
only CC-initial suffixes, cf. §2.1). More revealingly, when there is no adjacent nasal (which

happens when the S suffix is non-null), the [—n alternation still occurs, (5a—b). (This holds
in absence of the -on allomorph, (5a-b), and in the absence of any preceding nasal, (5b).)

(5) a. zebt  -i -na -lxu(=zebtinanxu) b. zebt -} -ut -lle (=zebtutne)
catch.PRS -BPL -S1PL -L2PL catch.PRS -BPL -S2PL -L3PL
‘we catch you (pl)” (p. 136) ‘yvou (pl) catch them’ (p. 135)

The generalization here is that CC-initial L suffixes (not a natural class morphosyntactically)
undergo approximant nasalization in the context of a preceding plural feature.

The examples above display the [/n alternation w.r.t. a plural B/S suffix, but the alternation
extends beyond this—when two L suffixes are stacked, as they can be in past tense, we can
observe the alternation in the second L suffix, sensitive to PL in the first L suffix:

(6) a. som -Ixu  -lle (=somxonne) b. som -Ixu -lIxu  (=semxoenxu)
make.PST -L2PL - L3PL make.PST -L2PL - L2PL
‘yvou (pl) made them’ (p. 139) ‘yvou (pl) made yourselves’ (p. 139)

3. Analysis and implications: Bobaljik (2000), a.o., argues that when a phonological form
is chosen for a morpheme/bundle of morphemes (vocabulary insertion; VI), the phonological
form overwrites the morphosyntactic features. If VI is cyclic (starting from the most embed-
ded morpheme) this means that inward-sensitive allomorphy should see only phonological
forms, while outward-sensitive allomorphy should see only morphosyntactic features. If the
verbal complex in Turoyo is contained in one X°, with the verb being the most embedded
morpheme, then Turoyo seems to show the exact reverse pattern—inward sensitivity to mor-
phosyntactic features (L), outward sensitivity to phonological form (B). Do we conclude then,
as others have (e.g., Gribanova and Harizanov 2017), that overwriting is too strong?

The alternative analysis that I pursue is that the verbal complex is not a syntactic word, but
rather a series of adjacent heads (subscripted with the agreement series they correspond to):
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(7) [ \Y [TP T [AspP ASpB/S [UP (%9 [ApplP ApplL [VP ¥] ] ] ] ] ]

This analysis is supported by a number of empirical facts (not shown here for space reasons),
including (i) allomorphy of the verb base, (ii) the position of the past tense morpheme, and
(iii) the agreement configuration: the last agreement suffix in the verbal complex agrees with
the lowest argument (can be an indirect object), and the first displays person restrictions. (An
open question is the nature of V-raising, as long-distance head mvmt or remnant VP mvmt.)
This analysis is compatible with rewriting, but requires allomorphy to cross phrase bound-
aries, contra most such locality conditions (e.g., Bobaljik 2012, Bobaljik and Harley 2017,
Thornton 2017). I discuss this trade-off in terms of its empirical and theoretical consequences.



