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Notes on Glossing

Glosses of examples throughout the text have been modifiedfsistency. Occasion-
ally, the translations have also been modified, where thidkean done, it is indicated.

All examples where no reference to a source follows the laggumame have been
collected by the author.

Bantu glossing conventions Numbers preceding a noun indicate the noun class. For
examplekitabu'book’ is glossed as ‘7book’. This means tldabubelongs to noun
class 7. The numbers in the glossesder, om andrRM also refer to the noun class,
whenever they are not followed tor p. For examplezi- is glossed asm10, which
means that it is a subject marker that refers to/agrees withss 10 noun. When the
numbers 1 or 2 and or P appear in the gloss, the morpheme refers to first or second
person singular or plural. For examplei-, the object marker for first person singular,
is glossed apm1s.

In a Bantu language with multiple past tenses or future ®raech as Haya, the
relevant tenses are commonly numbered. In this kind of sygbast 1 is closer to the
speech time than past 2 and past 3.
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\ low tone (above a vowel)
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v’ possible reading

CAUS causative
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CONT continuous

CONS consecutive tense
COP copula

DAT dative

DEM demonstrative
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indicated
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% not all speakers accept the sentence a2 disjoint
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ACC accusative
Adj adjunct
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APPL applicative
ASSOCassociative

ASP aspect

DO direct object
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hum human



XVi

IAV Immediate After Verb (position)
iF interpretable feature

IMP imperative

INF infinitive

Inst instrumental

10 indirect object

Loc locative

MD mood

NC houn class

NPST near past

NEG negation

num number

OM object marker

P (person) plural
PASSpassive

PCC Person Case Constraint
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Introduction

This dissertation examines the morphosyntactic propedfeobject markers in the
Bantu language Sambaa, and the Bantu languages more denfEmnabbject marker
is a morpheme which appears attached on the verb stem,wisutilé form of a prefix.
When discussing object agreement in Bantu languages, teeragnt is expressed by
the object marker.

Object marking patterns across Bantu are diverse: someiBsrguages have one
object marker, others have several. Some require objedtarsaawith certain kinds
of objects, whereas in others, object-marked objects apgigmeed to be dislocated.
This kind of variation has given rise to a sizable literatomeobject marking in Bantu.
However, to date there are no detailed typological studastmly in-depth studies
of the syntax of object marking in particular Bantu languadée goal of the present
study is to address this gap. Swahili and Haya, two Bantwiaggs with object mark-
ing patterns that are substantially different from thegratfound in Sambaa, are com-
pared to Sambaa through a range of construction types.

One of the key questions in the literature is the syntactitustof Bantu object
markers as agreement markers or pronouns. It has been atwateithere are two
types of Bantu languages: those with pronominal object mgrand those with ob-
ject agreement. In this thesis, this dichotomy is rejecteskld on the three languages
discussed in detail and evidence from a range of other Banfyulages. The strongest
possible conclusion from that would be that all Bantu lamgsahave object agree-
ment. However, there are more than 500 Bantu languages,ohuadtich are inade-
quately described at best. Some Bantu languages do not hakéa of object mark-
ing, while others might have different object marking patsfrom Haya, Sambaa and
Swahili. The conclusion here, then, is that the three laggsaiscussed have object
agreement, and that this analysis is extendable to othd¢uBamguages with the same



2 1.1. The topic of this thesis

fundamental syntactic properties. And even though othegudages may require dif-
ferent analyses from the one developed here, the in-deptistigation of these three
language demonstrates that a simple two-way divide carsotdintained.

Beyond the narrow issue of the syntax of object markers,thd@sis touches on
questions such as freedom of word order, microvariationtastic relations within
the sentence and on how different areas of Bantu syntax areected, or not. In the
context of object marking, languages with varying degrdesoosd order freedom are
discussed. It is shown that this property cannot be assatigith Bantu in general,
and that it is not always affected by object marking. A numiiemorphosyntactic
patterns are discussed which show that even amongst Bargudges belonging to
the same sub-groups a lot of syntactic variation is foundtlizait is shown that a
number of properties which are associated in the literatoméy co-occur in some
Bantu languages.

Agreement phenomena have been of interest to syntactisiarksng in different
frameworks for a long time. This does not come as a surprisiegdiow agreement
phenomena illustrate how the most basic elements of a seniateract and con-
nect, and how the core meaning of a sentence is encoded-irggistically, subject
agreement is more well-studied than object agreementevidnilguages with object
agreement for more than one object, as discussed hererardl@eover, where lan-
guages mark two objects on the verb this is generally noyasdlas agreement. The
data presented here challenges this notion. Finally, therMilist theory of Agree is
based on subject agreement patterns, and as | argue hexe,liedmproved by con-
sidering object agreement as well. This is because objeetagent, especially with
more than one object, can elucidate locality effects anglfiatence effects in ways
which subject agreement cannot.

Sambaa particularly lends itself to an investigation okthgquestions because it
has a range of syntactic properties which are not commoisiyrasd to co-occur in
Bantu. It allows multiple object markers while at the sameetshowing clear animacy
effects, and it has a restrictive word order. Swabhili is ohthe most widely studied
Bantu languages and is generally assumed to have obje@nagne. Its syntax is
rather similar to Sambaa, but Swahili allows only one objeetker. Haya, finally,
allows multiple object markers and has no animacy effeaisaahigh degree of free-
dom of word order. In combination, these languages can ofsgght into the extent
of microvariation in Bantu and into the syntax of the Bantugaages as a whole.

1.1 The topic of this thesis

In Sambaa, in a transitive or ditransitive constructior,tbrb may agree with one or
more objects as well as with the subject. This is optionaléstoases, but sometimes
object marking is either obligatory or ungrammatical. Altigh it is often optional,
object marking is a highly constrained syntactic procedhigmlanguage. This thesis
analyses how this process works.
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Consider the example in (1). Object marking is obligatorylia) and optional in
(1b).

(1) a. Mbeghaa- za- *(mw-) onaBuge.
1Mbeghasm1- PEREDJ- OM1- seelBuge
‘Mbegha saw Buge®

b. Mbegha a- za- (mw-) onang’'wanae.
1Mbeghasm1- PEREDJ- OM1- seelchildP0OsSs3s
‘Mbegha saw his child.’ [Sambaa]

In (1), the object marker corresponds to the direct objec simple transitive verb.
With a ditransitive verb, agreement with the direct objecungrammatical in the
equivalents to both (1a) and (1b), shown in (2a) and (2b). &@n when the indirect
object is object-marked, as in (2c), object marking the diabject is possible but
optional.

(2) a. *Mbeghaa- za- u- nka Buge uzumbe.
1Mbeghasm1- PEREDJ OM14-give 1Bugel4kinghood
Int: ‘Mbegha gave Buge the kinghood.’

b. *Mbegha a- za- u- nka ng’'wanae uzumbe.

1Mbeghasm1- PEREDJ OM14-give 1childPoss3s 14kinghood
Int: ‘Mbegha gave his child the kinghood.’

c. Mbeghaa- za- (u)- m- nkang'wanae uzumbe.
1MbeghasM1- PEREDJ- OM14-0M1-give 1child POss3s 14kinghood
‘Mbegha gave his child the kinghood.’ [Sambaa]

This example illustrates two of the properties of Samba&aibparking which are
discussed in this thesis: differential object marking graus affected by animacy and
definiteness, and the syntactic relations required foradlparking to be grammatical.

1.2 Object marking across Bantu

Bantu languages are well-known for their agglutinative piaiogy. Especially the
system of verbal inflections is rich. Bantu verbal complérekide morphemes which
are co-referential with the subject and/or the object (gecis) of a verb. The status
of these morphemes as agreement markers or pronominasdstdisputed. This is
primarily because Bantu languages allpre drop for subjects and objects, and due to
the fact that some Bantu languages have relatively free watdr. This is illustrated
with examples from Swabhili. In (3aJumaand a- refer to the subject (=Juma) and
wa-andwatoto‘children’ both refer to the object. In (3b) the lexical NRg @ropped.
In Swahili, free pronouns are used for contrastive focushasvn in (3c). The free
pronouns cannot receive a focus-neutral reading in thisegbn

IMbegha is a famous chief from Sambaa folklore who became tibtekfng of the Shambaa kingdom
and passed the kinghood on to his son Buge.
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(3) a. Jumaa- li- wa- onawatoto.
1Jumasml- PAST- OM2- see2child
‘Juma saw (the) children.
b. A- - wa- ona.
SM1- PAST- OM2- see
‘He saw them.

c. Yeyea- li- wa- onawao.
s/he sM1-PAST- OM2- seethey
# ‘S/he saw them.’ (acceptable with contrastive focus) [Siiah

Object markers have visible person and number featurespum nlass features,
but do not show any particular objective case, such as datigecusative case. In the
majority of Bantu languages there is no case marking on neitiner? By and large,
object markers have the same morphological shape as trespornrding subject mark-
ers and are distinguished from those based on their posititre verbal template and
they have different tone patterns, where the tones of thesutmarkers often depend
on the tense as well. Depending on the language there arénological distinctions
in some classes, usually class 1 and for second person.

There is a rather extensive literature dealing with objeatkimg in individual
Bantu languages, particularly on Swabhili (Amidu 2006; Buki998; Seidel and Dim-
itriadis 1997; Wald 1979, 1997, 1998), but also on languéige<hichewa (Bresnan
and Mchombo 1987), Sesotho (Demuth and Johnson 1990; Mayaad Hyman
1977), Rundi (Bukuru 1998), and Ruwund (Woolford 208 There is very little liter-
ature dealing with Bantu object marking in a wider compasgfierspective, with two
important exceptions. The first is Beaudoin-Lietz et al. 020 which is a typological
study of the distribution of object marking across Bantue Becond is the research
reported in Marten et al. (2007) and Marten and Kula (200&tih et al. (2007) and
Marten and Kula (2008) examine a range of morphosyntactiarpaters related to
Bantu object marking based on a sample of 12 languages, sgdwiv much diver-
sity there is in this area of Bantu syntax.

The typology of Bantu object markers Beaudoin-Lietz et al. (2004) discuss the
number of object markers and the position of the object nmramité regard to the verb
stem across the Bantu family. They divide the Bantu langsiage three groups: type
1, which has prestem object marking; type 2, which has pesdtibject marking; and
type 3, which has both prestem and postfinal object markihg predominant pattern
is to have the object marker(s) before the verb-stem, asmslroda). This pattern
is found in the languages spoken in the northeast, southedstouth of the Bantu
speaking areas. A geographically more restricted patsehmving only postverbal
object marking, as shown in (4b). This is found amongst B#ariguages spoken in
Cameroon and neighbouring countries. A third group has pathtem and postfinal
object marking, as shown in (4c) (Beaudoin-Lietz et al. 2004

2Spome (south)-western Bantu languages are argued to hasvallsd-tone case (Schadeberg 1986).
However, these do not behave like nominative-accusatiwrgative-absolutive case systems.
3All the data in Woolford (2001) is from Nash (1992).
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(4) a. Type 1: prestem object marking:

U- li- ni- ona.
SM2S- PAST- OM1S- see
‘You saw me.’ [Swahili]

b. Type 2: postfinal object marking:

Go a si  beeme.
YOU PAST2 PFV seeme
‘You saw me.’ [Konzime, Beaudoin-Lietz et al. 2004:183]

c. Type 3: prestem and postfinal object marking:

N- a- mw- ink- & wu.
SM1S- PAST2- OM1- give-FV- OM3
‘I gave him it. [Lunda, Beaudoin-Lietz et al. 2004:184]

Most Bantu languages allow at least one object marker. Tingulages discussed
in this dissertation are of type 1. In a number of places,éré&l Nash'’s analysis of
Ruwund, some dialects of which are of type 3. Most of the dixjearking data in
Nash (1992) is from a dialect of Ruwund, namely Musumban Rwdywhich allows
several object marking prefixes, rather than suffixes. Ingareof this dissertation, |
discuss double object constructions in the Grassfieldsukagg Limbum. This Semi-
Bantu language has the pattern which is described as typ&82adndoin-Lietz et al.
(2004). However, | do not follow their morphological cldgsation system for this
language, but treat it as a language without object markihgs is also how other
researchers analyse Bantu languages in zone A (Mark vanetige \p.c.).

Another problem with classifying the attachment site of thgect marker is that
in the Lacustrine (the languages spoken around Lake Vat&8antu languages (zone
J/D), but not only in this group, locative object markers t@nsuffixed to the verb,
while any other object markers are prefixed. This is the aaseie dialects of Haya
as well. The suffixed object markers tend to have a differeaps from the prefixed
object markers, looking more like relative pronouns. | hagthing to say about these
kind of morphemes here because my Haya informant did notheseetkinds of suf-
fixes, or judge them as grammatical. In how far these kindsarkars are similar or
different from prestem object markers is a matter for futesearch.

The majority of the languages in the Bantu language famigunabnly one object
marker, but a small group of Bantu languages allow severad. ot clear if there
are real restrictions on the number of object markers indaggs which allow more
than one (Marten et al. 2007). The exceptions to this are iMyatRimi) (Hualde
1989) and Bemba (Marten et al. 2007), which only permit a seambject marker
in very restricted environments, namely the first persogudar nasal can co-occur

4Lunda” and “Ruwund” are sometimes used interchangeabhgfer to Ruwund (Ruund), a language
discussed in chapter 3. Ruwund is classified as L53 in Mah@820rhe language referred to as Lunda
in Beaudoin-Lietz et al. (2004) is a Zambian language (L3@3ely related to Ruwund but not mutually
intelligible with it (Nash 1992).
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with other object markers Most languages with multiple object marking allow two
or three object markers to co-occur, but more complex fonasare. Beaudoin-Lietz
et al. (2004) give an example of six object markers from Rveaad shown in (5). The
order of object markers is not flexible in the vast majorityBaintu languages. One
exception to this is Tswana (Marten et al. 2067).

(5) Umugoréa- ra- na- ha- ki-  zi- ba- ku- n-
lwoman SM1- FOG ALSO- OM16- oM7- OoM10- OM2- OM2S- OM1S-
someesheesherereza.

readCAUS.CAUS.APPL.APPL
‘The woman is also making us read it (book) with them (glassegou for
me there (in the house).’

[Kinyarwanda, Beaudoin-Lietz et al. 2004:183]

1.3 Concepts and terminology

The term “object marking”  “Object marker” in this thesis refers to a type of mor-
pheme attached to the verb, which in Bantu linguistics itedahe “object marker”,
“object concord”, or “object pronoun”. Of these terms, “et§ marker” is the most
neutral. This use of the term, and the related “object ma'kiwithin Bantu linguis-
tics is somewhat different from the way the term is used bguiats working on
Indo-European languages and other language families,evbbject marking” refers
to case marking on the noun. There is a considerable literatu“differential object
marking”, which refers to morphological case marking whigipears only on a sub-
set of nouns which have that case (Aissen 2003; Bossong #88%oop and Lamers
2006; Malchukov 2008). The syntactic patterns involvedexteemely similar to ob-
ject marking in a number of Bantu languages, so that there ieason not to use the
term to also cover the similarly restricted appearance ggatlmarkers on a verb in
Bantu.

Objectsin Bantu In the literature on Bantu, it is sometimes questioned wératbr-
tain Bantu languages have double object construction§ eglause the two potential
objects differ greatly in their syntactic behaviour. Begldhat, doubts have even been

5There are counter-claims to this for Nyaturu. According ted (1964), Nyaturu allows two object
markers. He does not mention any restrictions on which tbjbey can refer to. However, his two examples
both involve the first person singular, as shown in (1).

1) W-  u- nj- arumautako
SM2S- OM14-oM1s-lend 14bow.your
‘You lend me your bow.’ [Nyaturu, Olson 1964:172]

SInterestingly, this verb form has the object markea--(class 2), wheretu- (1st person plural) would
be expected (Meeussen 1959:102). This may be an effecddtmthe Person Case Constraint, which rules
out certain combinations of person marking. In this caseetlage two potential indirect objects. Person
Case Constraint effects in Sambaa and other Bantu langaageliscussed in chapter 5.
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raised as to whether Bantu has objects, and if so how they magemtified. This is
because there is no overt case marking or any other morpibaleagarking on the ob-
ject noun phrase which could distinguish objects from acligintMoreover, in Bantu,
adjuncts, locative phrases and other non-arguments qffeeea as bare nouns (insofar
as not being introduced by a prepositional phrase or detemyiust like objects. Cer-
tain types of objects can also be dropped without being agrite or pronominalised
when they are identifiable from the discourse.

There are three properties which are generally used tondisish between objects
and other postverbal noun phrases in Bantu languages: tlity &t trigger object
marking on the verb, the ability to appear in the immediapaigtverbal position and
the ability to passivize (Hyman and Duranti 1982; Schadghié€@95; Thwala 2006).
These tests have been criticised for to producing contt@gicesults in Schadeberg
(1995) and Thwala (2006). Schadeberg (1995) proposes@uiliproperties to use
for certain Bantu languages, while Thwala (2006) arguetsBhatu languages do not
have objects but only complements and adjuncts. The malblgmroidentified in the
literature is that the class of entities which can appeadnéposition immediately fol-
lowing the verb is not restricted to objects, while, in sonan®I languages, locatives
can be object-marked as well.

In some Bantu languages, only one object in a double objetdtnaction meets
these criteria; in others, both do. Double object consimastin Bantu are often ap-
plicative or causative constructions. Many Bantu langsdge&e only one non-derived
ditransitive verb, namely a verb which translates as ‘t@giVhere are three relevant
argument structural configurations for the double objenstmictions in the languages
discussed here: verbs meaning ‘give’, transitive verbk wit applicative extension,
and transitive verbs with a causative extension. Based@nlikehaviour with regard
to the three properties listed above, Bantu languages aguéntly labelled as be-
ing “symmetric” and “asymmetric” Bantu languages, follogiBresnan and Moshi
(1990), although more tests are discussed in the origitialearin Bantu studies, the
labels “primary object” and “secondary object” are sometimsed to refer to the two
complements in a double object construction when spealiagyanmetric languages,
such as Ruwund or Swabhili, where the primary object is thevaimeh meets the ob-
ject criteria and the secondary object is the one which dogésTie primary object
corresponds to what is called the “indirect object” in theéevilinguistic literature and
the secondary object to the “direct object” in a double objeastruction.

In my view, the Bantu languages discussed here have twotsbjEltese objects
have six relevant properties: they are noun phrases (npbpit@onal phrases); they
are reflected in the morphological argument structure ovénb; they appear adjacent
to the verb (unlike temporal adjuncts, locatives and sinelatities), potentially in a
fixed order (as in Sambaa); they are required either to belgwxpressed or to be
present in the discourse context (in a way in which adjunctsnat); they can be
object-marked under the right conditions; and they can hectimmarked under the
right conditions. However, all objects are not equal. Imasetric languages only the
the primary object/indirect object can be passivized. Depg on the language, this
object may also be required to immediately follow the verid ® be object-marked
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before the direct object can be object-marked. These piiepare illustrated and
discussed throughout this thesis.

| will use the terms “indirect object” and “direct object'tteer than “primary” and
“secondary” object. The object which | refer to as the “imdir object” has the role
of the goal, recipient or benefactive argument of a dittaresiverb, while the direct
object is the theme argumehThis choice of terminology seems preferable because
in Haya, one of the languages discussed more extensivedy based on the three
tests, there is no difference between the two objects. Nesess, the two objects
are not equal, because there is a basic unmarked word ordae \lne indirect ob-
ject precedes the direct object. Moreover, | approach ageeéfrom a Minimalist
perspective. The way double object constructions areetdeiat this framework, fol-
lowing Larson (1988, 1990), predicts asymmetries betwheriwo arguments based
on their attachment site and the resulting differences @apsand hierarchical rela-
tions. This is because the direct object is the sister of Vithadhdirect object is in the
specifier position of VP, as shown in (6). This means that migéréct object will be
closer to any Probe located above VP and asymmetricallymmtand the direct ob-
ject. These asymmetries predicted by the Larsonian steiatatch the pattern found
in asymmetric Bantu languages including Swahili, Ruwund &ambaa.

(6) VP
/\
DP A
Indirect Object V DP

—

Direct Object

In a simple transitive clause, as in (7), the direct objethéshighest object. This
predicts that the properties of the direct object in a sint@asitive clause and the
indirect object in a ditransitive clause are comparable. F@mbaa, this is indeed
what we find. For Haya, this structure matches the basic wateroThe implications
of this structural difference on object marking are disedss chapter 4.

7) VP

N

\Y DP

T~

Direct Object

1.4 Languages discussed

This thesis primarily seeks to analyse object marking pasten Sambaa (Shambala,
G23). A linguistic introduction to this language is provitlen chapter 2. In order

"This kind of terminology is also used by other Bantuists,éeample in Bearth (2003).
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Haya @
Nyatury @ .Eagmmlf'r
i il
@R uwund
i Chichewa
® Makhuwa
# ‘ulu

Figure 1.1: Location of Bantu languages discussed

to achieve a deeper understanding of object marking patiera variety of Bantu
languages, the Sambaa data is compared to Haya (J 22) andi $&48) throughout.
Sambaa and Haya are also compared in the other literatuowhiches on the issue
of object marking in Sambaa (Baker 2008; Duranti 1979; Hyimwath Duranti 1982).
All three languages are spoken in Tanzania. The map in 1\istite approximate
location of Haya, Swahili and Sambaa, as well as that of sohtkeoother Bantu
languages discussed in this théesis.

1.4.1 Data collection

The Sambaa data used in this thesis was collected in Lushotas@rounding vil-
lages from January through June 2005, and with Sambaa sestidents at the
University of Dar es Salaam during April and June 2005, froog#ést through De-
cember 2006 and in Leiden in September and October 2007. Matlye stories
were recorded during a week spent in Sunga, near Mtae viltagé05, and in and

8This map an adaption of: Africa map political (Eric Gaba 20@stributed under a Creative Com-
mons Attribution License.
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around Lushoto in 2005 and 2006. Data was collected in thna fifrjudgements on
Sambaa sentences, translations from Swabhili or occasydrain English to Sambaa,
in informal interviews, as well as by recording and trarsiag narratives, and to a
limited extent conversations. More than 6.5 hours of naeat(natural, spontaneous
speech) were recorded using an MP3 recorder of which abd@ Gllerances were
transcribed using ELAN (an open source software creatdteditax Planck Institute
Nijmegen). These narratives included traditional stonpésture stories like th&rog
Story?, historical narratives, family histories, instructiverraives (related to things
such as farming) and conversations. Beyond those, sevenasand sentences were
elicited to illustrate Sambaa object syntax.

The main group of Sambaa speakers involved in the projesisteal of males and
females in their late 20s and early 30s. Stories were redoadd some judgements
elicited from a larger group which included much older sealas well, the oldest of
whom was said to be more than 90 years old. Speakers weretimbushoto area, as
well as Mtae and Mlalo. All were bilingual in Sambaa and Swabéveral also spoke
English and some had some knowledge of Pare. Some informtetsled university,
while others only had a basic primary school education.

The data on Haya was collected primarily in the Netherlanitls avspeaker of the
Bugabo dialect. Again, this speaker was bilingual in Swatrntd Haya. The Swabhili
data was collected in Dar es Salaam with speakers from diffgrarts of Tanzania
with a variety of linguistic backgrounds, including momgual Swahili speakers from
Zanzibar (Stone Town) and the Tanzanian mainland.

1.5 Theoretical background

This thesis discusses the syntax of object marking from arivitist perspective. In

this section, | introduce some of the key concepts requinedltow the discussion

of object marking. The most important part is the concepgagiiee The current Min-

imalist approach is based on Chomsky (2000, 2001). Agredaatare-checking re-
lationship between two elements: tReobeand theGoal. Agree is defined as in (8),
following Chomsky (2000, 2001).

(8) Agree: A relationship between a Probe and a Goal, establishedrunde
c-command.

For object agreement, the Probe is the agreement morphepweottially a ver-
bal head, and the Goal is the object noun phrase. The rethifpbetween the Probe
and the Goal is asymmetric. In Minimalist syntax, this is laiped based on the ex-
istence of two types of features: interpretable featureksamnterpretable features.
Uninterpretable features need to be checked during thesemfra derivation before
reaching the level where semantic interpretation takeseglaF). A Probe has an unin-
terpretable feature which needs to be checked with an irgtiple feature of a match-
ing type. To find a matching feature, the Probe will search-¢t®mmand domain for

9Frog, where are youPMayer 1969).
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a suitable Goal. The c-command domain of an element are émeeglts which are
dominated by the first node which dominates this element Ehillustrated in (9),
for X the first element which dominates it is XP. Therefores thcommand domain
of X is YP and all its subparts.

(9)  XP
PN
X YP
N
Y P
AN
Z WP

Uninterpretable features are features such as structsalap-features. The pro-
cess by which these features are checking is called ‘matimiChomsky (2000:122).
In this model, Agree requires Match, which is defined in (W@)ere P stands for Probe
and D(P) is the domain of the probe, namely the area it c-camisa

(10) a. Matching is feature identity.
b. D(P) is the sister of P.
c. Locality reduces to “closest c-command”.

Unlike earlier approaches to agreement, such as the spetalgeeement hypothe-
sis (Kinyalolo 1991), for Agree, movement is not requiredwdver, Agree is subject
to a locality condition: closest c-command.

(11) Closest c-commandClosest c-command holds between a Probe X and a Goal
Y if there is no potential Goal Z which contains Y.

Closest c-command is particularly important with objeatesgnent. Any clause
has only one subject, but for object agreement there ara eéeeral options and, in
fact, in some Bantu languages, several objects may agréeisTtiscussed in detail
in chapter 4.

1.6 Overview of the thesis

The thesis is structured as follows. Chapter 2 introduces®@a. The basic properties
of the language are illustrated, including noun classesptionological inventory of
the language and its basic verbal morphology. The morphasiio properties which
are important to the topic of this thesis are introduced duosltiated. The last section
introduces some properties of Sambaa that are atypicalrtuBa

Chapter 3 discusses object marking patterns across BahéufoEus of the dis-
cussion are the properties which might characterize obyegking as pronominal
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incorporation or agreement for a particular language. $&dnd Haya are exam-
ined in detail. Other languages are introduced for comparaurposes. The right-
dislocation analysis for object-marked objects is diseddsr Haya. It is argued that
object-marked objects in this language do not have to be-digiocated. Haya and
Sambaa are shown to have very different object marking s\ssth is argued that, in
spite of those morphosyntactic differences, object marisnsyntactic agreement in
both languages.

Taking the conclusions from chapter 3 as a starting poiratptdr 4 discusses the
theoretical concept of Agree and how Sambaa object markisgtirrent theoreti-
cal approaches to Agree. It is argued that a very minimalgiteA mechanism can
account for the Sambaa data. Haya object marking is mordecigithg. But as is
shown, the Agree approach has advantages compared to tiengral analyses here
too. Swahiliis used as a third case study to illustrate howailmarking in Bantu can
be treated in terms of Agree.

Chapter 5 discusses Person Case Constraint (PCC) effeBtin. PCC effects
are shown to work in the same way across across Bantu, icéspef the number
of object markers a language allows and other morphosyotpatameters. Bantu
languages are shown to obey the weak PCC, but not the stro@gIPiS shown that
the PCC effects in Bantu cannot be explained by a ban on pegwement or a
requirement for person features to undergo movement irr todee checked.

Chapter 6 discusses object markinguin-contexts. It is shown that animacy plays
a decisive role in determining object marking patterns imBaawh-questions. The
position ofwh-elements in Sambaa is discussed. It is arguedihalements undergo
movement to the 1AV (Immediately After the Verb) positiorh& structure of relative
clauses is also discussed. Unlike Sambaa, Haya never ablojgst marking inwh-
contexts. It is argued that this is because, in Haya, objackimg is only possible for
specific objects. Unlike in languages like Turkish and Rersobject marking is not
required for all specific or definite objects.

Chapter 7 discusses object marking with coordinated nouasels. The proper-
ties of coordinated subjects and coordinated objects argaced. It is shown that
agreement patterns differ depending on the position of tleedinated noun phrase
with regard to the verb. Preverbal coordinate structurgaire full agreement while
postverbal coordinate structures also allow partial agexd. This provides further
support for the analysis of object marking argued for in thesis. Sambaa and Haya
only allow first conjunct agreement with postverbal cooatiénstructures. Swabhili has
marginal second conjunct agreement as well. These patieerdiscussed with refer-
ence to theoretical analyses of coordination agreement.

Chapter 8 concludes this discussion and highlights somesdsr further research
related to Sambaa object marking.



CHAPTERZ

Notes on Sambaa

This chapter introduces the Sambaa (Shambala) languact@érse.1 gives informa-

tion on where Sambaa is spoken, its classification, curtahisand use. Section 2.2
gives a short overview of the literature on Sambaa. SectiBriferoduces some of

the basic grammatical properties of Sambaa, to enable #ueréo fully understand

the data used in subsequent chapters and highlights sorne pfdperties of Sambaa
which are less typical for Bantu languages spoken in that arealtogether uncom-
mon.

2.1 Classification and geographic location

Sambaa is a Bantu language from the Northeast Coastal BaotypGNurse et al.
1981). Sambaa is classified as G23 by Guthrie (1971). Gigt®i20 group also in-
cludes Asu (Pare), Bondei and Taveta. Asu and Bondei areespgmkthe immediate
neighbours of the Sambaa. The other languages spoken thhoeigng communities
are Ngulu and Zigula, which are in the G30 group; as well aoDij’ 3) (Mwalonya
et al. 2004), Swabhili (G42), Maasai, Mbugu and Dhaiso. Mhidaasai and Dhaiso
are very different from the other languages of the area. $ghiaimost closely related
to the Central Kenya Bantu languages (Nurse 2000), and Misuggtmixed language”
with Bantu and Cushitic origins (Mous 2003b). Maasai is aiiil language. A map
of Sambaa and its neighbouring languages is shown in 2.1.

According to a lexicometric comparison cited in Gordon (2005ambaa has
75% ‘lexical similary’ with Bondei, and 68% with Ngulu anddiila! Besha (1989b)
presents somewhat different statistics, which she ateg#to Nurse and Philippson

1These numbers are based on comparisons of lexical itemstwriaSwadesh-style word list.
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(1975). Nurse (2000) groups Sambaa with Bondei, ZigulayZjgand Ngulu in lin-
guistic group he labels as “Sheuta”.

Sambaa is spoken by the Sambaa peopieshiambapawho live in two moun-
tain ranges: the Eastern and Western Usambara Mountaiis.afén includes the
Lushoto district and parts of the Muheza and Korogwe distril of which belong to
the Tanga region in the north-east of Tanzania. Sambaaiisatetl to have between
550,000 and 650,000 speakers. The Languages of Tanzanig (irGect calculates
that Sambaa has 565,276 speakers (Rugemalira and Muz&g 200le Johnstone
and Mandryk (2001) estimate it to have as many as 664,00&sped he LOT figure
places Sambaa amongst the 15 biggest languages of Tanztatims of speaker num-
bers. However, data on the number of speakers of Tanzamigndges are relatively
unreliable since the official census neither includes dqoleston ethnic group nor on
languages spoken (Rugemalira and Muzale 2008).

Traditionally, the Sambaa people are farmers. There arerdoeuof anthropolog-
ical studies of the Sambaa history, customs, indigenousqablystems, and healing
traditions (Feierman 1974, 1990). The Sambaa refer to tha where they live as
ShambalaiThis area is understood to refer to the mountains, as oggogke plains,
which are callechyika by the Sambaa people. | refer to the language as “Sambaa”
here. Alternative names for it are: “Shambala” (the spglimariant “Schambala”) or
“Shambaa”. The noun class prefik, class 7, which is used in Sambaa with nouns
referring to languages, can appear with any of these variamtTanzanian English,
this usage is particularly common, due to influence from Skivdh Sambaa, the lan-
guage is referred to ddsshambaaHowever, when Sambaa speakers speak Swalhili,
they refer to their language &sambaa

Dialects There are apparently no major lexical or grammatical diffices between
Sambaa dialects, but to date no detailed studies have begdoaut on this. Besha
(1989b) mentions three dialects: Lushoto, Mlalo and Koreg@ne noticeable dif-
ference between Sambaa speakers from different areas dkstiqgpearance of inter-
vocalic and word-initial /I/. This is very pervasive in Luglo Sambaa, while Mtae and
Mlalo speakers tend to retain the /I/.

Language use Sambaa is used widely in informal contexts, even outsidehef t
Sambaa speaking areas. It is the dominant language in Lauhstrict, where there
are also clusters of Asu (Pare) speakers and Mbugu (Ma'akspe who are gen-
erally multilingual in their language, Sambaa and SwaMlo(is 2003b). According
to Nurse (2000), the Dhaiso people, who live in several géain the easternmost
part of the Sambaa speaking area, generally claim not tkspe@abaa. But, accord-
ing to Nurse (2000), at least a number of them do, while Sarapeakers generally do
not speak Dhaiso. The Sambaa children | had contact with gsae up in Usambara,
were monolingual, or at least without an active knowledggwéhili, until they started
primary school. Swabhili, however, is heard frequently mdiyon Lushoto but even in
small and relatively remote villages. All the adult Sambaesedkers | encountered were
bilingual in Sambaa and Swahili. Following government ppkince independence,
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Figure 2.1: Sambaa and neighbouring langua@Bdrbara Thompson 1998. Repro-
duced by permission.)

Sambaa is not used in education or in other official cont&ttere are no newspapers
or radio broadcasts, nor are books currently being puldigh¢he language. Under
Tanzanian government policy, use of ethnic community laiggs in media, education
or electoral campaigns is actually prohibited. Childrefi & punished for speaking
ethnic community languages in primary schools (RugemalicgMuzale 2008).

There is a translation of the New Testament into Sambaa (Tible Bociety in
Tanzania 1969), as well as a book of hymns and a small numhxthef texts. These
are not currently available, except for the New Testamedtthe book of hymns
which can be found in one bookshop in Lushoto town. During@seman colonial
era, primary school primers in Sambaa were used. These sebave disappeared
from circulation altogether. However, efforts are undgra@republish one of those
texts, which is a lengthy collection of Sambaa stories amdt tBwabhili translations
Tullemans (2006). As Sambaa has no official status or funatithe education system
there is no standardised orthography. In this thesis, | wiglatly simplified version
of the orthography developed by German missionaries in &nky 20th century for
all the Sambaa examples. This is the way Sambaa speakeestheit language and
which is used in the existing books in Sambaa and is adeqoatistinguishing the
phonemes.
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2.2 Literature

The most extensive linguistic description of Sambaa is R@EIL1), a tone-marked
descriptive grammar of Sambaa written in German. Roehl veagd at the Bethel
Mission in Usambara for 12 years (1886-1908). The BethebMishad a number of
mission stations around Usambara, including Mtae, Mlal@a/and Bumbuli, as well
as Tanga (on the coast outside of the Sambaa speaking dréagpt clear at which
of these places Roehl collected his data. He names a keymafdrfor tones in the
preface of his book but does not state which part of Usamltgsartformant comes
from. During his time in Usambara he worked on describing analysing the lan-
guage and translating the New Testament into Sambaa. AogdmOdden, Roehl’s
grammar made Sambaa one of the first Bantu languages to hialeheal information
on tones (Odden 1982). Roehl’s book also includes somditradi stories which are
tone-marked and translated. But the tone-marking systemsé®differs from modern
usage, as found in work by modern scholars such as Odden)(a@82\urse (1979).
Roehl has four level tones, whereas Odden (1982) analysebaaas having two
level tones, which are modified by processes such as dowastdpowndrift. The
Sambaa language as Roehl describes it is very similar temu®ambaa. However, |
could find no traces of his class 11 (lu-) with any of my Sambagliage consultants.
Words which Roehl puts into class 11, appear in class 14 irentiSambaa. Roehl
has lists of very complex verbal patterns, and some applecirms which were not
judged as acceptable by my speakers. | never came acros®frasttense-aspect
forms during my fieldwork. Combinations of several tenspeas markers did occur
in natural speech but were extremely rare. His list of aaxiis was different from the
ones | noticed amongst my data. This might be due to languaaege. In any case,
his translation of the New Testament into Sambaa is coresiti@n example of great
eloquence by the Sambaa speakers | worked with.

Ruth M. Besha produced a number of works on different aspé@ambaa gram-
mar, focussing mostly on tense. Her PhD thesis, which wasespently published by
Reimers, deals with tense-aspect marking in Sambaa (B&3t3 1989b). She has
also published a “classified vocabulary” which contains sgrammar notes (Besha
1993), an article on Sambaa relative clause formationtewritn Swabhili, (Besha
2000), and an article on mood in African languages whichutises Sambaa (Besha
1989a).

Other sketches of Sambaa grammar include Nurse (1979) aate31.867). Nurse
(1979) sketches the phonology, noun classes and tensetaspekers of Sambaa.
Steere (1867) is based on data which does not appear to beagdankihe most part,
rather than some other coastal Bantu language. The dataolasted in Zanzibar.

There is one dictionary of Sambaa, apart from the vocaladdry Besha (1993)
and Yukawa (1984). This is a Sambaa-German dictionary pediduring colonial
times (LangHeinrich 1921). This dictionary is a good reseurith many examples
of language usage and its entries are often illustrated iditms, but it does not
include tone marking. Yukawa (1984) is a “classified vocabyflin Sambaa, English,
Swabhili and Japanese with grammatical notes written inrdega
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Regarding the phonology, there are a small number of astisleich primarily
deal with Sambaa. Odden (1982) gives an overview of tonah@mena in Sambaa.
His data is based on what he refers to as an “eastern” dif@deden also notes the ab-
sence of class 11 in his data. He attributes this to potediifdct differences between
this dialect and Roehl’'s data. My data was collected fromakpes of Sambaa from
the Western Usambara mountains, yet there were no diffesdmetween Odden’s ex-
amples and my data. Meeussen (1955) is an analysis of thierdizic development of
a particular tone pattern in current Sambaa. Van Spaandd®é<), Kéhler-Meyer
(1962) and Philippson (1991) also deal with Sambaa tonology

Sambaa morphosyntax is discussed in Dammann (1954) andiD{ra79). Dam-
mann (1954) discusses reciprocals and statives in Samd&aveaahili. Duranti (1979)
compares object marking in Haya and Sambaa. His data oninstitals, the number
of object markers allowed, and on acceptable combinatidrfissb and second per-
son object markers differ from mine. A number of pronomir@hfs in his article
are Swahili forms which | have never found in Sambaa and whiefe rejected by
my informants, as not being Sambaa forms. Duranti's Samhbteisl widely cited in
the typological and theoretical literature (Baker 2008sptdmath 2004; Nurse and
Philippson 2003; Siewierska 2004).

Mous (2003a) does not deal primarily with Sambaa. But henoftéers to Sambaa
where he discusses the similarities and differences betiwteand the neighbouring
languages Mbugu and Asu (Pare). This resource is partigulaeful, because it dis-
cusses a number of morpho-phonological phenomena notonedtielsewhere.

2.3 Grammatical notes on Sambaa

This section provides a sketch of the basic phonologicalaophosyntactic proper-
ties of Sambaa, including the sound system and some bashwiogical properties
and introduces the syntactic properties most relevant tteratanding the Sambaa
data and data from other Bantu languages discussed in #sisth

2.3.1 Phonology

Sambaa has a five-vowel system, with the vowéd$:[i] [¢] [o] [u]. There is no

phonemic vowel length alternation. The vowel of the pemutie syllable of a word is
lengthened in Sambaa (Odden 1982), for example the secbimddgoha as shown

in (1a), is long, but this is not marked orthographicallywéwer, in words where an
intervocalic /Il has been deleted long vowels are found,hasva in (1b), which is

reflected in the orthography using two vowels.

(1) a. ku- ogoha
INF- fear
‘to fear’
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b. ku- ikaa
INF- sit
‘to sit/stay’

The consonant inventory is shown in (2.1). The IPA equivalewhere the IPA
differ from the characters used here, are shown in (2.2).

Table 2.1: Consonant Inventory of Sambaa

labial | alveolar| palatal| velar | glottal
voiceless stop p t k
voiced stop b d g
voiceless affricate ch
voiced affricate j
voiceless fricative f S sh h
voiced fricative Y% z gh
sonorant I
glide w y
nasal m n ny ng’
voiced prenasalised stog mb nd nj ng
voiceless prenasalised stop mp nt nk

Table 2.2: IPA equivalents of orthographic symbols usethis thesis

Orthographic| IPA
ch [t/]
j (1]
gh [¥]
mb [Mb]
mp [mp]
nd ["d]
ng [n9]
ng’ [n]
nj ("]
nk [nk]
nt [nt]
ny [n]
sh [/]
y [i]

There is some variation, apparently between speakers cfame dialect, with
regard to the realisation of the voiceless prenasalisqusstdany speakers do not
articulate the stops following the voiceless nasal, so[tithand [nk] can sound the
very similar. Voiceless nasals predominately appear aphmme boundaries, when
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the class 9 prefix N meets a consonant. The contrast is dtestrby the pairs (2a/b)
and (2c/d). Voiceless nasals can also appear inside lgigéras such aguzinka'to
pass’ ormntu‘person’.

(2) a. /wantu wa-kuu/> [wantu wakuu]

2persor2- big
‘big people’

b. /nyumban- kuu/> [pu™bankuu]
9house 9- big
‘big house’

c. /mahagma-gheke/ >[mahagi mgeke]
6beans 6- small/few
‘a few beans’

d. /nkangan- gheke/ > [nkangankeke]
9peanuB- small/few
‘unripe peanuts’

According to Besha (1989hlxdeletion is being reversed amongst younger speak-
ers. | did not find this claim to hold, as none of the youngeakpes from the Lushoto
area that | worked with used /I/ in these contexts. Howevegughout the Sambaa
speaking area, /I is retained in the waghula ‘buy’. This verb has the same tone
pattern as the verghua‘take, marry’. But the sentences in (3a) and (3b) are not am-
biguous. The verlghua‘take, marry’ never has an /I/, even when used by speakers
who retain /I/. This is the only instance of /I/ being distime which | came across in
Sambaa.

) a A- za- ghula.
SM1- PEREDJ- buy
v"‘He bought.’

* ‘He took/married.

b. A- za- ghua.
SM1- PEREDJ- take
v ‘He took/married’
*‘He bought.’

In all of my data of Lushoto Sambaa (as opposed to the Mlaltectiavhere it is
I10), /I/ is retained word-initially inléo ‘today’. According to my informants, there
are speakers who drop the /I/ in this context but | did not casress instances of this
myself. However, in other word-initial environments, 8/not retained. For example,
uvi ‘chameleon’ ( < /luvi/) or the name of the town “Lushoto”, whiis Usotoin
current Lushoto Sambaa. In verbs which might have been Wwedaecently from
Swabhili, such akulala ‘to sleep’ (Sambaa hadaugoshdto sleep’) andkuogeledto
swim’ (Sambaa hakuhakato bathe’), /I/ is used. Here it is not acceptable to drop the
.
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Assimilation The vowel of certain verbal extensions assimilates to thveelof the
verb root in terms of vowel height. For example, extensiathsas the applicativl -
are underspecified in terms of vowel height, with /a, u, gdgring an extension with
an /il and /o, e/ triggering an extension with /e/. Assinidlatalso takes place with
some nasals, for example the copalaeduces to a nasal which is cliticised to the
following word and assimilates with it in terms of its plackasticulation, surfacing
as a bilabial nasal when followed by a bilabial nasal (4a)omsonant (4b) and as an
alveolar nasal when followed by any other consonant, as shoc) and (4d).

(4) a. m' mbwai
copwhat
‘is what'

b. m' baba
coPluncle
‘is uncle’

Cc. N’ ndayi
coplwho
‘is who'

d. n tate
cop 1father
‘is father’

Prosody Sambaa has two underlying tones: high (H) and low (L), as wsll
phonemic downstep (Odden 1982). As in the majority of Baatglages, tones func-
tion to distinguish lexical items, as well as encoding inftatal (for example tense)
and syntactic information (such as the distinction betweegoestion and a statement).
According to Odden (1982), Sambaa has regular penultiniegess He argues that
this is expressed by lengthening the penultimate vowelbygitch raising.

2.3.2 Morphosyntax

Noun classes Bantu languages are renowned for their large number of gerade-
gories: the noun classes. In Bantu linguistics, the nousselsare numbered system-
atically for all Bantu languages, following a numberingteys proposed by Bleek
(1862, 1869) and extended by Meinhof (1899, 1906) (Katan@i¥8p Current Sam-
baa has 17 noun classes. These are shown in table (2.3).dredjén the Bantu noun
class system, singular and plural noun classes are pairécalwnouns that appear in
one noun class in the singular appearing in one noun clasgipltral. For example,
the plurals of nouns in class 1 are in class 2, the plurals ohadn class 3 are in class
4 and so forth. Odd numbers generally indicate singular miasses while even num-
bers indicate plural classes. However, this system doeapply to the higher noun
classes. In Sambaa, any classes above class 10 do not fitdtems Words in class 12
are singular and have their plural forms in class 8. Nounsasscl4 frequently don’t
have a plural form for semantic reasons. When they do, thaldlorms are usually in
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class 10. Class 15 contains only infinitival verbs. Classl¥6and 18 are the locative
classes.

For each nominal class, the nominal prefic(PRER, the subject markersfv),
the object markerdm), the associativeAssoqQ, and the three basic demonstrative
forms @EM1, 2 and 3) are shown.

The nominal prefix is attached to the noun stem, as well asjéztaks. The asso-
ciative form is used in genitive constructions. The demmatise series differ in their
deictic and discourse function. TinEM1 series is used for proximate demonstrative
meanings, th®@EeM2 series for previously mentioned entities, andlEa3 series for
distal meanings. But this is not their only use. Tiem3 forms are frequently used
prenominally with previously introduced entities. There a number of other forms
which are derived from the ones listed here. Roehl givesa ait7 demonstrative
forms for each noun class, one set of which includes the ivegedpulasi and two
forms which involve different types of reduplication (R6&B11).

Table 2.3: Sambaa Noun Classes

NC PREF | SM oM AsSsoc | DEM1 | DEM2 | DEM3
1 m- a- -m- wa uyu uyo uja
2 wa- wa- | -wa- wa awa wao | waja
3 m- u- -m- wa unu uo uja
4 mi- i- -i- ya inu iyo ija
5 | oli-lzi- | ji- -ji- ja iji ijo jia
6 ma- ya- | -ya- ya aya ayo yaja
7 ki- ki- -ki- cha- ichi icho chia
8 Vi- Vi- -Vi- vya ivi ivyo viya
9 N- i- -i- ya inu iyo ija
10 N- Zi- -Zi- za izi izo ziya
12 ka- ka- | -ka- ka aka ako kaja
14 u- u- -u- wa unu uo uja
15 ku- ku- | (-ku-) kwa | (kunu) | (uko) | (kuja)
16 ha- ha- | -ha- ha aha aho haja
17 ku- ku- | -ku- kwa kunu uko kuja
18 mu- m- | -mu- mwa umu umo | muja

Prepositions and the locative suffix The locative suffixi is not very productive in
Sambaa. It is only used with a small number of words of Banigimmwhich have

a locative meaning such agva ‘lake’ and mzi‘town’. Words such ashule‘school’

or mtwi ‘head’ cannot take the locative suffix, as shown in (5c) argd.(Swabhili has

a cognate locative suffixni, which, unlike in Sambaa, can attach to most inanimate
proper nouns.
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(5) a. ziwa-i
6lake-LocC
‘on/in the/a lake’

b. nyumbai
9house-LOC
‘in the/a house’
c. *mtwi- i
3head+i0cC
Int: ‘on/in the/a head’
. *shule- i
9school-Loc
Int: ‘on/in the/a school’
e. *kape- i
5church-Loc
Int: ‘on/in the/a church’

o

Examples of the Swahili pattern are shown in (6a) and (6b).

(6) a. kichwani

7head- LoC
‘on/in the/a head’

b. shule- ni
9schoolLoc
‘at (a/the) school’

c. kanisa- ni
9church+ioc
‘at (a/the) church’ [Swahili]

A noun such amto‘river’ can take the locative suffix. This is shown in (7a). &h
the noun has this suffix, any agreeing element that modifiesigt be inflected for a
locative class, as shown in (7b). Agreement with class 3|ekieal class oimto, is
ungrammatical, as shown in (7¢).

(7) a. mto- i

3river-LoC
‘infon a/the river’

b. mja mto- i
18DEM 3river-LOC
‘there in/on the river’

C. *uja mto- i

3DEM 3river-LOC

Int: ‘in/on the river’

Apart from this means of expressing locatives, Sambaa ltasiVe constructions
which involve a free form of the three locative classes in tWbaks like thee-type
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relative marker and behaves syntactically like a free psitjom, insofar as it precedes

a noun, whereas the relative markers attach to a verb or @opldment. There is a
form for each of the three locative classke(class 16)kwe(class 17) andhwe(class

18). These forms have also been reported for the relateddaeiZigua (Malin Petzel,
p.c.). However, whemtois preceded bynwe as shown in (8a), the demonstrative is
class 3He, kweandmwecannot take a noun with a locative suffix as their complement.
This is shown fomwein (8b).

(8) a. mwe uja mto
18Loc 3DEM 3river
‘infon that river’

b. *mwe mto- i
18LocC 3river-LoC
‘infon the river’

This shows that the free locatives modify a whole noun ph(&é$® while the
locative suffix modifies the noun itself. Like the preposigbelement&wa ‘with, at’,
ni ‘by’ and na ‘with, and’ the locatives ending in /e/ must be followed by thoun
they modify. Prepositions in Sambaa, never occur in phfiaséposition.

Apart from modifying noun phrases, tleelocatives, most commonligwe can
follow a motion verb and take a bare verb stem as their comgahénthis is illustrated
in (9a). The infinitival form of the verb is ungrammatical ig case, as shown in (9b),
but object marking is possible, as shown in (3c).

(99 a. N- aa- itakwe kama mee.
SM1S- CONT.DJ- go 17Loc milk[verb] 6milk
‘I am going (there) to milk.

b. *N- aa- itakwe ku- kamamee.
SM1S- CONT.DJ- go 17L0C INF -milk 6milk
Int: ‘l am going (there) to milk.

c. a i taiye kuti i- iz- iye kwe wa-
SM1- PREDJ- knowPERECJ that SM9- come- PERECJ 17LOC OM2-
meza
swallow

‘... she knows that it [the snake] has come to swallow them...

Verbal and nominal morphology Apart from their noun classes, Bantu languages
are also well-known for their agglutinative morphology.igs particularly visible
in the verbal domain, where most Bantu languages have admasie number of
inflectional prefixes and derivational suffixes.

The inflectional affixes which appear on Sambaa verbs inchutigect markers
and object markers, tense morphemes, negation markerseftbrive marker, and
several types of relative markers (RM). These are indicat€d0). Not all of these

2These might be analysable as relative clauses.
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slots can be filled simultaneously. Certain slots such aSM#prefixed RM slot, the
final vowel position and the verb root can be filled only onchijley in Sambaa, the
tense position can be filled by several prefixes at once andijeet marker position
can potentially be filled by several object markers.

(10) (Neg) - SM/prefixed RM- Tense - RM - OM/reflexive - verb toderivational
extensions- Final Vowel/Tense- suffixed RM

The verbal extensions which are productive in current Santiidude the applica-
tive -IL-, the causativey- or -Ish4/-1z-, the two allomorphs of passivaghw-and-w-,
the reciprocalan-, the stativelk-, and the intensivesz- and-Ish-2 Roehl (1911:179-
197) gives a number of examples for each extension and disstise sound changes
each suffix induces, as well as some unproductive extensions

The -w- passive is usually used with derived stems, such as appdidabyas in
(11a), while-ighw-is used with non-derived stems, as in (11b), but a numberrbkve
can take either. For example the veknnda'like, love’ can be passivized either as
-kundwaor as-kundighwaBesha 1993:26).

(11) a. N- za- dik- i- w- a nkanden’ tate.
SM1s- PEREDJ- cook-APPL- PASS FV 9food by 1father
‘Food was cooked for me (lit. | was cooked for food) by father.
b. Mampembga- za- dik- ighw-a n’ tate.
6corn SM6- PEREDJ- cook-PASS FV by 1father
‘The corn was cooked by father.’

Table 2.4: Verbal Extensions

Extension | Form | Example Meaning
applicative| -IL- kudikia to cook for
causative | -y- kudisha to make cook
passive -ighw- | kudikighwa | to be cooked
reciprocal | -an- kuonana to see each other
stative -1k- kudikika to be cookable
intensive | -Ish- kudikisha | to cook intensively|

The applicative can add a benefactive object to a transwére, such asdika
‘cook’ in (12a), as shown in (12b). Other types of argumertigv can be introduced
by the applicative are (locative) goals, and to a very lichig&tent instrumentals. Rea-
son applicatives are not grammatical in Sambaa.

(12) a. A- za- dik- a nkande.
SM1- PEREDJ- cook-Fv 9food
‘S/he cooked food.’

3Roehl claims that every verb can take either intensive aatl éhch type has a slightly different
meaning, with-Ish- indicating that an action is carried out intensively afe that an action is carried
out thoroughly. He also states that the intensive wih- is highly productive, unlike the intensive witte-
(Roehl 1911:190).
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b. A- za- ni- dik- i- a nkande.
SM1- PEREDJ- OM1s- cook-APPL- FV 9food
‘S/he cooked food for me.’

The nominal template for non-derived nouns is very simpledmparison, with
only one prefix position, as shown in (13a). In some North Easistal Bantu lan-
guages, including Sambaa, a locative clitic can attachecetid of the noun. Dever-
bative and deadjectival nouns, as shown in (13b), are manplex since they can in-
clude any verbal derivation as a well as a nominalizing suRixehl (1911) discusses
the derivations for nouns in some detail, and Besha (1989b} @ short overview.

(13) a. Non-derived nouns: noun class prefix - stem - localitie

b. Deverbal/Deadjectival nouns: noun class prefix - rootiye&on) - nomi-
nalizing suffix

In the nominal domain, most but not all adjectives and nuteerad the demon-
stratives agree with their head noun in noun class, thikistrhted in (14a). The noun
need not be overt if it can be inferred from the context. Afframn the non-agreeing
quantifierkia, borrowed from Swahili, shown in (14b) and the demonstestiall
modifiers, such as adjectives, numerals, quantifiers angegeive pronouns, always
follow the noun.

(14) a. Awa wana waili watanava- za- bua.
2DEM 2child 2nice2two SM2- PEREDJ- arrive
‘Those two nice children have arrived.’

b. Kia mshi,a- ta- ishang’ombezakwe.
every3day sm1- PRESDJ- feed10cow 10P0OSS3s
‘Every day, she feeds her cows.

Demonstratives can precede the noun or follow it. In Samésé) several other
languages spoken in the same region, including Asu (PaeMbugu, as well as
Rangi, demonstratives frequently precede their head nouBambaa, according to
Besha (1989Db) this is related to the status of the nouns thuaifynas discourse-old
or discourse-new entities, respectively. However, | fotirisl claim not to hold. Both
orders are grammatical, with subtle meaning differencestware affected by focus
and deictic versus non-deictic uses. A deictic use of a ldienonstrative with a
postnominal demonstrative is shown in (15a). The alteraadrder would also be
acceptable here. In narratives, such as folk tales, it isqodarly common to find the
order demonstrative-noun used, as illustrated in (15b).

(15) a. Ni- kunda matagiaya.
SM1s- wantPRESCJ6egg 6DEM
‘| want those eggs.’

b. Basiuja mbwangaa jia kui wa- ka- kinana mwe uja
well 1DEm 1boy and5DEM 5dogsm2- coNns fall and18Loc 3DEM
mto.
3river
‘Well, the boy and the dog then fell into the river.
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As in many Bantu and other African languages, many concepishnare ex-
pressed by adjectives in Indo-European languages aressqutdy verbs. This class
of verbs includes words such kschuta'to be black’,kuzwamato be heavy’ kukan-
dana'to be dirty’ andkudahadto be completed'.

2.3.3 Subject and object marking

The subject marker agrees with the noun class, or, in theafdigst or second person
subjects, with the person and number of the subject. In ukedaword order, the
subject appears preverbally. An example of a subject-vemtesice is shown in (16),
where the subject marker is marked in bold face.

(16) la nyokai- tangwa Jungu.
9DEM 9snakesm9- call.PASSPRESCJ 1Jungu
‘That snake is called Jungu.’

Irrespective of the presence or absence of a lexical sybjedis in Sambaa re-
quire a subject marker. One exception to this are impeistag shown in (17a). In-
finitival constructions are less clear-cut. Infinitives iangbaa generally take a noun
class prefix, namely class 15, as shown in (17b). Howevernvemeinfinitival verb
is preceded by a particular type of prepositfoilie noun class prefix is dropped, as
shown in (17c).

(17) a. Eka  vuzo!
stopIMP 9noise
‘Stop making noise!’

b. N- aa- kundaku- dika.
SM1s- CONT.DJ- like  INF- cook
‘| like to cook.’
c. Ni- ita kwe kama mee.

SM1s- go.PRESCJI17PREPMIlk(verb) 6milk
‘I am going to milk.’ (lit. | am going to milk the milk)

Object markers are verbal prefixes which are prefixed imnelgiao the verb
stem, and which, like subject markers, match the person antbar or noun class
features of a coreferential complement noun phrase, asfi8)s. The object marker
muis indicated in boldface and like the object ndsiellais class 1.

(18) N- za- mu- onaStella.
SM1s- PEREDJ- OM1- seelStella
‘I saw Stella.’

Sambaa allows more than one object marker. In (19), the tdifgject and the
indirect object agree with the verb. The morphosyntacttrigions which govern the
order and presence of these two prefixes are the main togiisahtesis, discussed in
detail in chapters 3 and 5.

4Refer to section 2.3.2 for further discussion of these [sitions.
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(19) Haafun- ta- chi- m- homea.
then sMmls- PRESDJ- OM7- OM1-throwAPPL
‘And then | will throw it at him.’

I-initial verbs A small number of Sambaa verbs, includikginka‘to give’ and
kuikaa'to live’, appear with the vowel /i/ in stem-initial positiowhen there is no
object marker, as in (20a), but without it when an object raark present, as in (20b).
Without object marking the form without the initial /i/ is grammatical, as shown in
(20c). This vowel appears to be part of the lexical entry efislevant verbs. It can
appear with object marking as well, as in (20d), but thisriscttre is not found often.
A similar pattern is also found in the neighbouring langusa@é¢ous 2003a).

(20) a. A- ka- inkafishi nkaanga.
SM1s- CONS give ShyenalOpeanuts
‘He gave the hyena peanuts.’

b. A- ka- m- nkafishi nkaanga.
SM1s- CONS oM1- give ShyenalOpeanuts
‘He gave the hyena peanuts.’

c. *A- ka- nka fishi nkaanga.
SM1s- CONS give 5hyenal Opeanuts
Int: ‘He gave the hyena peanuts.’
d. Awa wantu wanguwa- ink- e.
2DEM 2peopleposs2 om2- give- IMP
‘Those my people, give them.’

2.3.4 Word order
Sambaa, like the majority of Bantu languages (Bearth 2083); SVO language.

(21) Ng'wanaa- za- eta matagi.
1child sm1-PEREDJ bring6egg
‘The child has brought eggs.’

Sambaa has a strict constituent order for the complemettig ®erb. The indirect
object precedes the direct object and any adjuncts, as sinc{@R).

(22) V10 DO ADJ

The acceptable word order is illustrated in (23a). Any otassible order of the
postverbal constituents is ungrammatical, as exampldy (3323f) show .

(23) a. N- za- inkang’'wanakitabu haja.
SM1s- PEREDJ- give 1child 7book16DEM
‘| gave the child a book there.’

5In fairy tales, where animals have human-like behavioassl1/2 and the class of the word for the
animal are used interchangeably for subject and objectingark
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b. *N- Za- inkang’'wanahaja  kitabu.
SM1s- PEREDJ- give 1child 16DEM 7book
Int: ‘| gave the child a book there.’

c. *N- za- inka kitabung'wanahaja.
SM1s- PEREDJ- give 7bookl1child 16DEM
Int: ‘I gave the child a book there.’
d. *N- za- inkakitabuhaja ng'wana.
SM1s- PEREDJ- give 7book16DEM 1child
Int: ‘I gave the child a book there.’
e. *N- za- inkahaja ng'wanakitabu.
SM1s- PEREDJ- give 16DEM 1child  7book
Int: ‘| gave the child a book there.’
f. *N- za- inkahaja kitabung'wana.
SM1s- PEREDJ- give 16DEM 7bookl1child
Int: ‘| gave the child a book there.’

2.3.5 Tense-aspect marking and syntax

Sambaa has a rich system of tense aspect inflections. Tlheesewaral pasts, presents
and future tenses, apart from aspectual or backgroundingemsa Sometimes the
tenses are distinguishable based on their conjoint/disfmioperties (discussed be-
low), while in other cases the distinction is by relativetdiece from the speech time
or by aspectual properties such as being progressive/ebirrglMost tense markers
are prefixes which follow the subject marker but there are sidfixes (the conjoint
perfective), tonally marked tenses (the conjoint presemtyl markers which are at-
tached before the subject marker (the future and progeesseiy. A number of tense
prefixes have two variants: a form which ends in the vowelrd/aform which ends
in the vowel /e/. These are generally different in terms pfgeral information, form
example-ta- is present andté- is past while-za- is perfective andzé is futuré.
The most common tenses, and those which appear in this tiredisted in table 2.5.
Besha (1989Db) lists the future formeandnee which she treats as a near futune)(a
far future fied. The speakers | worked with did not seem to nseas a future tende
butneandngewith no apparent difference in the reference time.

(24) A- te- vyaa wanae wengi.
SM1- NPST.DJ- give.birth2child POSS3s 2many
‘He fathered his many children. [taken from a traditionahSbaa story]

The meanings listed for the tense markers in table 2.5 foBesha (1989b) to a
large extent. Roehl (1911), on the other hand, classifies@euof Sambaa tenses
differently. The problem is that in combination with othearkers the “basic” mean-
ing appears to shift. Although both Besha and Roehl give neaaynples of tense and

6] don't discuss this marker here. For more examples ofdie alternation see Roehl 1911:145-151.
7In my data,neeappears as a progressive copula that seems to be more fncéime- prefix.
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Table 2.5: Sambaa Tense-Aspect Markers

Morpheme| Meaning Gloss
present

-ta- simple present PRESDJ
-L present conjoint PRESCJ
-aa- (present) continuous CONT.DJ
past

-iyé perfective (past) conjoint PERFECJ
-za- perfective (past) disjoint PERFECJ
-i- perfect PREDJ
-té- near past NPST
-a- remote past conjoint REM.CJ
-a(a)- remote past disjoint REM.DJ
future

ne- -é future FUT
nge- - future FUT
other

-he- situative SIT

-ki- situative, progressife SIT
ne(e)- progressive PROG
-ka- consecutive tense CONS
-na- used in combinations to express remotenest

-e subjunctive SUBJ

aspect in Sambaa, a more careful analysis is still needed/iview. The claims in
Besha are sometimes contradictory, and many of the labdls@nbinations in Roehl
strike me as problematic and data from both sources wasdrglyurejected by my
informants. The labels used here should therefore be takan approximation to the
meaning of each morpheme rather than a definite analysiswBaliscuss the use of
the-ta- marker in discourse to illustrate the complexities invdlve

Some combinations of tense-aspect markers are less pratidefor example in
(25),-za-marks a future perfective in combination witki- and a matrix clause verb
inflected for future.

(25) U- ki- za- shaghuayo namba ndi- yo u- tumi-e
SM2Ss- SIT- PEREDJ- choose 9DEM 9numbercor RM9 SM2S- use SUBJ
ne- u- ni- ghambi-e.

FUT- SM2s- OM1s- tell- SUBJ

‘Once you have chosen the number that you will use you wilinhe.’
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However, consider (26).

(26) a. A- ki- ung'wa n’ saa ng'wenyea- ta- na- nywa
SM1- SIT- bitePASS by 9hungerlself SM1- PRESDJ- MD- drink
chai.

Otea
‘If he gets hungry himself, he would drink tea.’
b. U- ta- na- goshawedi!

SM2Ss- PRESDJ- MD- sleep well
‘Sleep well (later)!’

c. U- te- na- chi- m- nka?
SM2S- NPST.DJ- MD- OM7- OM1- give
‘Have you given it to her?’

By itself, -ta- behaves like a simple present tense, but in combinationwwah the
verb receives a today future reading. For example (26b)pisnconly used when
saying goodbye to someone in the afternoon, several hodiosebkeedtime. In the
evening, the imperative form without tense will be used. phrefix -na- also appears
with the perfectte-, as in (26¢). Roehl (1911:113) analys&s as encoding (speaker)
intention (or a decision to do something) rather than presarse. He claims it is
mostly used for future, but occasionally also for presenpast. | analyseta- as a
simple present because this seems to better reflect its sserias or instructions to
express a general present tense. For example in (27a), ¢frenbey of a narrative
explaining how to cultivate maize is shown. The entire rtareauses theta- marker,
exceptwhere things happen at a later stage, as in (27b)jamwase the subjunctive is
used. In this narrative, a future or a present, or in factibentional reading suggested
in Roehl would be plausible.

(27) a. U- ki- kundaku- ima mampembai- ta- tayarisha
SM2S- SIT- want INF- cultivate6maize  SM2S- PRESDJ- prepare
ubua wako mkuu.

1l4farml4yourl4main
‘If you want to cultivate maize you prepare you main farm.’
b. U- ta- ya- ikavyedimja mwe ubua ili ya-

SM2S- PRESDJ- OM6- put 8well 18DEM 18L0C l4farm so.thatsm6-
kaghae ya- tend- e  mbolea.

dry- SuBJsSM6-becomesuBJ9fertilizer

‘You place them [the leaves] properly, there in the field, lsat they dry
and become fertilizer.’

In stories,-ta- is used for events which take place at the event time. Thifus i
trated in (28), the earlier event is narrated with tke- tense, followed by the situative
-he-and finally-ta- to express the present tense. This example is from narréitéeng
Frog Story where theta- is used to describe a state in the picture that the narrator is
looking at. In this case neither intention nor future seeaugible, whereas the present
tense reading is plausible in both kinds of context.
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(28) Ji- ka- nyiika. [...] ng'wanaa- he- inuka kwe weeyajula
SM5- CONS run.away  1child sm1- siT- get.upl7Loc look.at5frog
mwe giyasihe- ji- mo. Uja ng'wanaa- ta- maka.
18Loc 9glassNEG- SM5- RM5 1DEM 1child  sm1- PRESDJ- be.surprised
‘It [the frog] has run away. [In the morning], when the childtg up to look at
the frog in the class it [the frog] is not there. The child ispised.’

In Sambaa, multiple tense-aspect markers can be stackedingle verb (for
detailed discussion of this see Besha 1985, 1989b; Nursg; Fyehl 1911). In (29),
a verb with three tense markers is shown.

(29) Ni- ta- za- na- mu- itanga.
SM1S- PRESDJ- PEREDJ- MD- OM1- call
‘I might possibly call her. [Besha 1993:18]

In my corpus of Sambaa narratives, combinations of two pedftense markers were
rare, while combinations of three or more tense markers,al@appear in my data
at all. The sentence in (29) was judged as ungrammaticalitmg €6 my informants,
while combinations of any two of the morphemes involved wedged as acceptable.
In such combinations, the order of the morphemes is fixedcantbinations are not
free in terms of which markers may combine with which. As i txample from
Besha (1993), in my data, verbs with two prefixed tense marnksed-ta- and-na-.
Combinations of the perfect prefik with the suffix-iye are also common. This is the
only way the-i- perfect can be used.

In Sambaa, tense marking interacts with negation andviation, both of which
are marked with verbal morphology, amdh-questions, as well as information struc-
ture more generally.

Conjoint and disjoint verbs

In a number of Bantu languages, verbs marked with certasetararking morphemes
are analysed as being either conjoint or disjbifihis large and diverse group of Bantu
languages includes the Nguni languages (Buell 2005; vaspeay 1993), the Sotho-
Tswana languages (Cole 1955; Creissels 1996; Doke and Mofpk974), Makhuwa
(van der Wal 2006) and Rundi (Meeussen 1959). Although thgoaat or disjoint
property of a verb is encoded by morphemes which also enendedral or aspectual
information, the distinction is not related to tense, aspemood but to syntactic con-
stituency and information structure. There are two basiperties which determine
the distribution of conjoint and disjoint forms: firstly amoint verb cannot be in the
phrase-final position; and secondly a disjoint verb cannetgde certain focal items,
such asvh-words. The finer properties of the conjoint/disjoint distion are not uni-
form across Bantu (Buell and Riedel 2008). In most Bantu laggs which have the
conjoint/disjoint distinction, only some tenses show tligidction. Typically, these

9Several other labels are used for this type of pattern. Famgie, in the literature on the Southern
Bantu languages, the conjoint form and the disjoint formteaditionally referred to as the short form and
long form respectively.
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include the perfective and present tense. Languages d#fer whether certain tenses
can be used in both conjoint and disjoint environments, aadhas neutral. Across
Bantu, the conjoint/disjoint alternation interacts withject marking, phrasing and the
syntax of questions. These issues are discussed in cha8@acs6.

In Sambaa, of the multitude of tense markers only a small murake conjoint. In
Besha (1989b), the conjoint forms are referred to as “depetfidenses. There is no
conjoint/disjoint distinction in the future, subjunctiaad imperative, nor in the nega-
tive. However, amongst the non-future affirmative tensekerarthere are no neutral
forms. The conjoint tenses in Sambaa are the present (withprefix and with a low
tone on the final vowel), the perfectivige, and the remote pash-. All other tenses
are disjoint. This means that for the present and the péré(asic past) conjoint
forms there are several potentially matching disjointésns

In (30a), a conjoint verb appears in the verb phrase finatipasihis is ungram-
matical. In (30b), the conjoint verb is followed by an objebis is grammatical. Un-
like a conjoint verb, a disjoint form can appear in the finasigion, as shown in (30c).

(30) a. *Ni- it- iye.
SM1S- go- PERECJ

Int: ‘I went.” (conjoint)

b. Ni- it- iye kaya.
SM1s- go- PERECJ 16home
‘I went home.’ (conjoint)

c. N- za- ita.
SM1s- PERFEDJ- gO
‘I went.’ (disjoint)

The labels “conjoint” and “disjoint” in the gloss of partiem morphemes do not
determine by themselves whether a verb is conjoint or disj@Vhether a verb is con-
joint or disjoint (in a non-future tense), is determined bg tombination of conjoint
and disjoint morphemes present. A verb with only a conjointpheme is conjoint.
Any verb that includes a disjoint morpheme is disjoint, sgective of whether there
is a conjoint morpheme present as well or not. One examplaoitthe combination
of the conjoint-ile perfective suffix with the disjointi- perfect prefix. The pattern is
illustrated in (31). Where the conjoint perfective appesithout the disjoint perfect,
asin (31a), the inflected verb is ungrammatical in sentdimegposition. Where both
morphemes appear it is grammatical in this position, as ahiny31b).

(31) a. *Ng'wanaa- lal- iye.
1child sml-sleep-PERECJ
Int: “The child is sleeping (lit. has fallen asleep).’ (coimjt)
b. Ng'wanaa- i- lal- iye.
1child sM1-PEREDJ sleep-PERECJ
‘The child is sleeping (lit. has fallen asleep).’ (disjgint

In table 2.6 a number of common tense markers in Sambaa amd#mviour
with regard to the conjoint/disjoint distinction is shown.
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Table 2.6: Conjoint and Disjoint Forms in Sambaa

Morpheme | Status | Meaning
present

-ta- disjoint | present

-L conjoint | present

-aa- disjoint | continuous

past

-iyé conjoint | perfective (past)
-za- disjoint | perfective (past)
-1- disjoint | perfect

-té- disjoint | near past
remote past

-a- conjoint | remote past
-a(a)- disjoint | remote past

The tense markerga--iyeand-i- are illustrated in (30) and (31), respectively. An
example ofte-, is shown in (32).

(32) A- té- kwéana uké taai
SM1- NPST.DJ- climb with 17DEM 5roof
‘She has climbed onto the roof...

Examples of the present tense forms are shown in (83 ‘to eat’ has a high tone
on the final vowel. However, in the present conjoint tense ihirealised as low, as
shown in (33a). In the disjoint present, more aspectuaidisbns are made, there is
a continuous marker, as in 33b), and a simple present makear,(33c).

(33) a. Ng’omb&i- ja mani. (conjoint)

10cow smM10-eatPRESCJ6grass
‘Cows eat/are eating grass.

b. Ng'dmbeéz- aa- ja. (disjoint)
10cow SM10-CONT.DJ- eat
‘The cows graze/are grazing.

c. Ng'ombezi- ta- ja. (disjoint)
10cow SM10-PRESDJ- eat
‘The cows graze.

The remote past conjoint and disjoint forms are shown in.(34)
(34) a. Aho kaen- a- sémahaja. (conjoint)
16DEM far sM1s- REM.CJ read 16DEM

‘Back then | studied there.’

b. Ahd kaén-  aa- sémaJdisjoint)
16DEM far smls- REM.DJ- read
‘Back then | studied.’



34 2.3. Grammatical notes on Sambaa

In the future the two formsie- andNGE- can both be used in both conjoint and
disjoint contexts. For example in the clause-final posjtasin (35a) and (35b), and
before a wh-element, as in (35¢) and (35d). Besha (1989pha#8@ notes that there is
no conjoint/disjoint distinction in the future for the twertse markers she discusses.

(35) a. Ne-n- shezigh-e.
FUT- SM1s-play- sSuBJ
‘1 will play’

b. Nge-u- kund-e?
FUT- SM2S- want- SUBJ
‘Will you want?’

c. Ne- wa- imb-e mbwai?
FUT- SM2- sing-suBJwhat
‘What will they sing?’

d. Nge-u- kund-e- i?
FUT- SM2S- want- SUBJ what
‘What will you want?’

Apart from being followed by another constituent, the fogaiperties also mat-
ter. In Sambaa, the disjoint form is judged as better whemdhicing a completely
new object. The paradigm for this is illustrated in (36). Homtext for this example
is that the speaker is a customer at a shop. lisequestion has preceded the ut-
terance which expresses what the speaker wants to buy,djeéntliform is used as
shown in (36a). In this context, the conjoint form, shown36l), is judged as prag-
matically odd. However, in the answer taé-question, the inverse pattern holds. As
shown in (36¢), the conjoint form is acceptable in the andveze, while the disjoint
form is judged as odd. The disjoint form is shown in (36d). Tbatinuous disjoint
tense is frequently used where the conjoint present wouldhgeammatical. They are
somewhat equivalent in terms of tense-aspect semantiestd+can also be used to
replace the conjoint present, but does not imply that thiemét ongoing. In terms of
the distribution of the conjoint and disjoint form in thisrdext, the opposite pattern is
found in other Bantu languages with a conjoint/disjointidigion, such as Makhuwa
and Zulu (Jenneke van der Wal and Leston Buell, p.c.).

(36) a. N- aa- kundamavutaya taa vya shiinigi mia
SM1s-CONT.DJ-want 60il  6AsSsocOlampbAssoc9shiling9hundred
ng’'wenga.
one
‘| want lamp oil for 100 shilings.’ (disjoint)

b. #Ni- kunda mavutaya taa vya shiinigi mia
SM1s-wantPRESCJI60il  6ASsoc9lampbassoc9shiling9hundred
ng’'wenga.
one

‘I want lamp oil for 100 shilings.’ (conjoint)
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c. U-  kunda- i?7  Ni- kunda mavuta.
SM1s- wantPRESCJ whatsm1s- wantPRESCJ 60il
‘What do you want? | want (lamp) oil.” (conjoint verb in ansve
d. U-  kunda- i?7 #N- aa- kundamavuta.
SM1s- wantPRESCJ what SM1S- CONT.DJ- want 60il
‘What do you want? | want (lamp) oil.” (disjoint verb in anstye

In Sambaa, the disjoint tense markea-and-ta- are strongly preferred for out-
of-the-blue statements. This is also noted in Besha (1982 structed examples
without context are generally rendered in this tense. Taisalso be seen in the very
high prevalence of this tense in the examples used to illtesthe behaviour of object
markers in Sambaa in this thesis.

The syntax of the conjoint/disjoint alternation and whethis connected to object
marking in Sambaa, is discussed further in chapters 3 and 6.

2.3.6 Relative clauses

Sambaa has a very complex morphological marking systemefative clause for-
mation. Apart from an analytic strategy usindi-, there are two different sets of
relative markers which can be prefixed or suffixed to the verbddition to those, at
least some speakers also use the agreeingafrd®a-relative marker that is used in
Swahili1° The different morphological relativization strategiepaar primarily with
particular tenses or aspects. Relative verbs, like negatvbs, cannot generally be
said to be either conjoint or disjoint. This is reflected ia tiloss by not labelling the
tense morphemes as conjoint or disjoint. However, comgahia type of tense mark-
ers which allow a relative marker on the verb to the data ifetat5, it is clear that
the tenses which allow affixation of relative markers to tikebvare those which are
morphologically conjoint.

Relative marking morphology There are two types of relative markers for each
noun class, as shown in table 2.7. Both contain a vocalic sl with a nominal
class marking consonant or a consonant and a glide, onedaewrel /e/ in all forms
(thee-type), and one has the vowel /o/ for all classes ¢Htgpe), with the exception of
class 1 where both forms have the vowel /e/. With the othenmtasses, for example
for class 7, the forms arhe-and-cho-

The e-type is always prefixed, either without a subject marker éiabject rela-
tives), as shown in (37a), or following a subject marker @bject relatives), while
the other type of relative marker is either suffixed, as shmw@@7b), or appears as a
prefix which follows the subject marker, as shown in (37c).

(37) a. kitabuwche- tama
7bookRM7- pleaserRES
‘the book that is nice’

10swahili, like many other Bantu languages, has relative erariwhich are cognate with thetype in
Sambaa. As in Sambaa, these can be prefixed or suffixed andrapigie particular tenses. The syntax of
these is compared with the syntax of Sambaa relative clansbapter 6.
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Table 2.7: Sambaa Relative Markers

Noun class| NC PREF | o-type | etype
1 m- -ye(-) | (-)mwe-
2 wa- -wo(-) (-)we-
3 m- -wo(-) (-)we-
4 mi- yo(-) | ()ye-
5 @li-lzi- | -jo(-) (je-
6 ma- yo(-) | ()ye-
7 ki- -cho(-) | (-)che-
8 vi- -vyo(-) | (-)vye-
9 N- yo(-) | ()ye-
10 N- -zo(-) (-)ze-
12 ka- -ko(-) (-)ke-
14 u- -0(-) (-)we-
15 ku- -ko(-) | (-)kwe-
16 ha- -ho(-) (-)he-
17 ku- -ko(-) | (-)kwe-
18 mu- -mo(-) | (-)mwe-

b. kitabua- kund-iye- cho
7booksMml- like- PERF RM7
‘the book that she liked’

c. kitabua- cho- kunda
7booksM1- RM7- like.PRES
‘the book that she likes’

Relative clauses with thee-type relative marker When thee-type of the relative
marker is used for relativizing subjects, there is no subjearking morphology, and,
typically, tense prefixes are ungrammatical. An examplénisf strategy is shown in
(38a). This kind of relative clause generally receives aegalpresent tense reading.
However, the perfective suffitye'! can also appear with this form, as shown in (38b).

(38) a. Wajawaghoshive- iza ni  wagheniwetu.
2DEM 2man  RMZ2- COMePRESCOP2guest 2our
‘The men who are coming are our visitors.’ [Besha 1993:33]
b. Mwaimumkuumwe-to- ighw- e m’ mwaimune- a- ighaw-
lteacherlbig RM1- hit- PASS PERFby 1teacherfut- sm1- sendrPASS
e hospitai.
-suBJ9hospital
‘The headmaster who was hit by the teacher will be be takens$pital’

11with verb stems that include derivation morphemes, suctaasiye verbs, the form of this suffix is
-e.
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In older Sambaa, this form apparently could combine wittséeprefixes. Roehl
gives several examples of such constructions. Two of thesereown in (39&y and
(39b). My informants generally rejected these, but onermémt found (39b) accept-
able. This is surprising, seeing as in all other cases theetawhich allow affixation of
a relative marker to the verb are those which are analysahdergoint in non-relative
clauses.

(39) a. muntu mwe-za- kula
1persorrRM1- TNS- grow
‘ein Mensch, welcher mal gross werden wird’
‘a person, who will grow big one day’ [Roehl 1911:157]

b. muntu mwe-ta- kula ivyoho
1persorrM1- PRESDJ- growlike.this
‘ein Mensch, welcher doch so gross ist’
‘a person who will grow big like this’ [Roehl 1911:157]

Object marking is somewhat more restricted with this typeet#tive clause. How-
ever, it does appear in natural speech, as in (40). This plwas used in a private
email to the author.

(40) ... mamangu mwe- ni- vyaa imi ... ‘...my mother, who
1motheross1sRM1- om1s- give.birth.tome
has given birthtome ...’

In elicitation, sometimes object marking was rejected ightrwith this type of rel-
ative clause, whereas other speakers allowed one objekentaut not two. This is
illustrated in (41).

(41) a. ng'wananwe-chi- ghulakiti

1child RMm1-om7-buy 7chair
‘the child who bought the/a chair’

b. ng’'wanamwe-ni- ghuliyakiti
1child RMm1-oM7-0OM1- buyaAPPL 7chair
‘the child who bought me the/a chair’

c. *ng'wanamwe-chi- ni- ghuliya Kiti

1child RMm1- OM7-0OM1-buyAPPL 7chair

Int: ‘the child who bought me the/a chair’

This relativization strategy is also possible for objedd adjunct relatives, where
the relative marker follows the subject marker. This is shdar a direct object in
(42a), an applied locative in (42b), the agent of a passid2e) and for an adjunct
expressing the manner in (42d).

12Note that-za-which is the perfective disjoint form in current Sambaa isdubere as a kind of future
marker. Possibly this reflects an earlier stage in the graioafiaation of the form. It is not grammatical in
current Sambaa.
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(42) a. Kitabun- vye- kundakusomam’ vitana.
7book sm1s- RM7-like  to.read cop8good
‘The books which 1 like to read are good.

b. mkoa wa Manyaranee n- kwe- goshoea
3region 3ASsOoC ManyaraCOPPROG SM1S- RM17- WOrk.APPL.PRES
ndima
9work
‘Manyara region, where | am working’

c. n- che- tamiwa
SM1s- RM8- be.please®AsSs
‘what | like’ (lit. what | am please by)
d. jinsi a- vye- imba
9manneisMl1- RM8- sing
‘how s/he sings’

These are far less common than subject relatives, withythesaf relative morphology.
This might be because the general present reading is mom@aoomwith subjects than
with objects. In Roehl (1911), it is claimed that object amjuact relatives are not
grammatical with this relative marker. However, Besha @98gives examples of
such constructions. One such example is shown in (43).

(43) Ng'ombeti- ze- ghotoshani za tate.
10cow sml1p- RM10-bring.backcopl10assoclfather
‘The cows that we are bringing back belong to father. [Beshiaodh:92]

The prefixed o-type relative marker The prefixed-type relative marker is always
attached after the subject marker. An example of it is shawf@4a). This form can
appear with subject relatives and object relatives. As Y4#ibws, object marking is
possible with this construction.

(44) a. Mvyee a- ye- m- nka lifti a- aa- tamiwa.
1womansml1- RM1- om1- give PRESIIift SM1- CONT.DJ- be.pleased
‘The woman whom he gives a ride is happy.’

The suffixed relative marker The suffixed relative marker appears with the perfec-
tive suffix, as well as the remote past and the general predargéxample with the
-iye suffix is shown in (45a), while the remote tense is shown ibJ4®vith this rela-
tivization strategy, subject (45a) and object relativesbldand (45c), as well as object
marking, shown in (45b), are acceptable.

(45) a. Kia ji- it- iye- jo he- ji- uye na iwe ne- u-
everysm5- go-PERF RM5 NEG- SM5- returnPERFandyou FUT- SM2S-
dah- e?
be.ablesuBJ

‘Each [one] that went did not return, and you will be able to?’
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b. Mvyee a- m- nk- iye- ye lifti a- aa- tamiwa.
1womansm1- oM1- give- PERF RM1 9lift SM1- CONT.DJ- be.pleased
‘The woman whom he gave a ride was happy.’

c. Kitabua- a- soma<cho zuzi ni  kitana.
7book sm1- REM- read- RM7 day.before.yesterdayoP 7nice
‘The book he read the day before yesterday is nice.

The suffixed relative marker can also be addedadand, with’ and to auxiliary
constructions usinga. This is illustrated in (46). In (46a) the use with the ‘have
construction is shown. (46b) shows an instrumental cootitmo. Note that the relative
marker appears twice here, first on the verb and then on tip@giten.

(46) a. Hekuna kintu chedi chi- shi- na- cho hasaa.
there.is.nothing7goodsm7- NEG- be.with-RM7 9disadvantage
‘There is no good thing which doesn’t also have disadvargage
b. siyo jla  kuu u- hand-iye- jo na- jo
NEG.COP5DEM 5big smM2s- plant-PERF RM5 with- RM5
‘not the big one [hoe] that you cultivate with’

Unlike with the e-type, two object markers are grammatical with a ditrawsiti
verb with this kind of relative construction, as shown inX47

(47) Ng'wanaa- chi- ni- ghuliye- ye kiti ni  mtana.
1child sm1-om7-om1s- buyAPPL.PERF RM1 7chaircop lnice
‘The child who bought me the chair is nice.

Analytic relative clause constructions Sambaa has two types of analytic relative
clauses, that s relative clauses where the relative mgrkiorphology does not appear
on the verb but on an independent word. There is a copuldegtravhich uses the
copulandi- with a relative suffix of theo-type. This form, like verbs in the future
tense, occurs with verbs in the subjunctive mood (which aeked by the final vowel
-€), as in (48a) and (48b), or with verbs which are marked withghefix-ki-, as in
(48c), which have a continuous or conditional reading. Agsiibjects and objects are
possible.

(48) a. I- ki- buizaghoto, ji- ta- mezighwa, chochoshehia
SM9- SIT- meet 5sheepsM5- PRESDJ- swallowPAss 7anything 7DEM
ndi- cho chi- buizw- e chi- ta- mezighwa.

COP- RM7 SM7- meetPASS SUBJSM7- PRESDJ- swallowPASS
‘I it [the python] comes across a sheep it is swallowed, himg [at all]
which it meets is swallowed.’

b. Mvyee ndi- ye a- m- nk- e lifti ne- a- tamiwe.
lwomancopr- RM1 sMm1- oM1- give- suBJ9lift FUT- sM1- be.pleased
‘The woman who he will give a ride will be happy.’
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c. Kitabundi- cho a- ki- soman- he- bua nee chi
7book coP- RM7 SM1- SIT- read SM1s- SIT- arrive CORPROG COP/
kibada
7bad

‘The book which he was reading when | got there is bad.’

Lastly, relative clauses can be formed usingdh#a-complementizer in Sambaa.
These forms might be a borrowing from Swabhili. This is beeauken asked whether
these forms are acceptable in Sambaa, my language corisultanld decline and
say that they only exist in Swahili. However, they all prodd¢hem when no other
option was available. An example, from a recorded narrais/ehown in (49). This
strategy is frequently used with non-argumentrelativasds. As in Swahili, this form
is unrestricted with respect to tense.

(49) Haafua- i- z -iye na mvyee amba-ye ni mtana
then smMm1- PEREDJ- come-PERFCJandlwomanamba -RM1 COP lnice
sana.
very

‘Then he came with a woman who was very nicaiz{yeis disjoint)



CHAPTER3

Object marking in Bantu: Agreement or pronominal clitics

3.1 The agreement/pronoun distinction

There are clear morphosyntactic differences betweensiubgrking and object mark-
ing in Bantu. While in the vast majority of the Bantu langusgebject marking is
obligatory, whether or not the subject is lexically expeekbject marking is much
more restricted in its distribution and much less uniformmoas Bantu. Although, as
| argue here, some Bantu languages have obligatory objettimyaobject marking
is never obligatory for all objects in any Bantu language.rétwer, all Bantu lan-
guages which have object marking allow object markers t@apwithout a lexical
object, filling what looks like, at least superficially, a paminal role (see chapter 1
for an overview of the distribution of object marking acrd&ntu). In many Bantu
languages, object marking is required when an object NRsliedhted, for example in
topicalization (but see Matengo (Yoneda 2008) for an exeogeyto this), and in some
languages, most prominently Chichewa (Bresnan and Mchdt@B@), object mark-
ing is said to license free word order. These properties fmlked the ongoing debate
on the status of object markers in Bantu.

Baker (1996) characterises polysynthetic languages asigayes where the syn-
tactic arguments are expressed by verbal affixes and thefepential lexical noun
phrases have adjunct stafuBantu languages are not polysynthetic in the sense of
Baker (1996). But since Bresnan and Mchombo (1987), whavioNichols (1986)
on incorporation, an essentially parallel analysis thakferred to as pronoun incor-
poration has been adopted for many southern, central ateredantu languages
(see Byarushengo et al. 1976; Demuth and Johnson 1990;dle20602; Mchombo

1The definition and diagnostics for polysynthetic languaigetide a number of other properties not
relevant here (see Baker 1996).
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2004; Rubanza 1988; van der Spuy 1993; Zerbian 2006). Iretaralyses, the lex-
ical object is analysed as an adjunct. In more recent workydvitoo (2004, 2001)
has taken this analysis further towards a polysynthegis-ynalysis by claiming that
Chichewa has discontinuous constituents.

In most of the Bantu literature addressing the status of bjecv marker, the con-
clusion is that some Bantu languages, most famously Swiriéisnan and Mcho-
mbo 1987), but also languages like Sambaa, (Baker 2008) dlsjeet agreement,
while others like Haya (Baker 2008; Bearth 2003; Byarusloegtgal. 1976; Duranti
and Byarushengo 1977), Chichewa (Bresnan and Mchombo M&Tombo 2004),
Northern Sotho (Zerbian 2006), Northern Sotho (Demuth ahdison 1990) and Zulu
(van der Spuy 1993) do not.

There are two main questions related to the agreement/prodistinction in
Bantu: What is the status of the object marker? And what issth&us of the lexi-
cal object when a co-referential object marker is presdrtiel object marker is the
argument of the verb, then any co-referential object mustb&djunct. Since in many
Bantu languages object-marked objects tend to receiveiealamr definite interpre-
tation (see Ashton 1944; Doke 1931; Nash 1992), an “objeatibied by an object
marker is analysed as a topic. The “object” is also freqyeatialysed as a right-
dislocated element (Byarushengo et al. 1976; Tenenbaurm; 187 der Spuy 1993).
If, on the other hand, the object marker is an agreement mahlesobject is the argu-
ment of the verb, whether it is overtly expressed or not. Tilygications of each type
of analysis are discussed in chapter 4. The focus in thisteh&gpon the morphosyn-
tactic properties of object-marked objects across a nuwitigantu languages.

Two key concepts in this discussion are doubling and oldiyadbject marking. |
define them as follows:

(1) a. Doubling: The co-occurrence of an object marker wittoareferential
lexical object.

b. Obligatory object marking: A language has obligatoryeabjmarking if
there is any group of lexical object noun phrases with a @algr set
of features (such as [+human] objects) which must co-ocdtlr @bject
marking, in order for a sentence to be judged as grammatical.

To illustrate these definitions, consider the sentence®)irirf (2a)zi doubles the
noun phraseicha hizo Without the object marker, the sentence in (2b) would be
judged ungrammatical by any speaker of Standard Tanzami&ermyan Swahili or
any of the coastal dialects.

(2) a. N- i zi- onapicha  hizo. (doubling)
SM1s- PAST- OM10-see 10picturelODEM
‘| saw those pictures.
b. Ni- - *(mw)- onaJuma. (obligatory object marking)
SM1s- PAST- OM1- seelJuma
‘I saw Juma.’ [Swahili]
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With regard to doubling, the contentious issue is whethéioaject” that is dou-
bled by an object marker is local and argument-like in anyegilanguage. In the
Bantu literature, the predominant view is that pronomi@éot markers cannot dou-
ble a local object, but agreement-type object markers carst Bantu languages al-
low doubling to take place with what looks like SVO ordesut arguably only some
Bantu languages allow local doubling. In the literature thain evidence which is
presented for dislocation (against local doubling) is pdis (Bresnan and Mchombo
1987; Byarushengo et al. 1976) or based on the interactibmelea doubling and
the conjoint/disjoint alternation (van der Spuy 1993Jenderson (2006b) proposes
co-occurrence as a decisive criterion with the ability ofcdaject-marked object to
precede a temporal adverbial as evidence. According toathédysis, only objects
which must follow a temporal adverbial are dislocated. Erare alternative accounts
for Zulu, where the conjoint/disjoint alternations arewsd to delimit the verb phrase
in a very local sense, and an agreement relation is arguealddetween the object
and the object marker (Buell 2005; Henderson 2006b). Inglaasounts, it is argued
that certain types of objects cannot remain inside the VPraade for that reason
rather than because of not being able to co-occur with a prefio

In this chapter, | discuss the literature on the nature oécanarking in Bantu,
review the suggested diagnostics and compare the prapeftidject markers in Sam-
baa and Haya with each other and with a number of other Bangukges. For many
of the morphosyntactic properties discussed here, it laskthere are two (or more)
types of Bantu languages. In the discussion here, theseaesented by Sambaa and
Swalhili as one type, and Haya as the second type. Howevdaribaages discussed
do not form consistent and predictable groups. This meaatglile tests proposed in
the literature to distinguish pronominal systems from agrent systems show mixed
results. | conclude that there is no good evidence for digiddantu languages into
two groups based on the syntactic status of the object masgkampronouns or agree-
ment markers. There are two possible hypotheses about #hgsenof object mark-
ing based on this conclusion: either all Bantu languages baject agreement or all
Bantu languages have pronominal object clitics. | take therthat Bantu languages
have object agreement. The implementation of that progowhthe problems which
arise from this are discussed in chapter 4.

In section 3.2 of this chapter, | discuss obligatory objeatking in a number of
Bantu languages. In section 3.3, | discuss object markimgdésiocation, focussing
on Bresnan and Mchombo (1987). In section 3.3.3, | arguenagtiie analysis pro-
posed in Bresnan and Mchombo (1987) based on data from Haction 3.4, |
discuss morphosyntactic variation with regard to objeatking in Bantu and review
the properties suggested as tests in Baker (2008) and lisscébout Sambaa and
Haya.

2There are some languages which apparently disallow any ddrabubling for some objects. In a
number of cases, these are languages with obligatory objadting for a subclass of animate objects,
including Nyaturu (Rimi) (Hualde 1989) and Ruwund (Nash2)9Jhese are discussed in section 3.3.2.

30ther tests discussed in Bresnan and Mchombo (1987) anesdist in section 3.3.1.

4For an Optimality Theory account of these kinds of phenonsaea\Woolford (1999, 2001).
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3.2 Obligatory object marking

From a typological perspective, Corbett (2006) statesttteatanonical case for agree-
ment is to be obligatory and context free. From a theorepieepective, Baker (1988b)
also argues that grammatical (syntactic) agreement igatoliy. This holds for sub-
ject agreement in Bantu, which is obligatory for all kindssobjects whether or not
they are overtly present. However, object marking in Bastdépendent on whether
or not the object is present, and then on the properties ohdle, and the syntac-
tic environment, even in the languages which have obligathject marking. This
means that object marking in Bantu is not such a clear case, fev the languages
where it is treated as agreement. However, according tddgefit994) and Woolford
(1999), animacy effects are cross-linguistically very coom® The Bantu languages
with obligatory object marking are the most obvious cantiddor languages with
object agreement. | will start by describing this patterfobe looking at whether or
not there is evidence for dislocation of object-marked ctgjen section 3.3.

In Swahili, Chaga (Marten et al. 2007), Ruwund (Nash 1992kMiwa (van der
Wal 2009) and Sambaa, object marking is obligatory for aertgpes of nouns. |
will look at obligatory and optional object marking in thiscion. Cases where co-
occurrence is ungrammatical are discussed in section. 3n31# first part, | show the
way obligatory object marking works in Sambaa and Swabhili e class of nouns
which trigger this. The second part looks at whether thiosnected to definiteness
or specificity.

3.2.1 Obligatory object marking in Sambaa and Swabhili

Sambaa In simple assertions with a single object, Sambaa objeckimpappears
in grades of acceptability: obligatory, preferred, opéibmare and ungrammatical. As
will be shown here and in chapter 5, this is determined by ¢neasitic features of the
object noun.

In a simple transitive clause, the object must be objectkewif it is a proper
name, as shown in (3a). Dropping the object marker is ungratined, as shown in
(3b). The fact that the verb is conjoint here does not affeetgrammaticality of
object marking, a conjoint verb would show the same patt€his is discussed in
section 3.3.2.

(3) a. N- za- mw- onaStella.
SM1s- PEREDJ- OM1- seelStella
‘I saw Stella.’

b. *N- za- onaStella.

SM1s- PEREDJ- see 1Stella
Int: ‘| saw Stella.’ [Sambaa]

Swithin Optimality Theory, several accounts formalise thasstrictions (see for example Aissen
(2003) and Woolford (1999)).
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The same requirement holds for kinship teffnss shown in (4a), if the object
marker is dropped as in (4b) the sentence is ungrammatical.

(4 a. N- za- mw- onatate.
SM1s- PEREDJ- OM1- seelfatherrossl
‘| saw father.’
b. *N- za- onatate.
SM1s- PEREDJ- seelfatherrossl
Int: ‘| saw father.’ [Sambaa]

Titles that are unique in a given context also behave likp@roames and kinship
terms. The pattern found with this pragmatically-detemdiclass of nouns is also af-
fected by pragmatic factors, such as politeness. For exampltds referring to people
with high status are object-marked consistently. In (5&)ithshown with the example
of the wordaskofubishop’.” Again, dropping the object marker is ungrammatical, as
shown in (5b). The plural form of the word for ‘bishopiaaskofudoes not have the
unique reading. With the plural form object marking is opti as shown in (5c).

(5) a. N- za- mw- onaaskofu.
SM1s- PEREDJ- OM1- see5bishop
‘| saw the bishop.
b. *N- za- onaaskofu.
SM1s- PEREDJ- see5bishop
Int: ‘| saw the bishop.
c. N- za- (wa-) onamaaskofu.
SM1s- PEREDJ- OM2- see6bishop
‘| saw the bishops.’ [Sambaa]

Pronouns for first and second person also require objectingarkhis is illustrated
with the first person singular pronoiwein (6a). Without the object marker, as in (6b),
the sentence is ungrammatical. All free pronouns are engpimBGambaa and the
sentence in (6a) would receive a contrastive focus reattogever, the third person
pronoun does not require object marking in Sambaa, as sho(at).

(6) a. N- za- ku-  onaiwe.
SM1s- PEREDJ- OM2S- seeyou
‘| saw You.
b. *N- za- onaiwe.

SM1s- PEREDJ- seeyou
Int: ‘| saw you. or ‘I sawyou.'®

6Like other kinship terms in many Bantu languages, there averal words for ‘father’ and ‘mother’
in Sambaa. Which word is used depends on the sex of the spaadt@n the speaker’s relationship to the
person referred to. For exampete means ‘my/our father’ whiléshe means ‘his/her/their father’. Words
for ‘mother’ work similarly.

"Nouns such aaskofuwhich formally belong to a class other than 1/2 but denotednsralways take
class 1/2 agreement on verbs.

8with the reading wheréwe is interpreted as ‘stone’ (class 5) the sentence would bematical.
However, that reading is not relevant to the discussion cfqreal pronouns here.
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c. N- za- (mw)- onauja.
SM1s- PEREDJ- OM1- seelDEM
‘l saw HIM/HER." ® [Sambaa]

With other types of humans, object marking is common but btigatory. This is
illustrated in (7a). Object marking for nouns referring toraals is less common but
entirely grammatical. An example of this is shown in (7b)likinin Swahili, nouns
referring to animals tend to be in class 5/6 or 9/10, and abyerkers for this type
of noun have the features of those classes, not clas¥ OBject marking for nouns
referring to inanimates is rare but acceptable, as showrch (

(7) a. N- za- (mw-) onang’'wana.
SM1s- PEREDJ- OM1- seelchild
‘| saw the/a child.’
b. N- za- (ji-) onakui.
SM1s- PEREDJ- OM5- see5dog
‘| saw the/a dog.’

c. N- za- (chi-) onakitezu.
SM1S- PEREDJ- OM7- see 7basket
‘| saw the/a basket.’ [Sambaa]

Thus, in a monotransitive sentence any semantic kind ofcolsn be object-
marked, while only a small subset of the nouns referring tmawsrequire object
marking. Properties such as being human, animate or inamialao affect object
marking. For ditransitives there are further restrictioviich will be discussed in
section 3.4.2 and chapter 5. In the next section, | will coraghe categories are
obligatorily object-marked in Swabhili with those in Samltediore discussing features
such as animacy and definiteness in more detail in sectio®.3.2

Swabhiliand Sambaa In Swabhili, object marking is obligatory with animate oltfec
much more generally. This particularly hold for nouns refeyto humans. In Swabhili,
unlike in Sambaa, object marking is obligatory for objectin® modified by a posses-
sive that refer to a human, such as the sentence in (8).

(8) a. Ni- li- mw- onamwanawe.
SM1s- PAST- OM1- seelchildPOSS3s
‘I saw his child.’

b. *Ni- li- onamwanawe.

SM1s- PAST- seelchildPoss3s
Int: ‘I saw his child.’ [Swahili]

In Swabhili, all animates trigger object marking with clag®.1This includes nouns
referring to animals, as shown in (9a). However, in cont@fb), dropping the object
marker is acceptable here, even with an inherently definitdifier like a possessive.

9There are no special free pronouns third person entitiesiind®a, demonstratives are used instead.
10Across Bantu class 1/2 is used for humans.
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(9) a. Ni- i mw- onambwa.
SM1s- PAST- OM1- see9dog
‘| saw the/a dog.’

b. Ni- - onambwa(wake).
SM1s- PAST- see9dog lhis
‘| saw the/a dog.’ [Swahili]

In Sambaa, only nouns referring to humans are likely to beahbparked and
only nouns referring to humans appear with class 1/2 objeskimg. Other types
of animates, such as nouns referring to animals, appearobittct markers of the
class that they grammatically belong to, for example clgsassin (10a). Using a
class 1 marker, as in Swabhili, is ungrammatical, as showh0Ob). However, Sambaa
speakers prefer the equivalent sentence in Sambaa withgadtenarking, although
its object-marked counterpart, shown in (10c), is not gratically degraded.

(10) a. Ni- za- onakui.
SM1s- PEREDJ- see5dog
‘| saw the/a dog.’
b. *Ni- za- mw- onakui.
SM1s- PEREDJ- OM1- see5dog
Int: ‘| saw the/a dog.’

c. Ni- za- ji- onakui.
SM1s- PEREDJ- OM5- see5dog
‘| saw the/a dog.’ [Sambaa]

These kinds of restrictions have been formalised in the Bhtgrature (Bentley
1994; Duranti 1979; Hyman and Hawkinson 1974; Morolong agchiin 1977), and
cross-linguistically (Aissen 2003; Croft 2003) as animany definiteness hierarchies.
A basic animacy hierarchy is shown in (11).

(11) humar> animate> inanimate

In both Swahili and Sambaa, human objects are different fstirer animate ob-
jects. In Sambaa, this expresses itself in how common ohjacking is, whereas in
Swabhili the difference is the obligatoriness of object niregk There are differences
between animate and inanimate objects in both languagegWe, in Sambaa, being
a human object is not enough to trigger obligatory objectkingr Neither is being a
definite human object. However, in the literature, thereraoge fine-grained hierar-

chies which include reference to person and definiteneeh,asithe hierarchy shown
in (12).

(12) first/second person pronousghird person pronour» proper names
human common nour hon-human animate common noxn
inanimate common noun (Croft 2003:130)

This hierarchy captures the Sambaa data to an extent, wisemis to first and
second (but not third) person pronouns and proper namea,ote careful analysis
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of definiteness and specificity and object marking in the tavglages is needed for
the analysis of object marking. This will be developed inttlegt section.

3.2.2 Definiteness and specificity

In the discussion of obligatory object marking in Sambaa @wahili, we have seen
that animacy plays a role in both languages. However, in Samibligatory object
marking is not only determined by animacy, another factsp gllays a role. This
factor is arguably definiteness. In this section, | will loakthe way object marking
interacts with definiteness and specificity, first in Swahilid Sambaa and then in
other Bantu languages. Regarding object marking, therenarkey issues connected
to definiteness and specificity. The first one is how obligatdsject marking is af-
fected by definiteness and specificity. The second issue éshg&hthe object marker
can be directly associated with definiteness or specifigithding required in order
for an noun phrase to receive a definite or specific reading bebng ungrammatical
with non-specific noun phrases. It will be shown that defirets plays a role in deter-
mining obligatory object marking for animates in both langas, while not directly
associated with object marking in either language.

Consider the separate animacy and definiteness hierarchigsen (2003:437).
The objects which are highest on both scales are obligatobijlect-marked in Sam-
baa, whereas in Swahili, all animate, and particularly haimbjects trigger object
marking in the appropriate syntactic configuration, witffimieeness showing little ef-
fect. However, when looking more carefully at differentieties of Swahili, the scale
in (13b) does play a role.

(13) a. Animacy Scale: Human Animate> Inanimate

b. Definiteness Hierarchy: Proper namédronourn> Definite NP> Indefi-
nite specific NP> Non-specific NP

In Bantu, definite noun phrases, indefinite noun phrases anespecific noun
phrases can all appear as bare nouns (nouns without anynileéer preposition or
any other nominal modifier). There is no general definitemegker in Bantu, nor a
marker encoding specificity. Whether or not an NP is definitgpecific is a question
of interpretation and context in most cases. For the purpb#ee discussion here, |
definite definiteness and specificity as shown in (14).

(14) a. Definiteness being uniquely identifiable or familiar to the hearer (Ward
and Birner 1995)

b. Specificity: having a particular referent (Sio 2006)

There are types of entities which have a particular defie#srstatus. For example,
proper names and pronouns, which appear in (13b) at the higlokthe hierarchy,
are inherently definite. Generally, but not always, noundifred by determiners such
as demonstratives and possessives are also definite. |folactany Bantu languages
it has been argued that certain demonstratives can funidteefinite articles (for
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example Besha 1989b for Sambaa, Ashton 1944 for Swabhilih 1892 for Ruwund
and Doke 1931 for Zulu). This we can determine at least sopestgf NPs which are
definite. There are also some clear cases at the other end stéite. These include
negative polarity items (NPIs) such as ‘any’ or words sucthasSwahili wordfulani

a certain person’ that is specific. We have already seennt@&mbaa and Swahili cer-
tain nouns marked by a possessive that receive a definitangedd not require object
marking. With regard to object marking the question is whethere is a clear correla-
tion between the presence or absence of object marking dimiteieess or specificity.
To answer this question, we will look at definite nouns andatigg polarity items as
a test case.

Definite objects do not require object marking to get theridesdd reading in the
two languages discussed here. For example, in Sambaat otgddng with an inher-
ently definite noun phrase is optional, as shown for a posgessun phrase in (15a)
and for a demonstrative in (15b).

(15) a. N- za- (mw)- onang’'wanae.
SM1s- PEREDJ- OM1- seelchildP0Oss3s
‘| saw his child.’
b. N- za- (mw)- onauja ng'wana.
SM1s- PEREDJ- OM1- seethatlchild
‘| saw that child.’ [Sambaa]

Moreover, in Sambaa and Swabhili, definite readings areabailithout object mark-
ing. This is shown for Swahili in (16a) and for Sambaa in (16b)

(16) a. Ni- |- pendasana kitabuchakecha kwanza.
SM1s- PAST- like much7book7her 7assocfirst
‘I liked her first book a lot.’ [Swahili]

b. N- za- onawaja wana vituhu.

SM1s- PEREDJ- see 2DEM 2child again
‘| saw those children again.’ [Sambaa]

For Swabhili, the situation is more complex because of inédedtal variation. Cer-
tain speakers of Tanzanian Swahili, generally from maihlBnzania, do not tend to
use object marking for non-specific humans, as shown in (Kiahgujat! speakers
tend to require object marking in those cases as well, asshd7b). Cases like
the sentences in (17c¢) with certain collective plural noamsl especially derogatory
uses, are acceptable to most if not all speakers of Swabhili.

(17) a. Ni- |- onamtoto.
SM1s- PAST- see 1child
‘I saw a child. [Mainland Tanzanian Swahili]

1IKiunguja is the Swabhili dialect spoken in the Stonetown ofjUja island (Zanzibar) and surrounding
areas but not in all parts of the island. (Tanzanian) Stah8avrahili is based on this dialect, but there are
some differences between the two variants.
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b. Ni- - *(mw)- onamtoto.

SM1s- PAST- OM1- seelchild

‘| saw a child. [Kiunguja Swabhili]
c. Ni- i onamaaskari.

SM1s- PAST- see6soldier

‘| saw soldiers. [Swahili]

Swabhili is a language with several million speakers. It iskagm in several coun-
tries, spread across a large geographic area, and therenamalzer of different di-
alects which vary with regard to when object marking is regpli For these reasons,
it is difficult to define the precise cut-off point for objectnking. There is an exten-
sive literature that touches on the question of whether bSmahili object marking
is obligatory (Amidu 2006; Seidel and Dimitriadis 1997; \Wdl979, 1997). Accord-
ing to the definition in (1b), Swabhili has obligatory objecarking because there are
speakers who will reject sentences without object markiitly eertain types of overt
lexical objects, and the kinds of objects which trigger gatory object marking form
a coherent semantic class.

In (Standard) Swabhili and Sambaa, object marking negatiarity items is gram-
matical, as shown in (18a) and (18b).

(18) a. Si- ku- mw- onamtu  yeyote.
NEG.SM1S- NEG.PAST- OM1- see lpersornlany
‘| didn’t see anyone. [Swahili]
b. Si- chi- on- iye kintu chochoshe.

NEG.SM1S- OM7- see-PERFRCJ 7thing7any
‘| didn’t see anything.’ [Sambaa]

Some speakers of Mainland Swabhili again differ from the prdgnt reflected in (18).
For those speakers, the NPI reading is not available witaabloparking.

(19) a. Si- ku- onamtu  (yeyote).
NEG.SM1S- NEG.PAST- seelpersoriany
‘| didn’t see anyone.
b. Si- ku- mw- onamtu.
NEG.SM1S- NEG.PAST- OM1- seelperson
‘| didn’t see him/her.’

c. ?Si- ku- mw- onamtu  yeyote.
NEG.SM1S- NEG.PAST- OM1- seelpersorilany
Int: ‘l didn’t see anyone.’ [Mainland Swalhili]

For Kiunguja speakers, (19a) is ungrammatical, as show2dh (

(20) *Si- ku- onamtu  (yeyote).
NEG.SM1S- NEG.PAST- seelpersoriany
Int: ‘| didn’t see anyone.’ [Kiunguja Swabhili]
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In conclusion, for Kiunguja Swahili speakers and Sambaalsgrs there is no di-
rect correlation between the presence or absence of obpaimg and definiteness
and specificity. Both object-marked and non-object-mariigjigcts can be definite,
specific or non-specific. In the variety of Mainland Swahiialissed here, specificity
does play a role in object marking. In this dialect, objearked objects are always
specific, while non-specific objects cannot be object-ndrkiowever, in both lan-
guages in general, the objects which appear at the top otffivdténess scale in (13b)
must be object-marked.

Definiteness and specificity in other Bantu languages Turning to other Bantu lan-
guages, we see definiteness with respect to the presencseamrcatof object marking

more generally. For example, in Nyaturu (F32), accordingitalde (1989), object

marking is required for definite animate objects. With thgeobmarker, the definite

reading is available, as in (21a), but without it the noumtsiipreted as indefinite, as
in (21b). As in Sambaa and Swabhili, object marking is requfog proper names and
pronouns, as shown in (21c)-(21f).

(21) a. N- a- mu- onaamwalimu.
SM1s- PAST1- OM1-see lteacher
‘I saw the teacher.

b. N- a- onaamwalimu.
SM1s- PAST1-see lteacher
‘| saw a teacher.

c. N- a- mu- onaaMaria.
SM1s- PAST1-OM1-see 1Maria
‘| saw Maria.

d. *N- a- onaaMaria.
SM1s- PAST1-see 1Maria
Int: ‘| saw Maria.’
e. N- a- ko-  onaa(veve).
SM1s- PAST1- OM2s- see you
‘| saw you.’

f. *N- a- onaaveve.
SM1s- PAST1-see you
Int: ‘l saw you.’ [Nyaturu, Hualde 1989:182]

The class of objects which trigger obligatory object maglkisbigger in the Bantu
language Ruwund (Ruund, L53). As Nash (1992) argues, inlémguage, object
marking is required for all specific animates. This is ra#hienilar to the pattern found
in Mainland Tanzanian Swahili that was illustrated in (1Z¥ample (22a) shows ob-
ject marking with a specific animate object, (22b) shows ahjgarking with a proper
name, and 22c) shows a non-specific animate noun withouttobjrking. In simple
transitive clauses, object marking is optional with noeefic animates. Ditransitives
show a different pattern, which | discuss in section 3.3.2.
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(22) a. ku- mu- kimb muntu
INF- OM1- look.for 1person
‘to look for a/the person’ [Ruwund, Nash 1992:565]
b. ku- *(mu)-tal Yaav
INF- OM1- visit 1Yaav
‘to visit Yaav’ [Ruwund, Nash 1992:565]

c. ku- kimb  muntu
INF- look.for 1person
‘to look for any person’ [Ruwund, Nash 1992:565]

In this section, we have seen how obligatory object markimigracts with defi-
niteness in four Bantu languages. Each language showshdlglitifferent pattern in
terms of where the cut-off point is for obligatory object kiag is on the animacy
and definiteness hierarchy and in terms of the associatiobjett marking with defi-
niteness or specificity. If we combine the relevant scalesiesvhat like Croft does in
(12), we end up with the distribution in (23).

(23) first/second person pronounsproper names (Sambaa) definite human
common noun (Nyaturu} specific human common noun (Ruwuns)non-
specific human common nounnon-human animate common noun (Swabhili)
> inanimate common noun

Languages without definiteness effects A different pattern appears in Makhuwa
(P31), where all class 1/2 nouns regardless of their meamigugire object marking
(Stucky 1983 and van der Wal 2009). This is shown for an irdiobject in (24a) and
for a direct object of a monotransitive verb in (24b). Thigemb marking pattern is
highly unusual in the Bantu language family, with Makhuwéanlgehe only language
known to exhibit such a pattern. Classes 1 and 2 are the cedges for which object
markers exist and this pair of classes includes inanimaiasisuch abaasikelibicy-
cle’. However, having inanimate nouns such as ‘bicycle’lass 1/2 is also reported
for other Bantu languages, for example Zulu (Leston Buedl,)p

(24) a. Ardarima- ho- N-  rawélamwaandsima.
Araarimasml- TNS- om1-buy 1child porridge
‘Araarima prepared porridge for the child.! [Makhuwa, Styd 983:83]
b. Ardarimaa- ho- fh- th’'Umabaasikeli.
Araarimasml- TNS- oM1-buy  lbicycle
‘Araarima has bought a bicycle.’ [Makhuwa, Stucky 1983:83]

In Haya, object marking is never obligatory with an objectiahhis lexically ex-
pressed. This is shown for a proper name in (25a) and for apirston (emphatic)
pronoun in (25b). In (25a), the class 7 object markér cannot be dropped because
the direct object is overtly expressed. The question of hérahe optional doubling
in Haya is actually local doubling or requires dislocatidritee object is discussed in
section 3.3.2.
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(25) a. N- ka- ki- (mu-)ha Kristina.
SM1s- PAST3- OM7- OM1- give Kristina
‘| gave it to Kristina.’
b. A- ka- (m-) bonainye.
SM1s- PAST3- OM1s- see me
‘He saw me.’ [Haya]

Using the definition in (1b), five of the languages discussethis section have
obligatory object marking: Sambaa, Swahili, Nyaturu, Radwand Makhuwa. Al-
though Makhuwa is different from the others in terms of how ¢kass of obligatorily
object-marked entities is defined, all languages exhibibl@ecent pattern for oblig-
atory object marking. While the first four languages are gaphically and geneti-
cally rather closely connected, Ruwund is spoken in a vefgrdint part of the Bantu
speaking area and belongs to a different genetic subgraaym,hivas presented as an
example of the Bantu languages which do not have any seraliptic syntactically
defined class of object nouns which must be object-markeg cétegories associated
with obligatory object marking and definiteness in the laagps mentioned here are
summarized in table 3.1.

Table 3.1: Categories which trigger obligatory object nivagkper language
| Property [ Sambaa] Swahili | Nyaturu| Ruwund| Mahkuwa| Haya |

1/2PERSpron. yes yes yes yes yes no
proper names|| yes yes yes yes yes no
def. humans no yes yes yes no no
spec. humans no yes yes no no no
humans no yes no no no no
animates no yes no no no no
class 1/2 no (yes) no no yes no

3.3 Object marking and dislocation across Bantu

As shown in the previous section, there are two macro-petteith regard to object
marking: a group of languages which require object markargckertain classes of
nouns and languages like Haya which do not. For Haya andasitaihguages, it has
been proposed that these languages do not allow doubliig &his does not mean
that in those languages sentences with an object markerranbject following the

verb are ungrammatical, but rather that in such cases theciolyj dislocated to a
position outside of the verb phrase. This is illustratedhaitvell-known example from
Bresnan and Mchombo (1987). In (26a), there is no object imgudnd the object is
argued by Bresnan and Mchombo (1987) to be the argument afttie whereas in

(26b) the object is argued to be a topic and dislocated.
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(26) a. Ndi- ku- fanakutidana ahgala- pitirizé phinzird
SM1s- PRES wantthat 2child 2my sm2- continuesuBJ5lesson
‘I want my children to continue the lesson.’
b. Ndi- ku- fanakutiana ahgala- li- pitirize] phanziro
SM1s- PRES wantthat 2child 2my sm2- oM5- continuesugJ5lesson
‘I want my children to continue it, the lesson.’

[Chichewa, Bresnan and Mchombo 1987:750]

The evidence supporting such analyses is generally basedoatihings: tones mark-
ing phrase boundaries, as in (26b) or conjoint/disjoirgrathtion effects, as shown
in (27). In languages like Zulu, a disjoint form must be usdtre an object and co-
indexed object marking co-occur (Buell 2005; van der Spu83)9An example of the
conjoint/disjoint alternation interacting with object rkiang is shown in (27).

(27) a. Ba- thanda ibhola.
sMm2- like.PREScJfootball

‘They like football’ [Zulu, van der Spuy 1993:340]
b. Ba- ya- li- thandaibhola).

SM2- PRESDJ- OM- like  football

‘They like football’ [Zulu, van der Spuy 1993:340]

Itis not cleaiwherethe object is in those cases. In the literature the follovpiagitions
are suggested:

¢ Zulu: van der Spuy (1993) - outside of'fP

e Chichewa: Bresnan and Mchombo (1987) - in a topic positiotsida of VP
(which corresponds to TP/IP in a Minimalist structure)

e Haya: Byarushengo et al. (1976), Tenenbaum (1977) - rigthbchted

As shown below, these positions are problematic for the vaycter properties of
object-marked objects in Haya, and to an extent also for tlie@wa analysis.

In the previous section, obligatory object marking was ulsed. In this section, |
discuss the question of whether object-marked objects baudislocated in particular
Bantu languages. If a question has obligatory object mgrkamd there is no evi-
dence that object-marked objects are dislocated, objettingeshould be analysed as
agreement. However, even without obligatory object maykatiowing object-marked
objects which are not dislocated in my view qualifies a lamguas an agreement lan-
guage. The discussion starts by reviewing the analysisjetbmarkers in Chichewa
as incorporated pronouns proposed in Bresnan and MchorBi8@)1In their analysis
various types of evidence for dislocation are proposedhénsubsequent sections, it
is shown that, in Sambaa, object-marked objects do not simgve@dence for dis-
location. In the final part of the section, the evidence fghtidislocation of Haya
object-marked objects is reviewed and a range of new datterkto right-dislocation

12Recent analyses of Zulu consider very low adjunction as (Beiéll 2008; Cheng and Downing 2009).
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is introduced. It is argued that because the right-dislonatnalysis must be rejected,
the hypothesis that Sambaa and Haya are fundamentallyadiffevith regards to ob-
ject marking must also be rejected. Both languages can btetteas agreement lan-
guages because neither language requires dislocationestabarked objects.

3.3.1 Bresnan and Mchombo (1987)

Bresnan and Mchombo (1987) argue that object marking isyayweonominal in Chi-
chewa. This is influenced by their use of Lexical Functionedi®mar (LFG), which
allows no empty categories or movement (Bresnan 2001)e%iRG is a theory which
has no empty pronominal positions, not all their argumeald im the Minimalist Pro-
gram, since agreement with a covert head is ruled out by LF@rimciple. In Bres-
nan and Mchombo's framework, object marking is “anaphogieament” when the
object is not overt and “grammatical agreement” when thealp overt and local.
This means that in such a system all Bantu languages alloaptaoric agreement”
but not all Bantu languages allow “grammatical agreeméAriaphoric agreement”
in this case, means that the object marker is an incorpomtmtbun, and thus de-
rived via a process which is not related to agreement at allNtinimalist framework.
“Grammatical agreement”, on the other hand, corresponttetaotion of agreement
in most Minimalist frameworks. For Chichewa, they argue titgect marking is al-
ways anaphoric as the object is always right-dislocatedwihappears to double an
object marker. They use word order, optionality, tone pagteobject marking with
in situ wh-questions and relative clauses as evidence for their sisalyor Swabhili
and Makhuwa, they argue that object marking is agreemkatbiecause it is obliga-
tory with some categories of nouns, and can be used withurosiect questions. In
Chichewa, object marking is always optional, unlike in Sivamd Makhuwa.

Bresnan and Mchombo (1987) argue that local doubling isamgratical in Chi-
chewa by demonstrating the existence of a tonal patternhwhiarks the end of the
VP22 This tone pattern is the realisation of a falling tone on teayit of the object-
marked verb if it has an underlying high tone on the final vowekertain environ-
ments, as shown by the contrast between (28a, repeatedZ)jrahd (28b). In (28a),
there is no object marker co-indexed withunzirg and there is no falling tone on
the penult of the verb, in (28b), where there is object maykihe falling tone on the
penult can be seen.

(28) a. Ndi- ku- fanakutiana ahgala- pitirizé phanziro]
SM1s- PRES wantthat 2child 2my sm2- continuesuBJ5lesson
‘I want my children to continue the lesson.’

[Chichewa, Bresnan and Mchombo 1987:750]

13There is also evidence from lengthening of the penult whigksBan and Mchombo (1987) mention
but do not indicate in their data.
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b. Ndi- ku- funakutiana anhgala- li- pitirize] phunziro
SM1s- PRES wantthat 2child 2my sm2- oM5- continuesugJ5lesson
‘I want my children to continue it, the lesson.’

[Chichewa, Bresnan and Mchombo 1987:750]

Bresnan and Mchombo (1987) make a distinction between fr@@opins, which
they argue are used to introduce new topics or to contrasinagts, and the ob-
ject marker, which is only anaphoric. An object marker cauree a topicalized con-
stituent, as shown in (29a), whereas a free pronoun cammehavn in (29b).

(29) a. Mkangawu fisi a- na- (- dya.
3lion  3DEM hyenasm- PAST- OM3- eat
‘This lion, the hyena ate it
[Chichewa, Bresnan and Mchombo 1987:769]
b. *? Mkdngouwu fisi a- na- dyaiwo.
3lion 3DEM hyenasm- PAST- eat 3it
Int: ‘“This lion, the hyena ate it.’

[Chichewa, Bresnan and Mchombo 1987:769]

However, it is not clear that this is a property related toecsbmarking, rather than
a property of free pronouns, which are often emphatic in Batee pronouns tend
to be used with contrastive focus, which would also not becetqul to be able to
resume a topicalized constituent. In Sambaa, which doeseqoire object marking
with nouns referring to animals, and which has the obligatdject marker system
rather than the non-doubling system, the same effect israddeWith object mark-
ing the sentence is acceptable, as shown in (30a), wheréaswiemonstrative the
sentence is ungrammaticél.

(30) a. Inu shimbafishi a- za- i- ja.
9DEM 9lion 9hyenasml- PEREDJ- OM9- eat
‘This lion, the hyena ate it

b. *Inu shimbafishi a- za- ja iyo.
9DEM 9lion  9hyenasMl1- PEREDJ- eatit
Int: ‘“This lion, the hyena ate it.’ [Sambaa]

In Chichewa, an object marker can resume the head of a eldtuse as shown
in (31a), whereas a free pronoun cannot, as shown in (31kgwlise, in a cleft the
object marker can resume the clefted constituent as shoy8ilit), whereas a free
pronoun cannot, as shown in (31d).

(31) a. Ndi- ku- lirira mkangouménéfisi a- na- U dya.
SM1s- PRES cry.APPL3lion  3REL hyenasm- PAST- OM3- eat
‘I'm crying for the lion that the hyena ate.’

[Chichewa, Bresnan and Mchombo 1987:769]

14Note the unusual agreement pattern here for the subjectemarkSambaa, animals in fairy tales or
more agentive roles sometimes trigger class 1/2 agreei@enbett (2006) refers to this kind of variation
as semantic and syntactic agreement.
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b. *? Ndi- ku- lirira  mkangouménéisi a- na- dyaiwo.
SM1s- PRES cry.APPL3lion  3REL hyenasm- PAST- eat 3it
Int: ‘I'm crying for the lion that the hyena ate.’

[Chichewa, Bresnan and Mchombo 1987:769]
c. Si mkangéuwu uménefisi &- na- G- dya.
NEG.coP3lion 3DEM 3REL hyenasm- PAST- OM3- eat
‘It's not the lion that the hyena ate.’

[Chichewa, Bresnan and Mchombo 1987:769]
d. *?Si mkangduwu uménefisi  a- na- dyaiwo
NEG.coP3lion 3DEM 3REL hyenasM- PAST- eat 3it
Int: ‘It's not the lion that the hyena ate.’

[Chichewa, Bresnan and Mchombo 1987:769]

These effects are interesting but may be caused by the fomagies of free pronouns
in Bantu. The paradigms of object marking in relative clauaed questions is very
complex and does not map onto the two types of Bantu languisgassed so far.
These patterns will be discussed in chapter 6.

Like the rest of Bantu (with the exception of Tunen, Bearth(2), based on Mous
(1997)), the basic word order in Chichewa is SVO, as showrB#a). Without ob-
ject marking this order cannot be reversed, as shown in (32&tyever, with object
marking the order is grammatical, as shown in (32c). In fany; order of the three
constituents is grammatical with object marking.

(32) a. Njachizi- na- wa- limaalenje.

10beesM10-PAST- OM2- bite 2hunter

‘The bees bit the hunters.” [Chichewa, Bresnan and Mchon®i8y I744]
b. *Alenje zi- na- ldmanjGchi.

2huntersm10- PAST- bite 10bees

‘The bees bit the hunters.” [Chichewa, Bresnan and Mchon®i8y 745]
c. Alenje zi- na- wa- lamanjdchi.

2huntersm10- PAST- OM2- bite 10bees

‘The bees bit the hunters.” [Chichewa, Bresnan and Mchon®i8y 745]

Bresnan and Mchombo (1987) use this as evidence for the bjgttostatus of an
object-marked object. However, for the subject and theatbjeordering is also pos-
sible in Sambaa and Swahili. This means that this test faikstinguish between the
languages with supposedly different types of object markin

For simple transitives in Chichewa, , the phonological ewick is compelling in
spite of the criticisms expressed here of some of the argtaneasented in Bresnan
and Mchombo (1987). However, when turning to double objecistructions, more
serious problems for their analysis are revealed. If a ngpad marked object is sen-
tence internal while an object-marked object is externahould be ungrammatical
for a non-object marked object to precede an object-marked However, as Hen-
derson (2006b) points out, the sentence in (33) is not épntirgrammatical. In fact,
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in their footnote 12, Bresnan and Mchombo (1987:751) ackedge this problem
by saying that “The word order possibilities with some deudbbject verbs are more
complex.” Moreover, Henderson claims that sentences 88 ére produced sponta-
neously by his language consultants.

(33) ??Ndi- ku- funakutimu- wa- pats-€ alenje mphatso.
SM1s- PRES wantthat smM2pP- oM2- give suBJ2hunter3gift
‘| want that you give the hunters a gift.’

[Chichewa, Henderson 2006hb:171, translation modified]

The right-dislocation analysis, proposed in Bresnan antadvitbo (1987), is fur-
ther challenged by data from temporal adverbials. AccgrdinHenderson, there is
a prosodic difference between the order O Adv and Adv O in @. An object-
marked object which follows a temporal adverbial (Adv O ojds separated from
the rest of the clause by an intonation break, whereas if bjecbmarked object
precedes the temporal adverbial (O Adv order) there is nakbrieor the Chichewa
example in (34), Henderson (2006b:172) claims that theaeciear intonation break
betweerdzuloandalenjein (34a), but not in (34b)° For Henderson, the presence of
the break marks a structure with a right-dislocated elenizaged on this, Henderson
(2006b:172) argues that only the object in (34a) is rigktetiated while the object in
(34b) is local. I will discuss these kinds of examples for Béglow, taking a similar
view to Henderson'’s.

(34) a. Ndi- na- funakutimu- wa- pats€  mphatsalzulo, alenje.
SM1s- PST-wantthatsm2p- oM2-give suBJ3gift  yesterdayhunter
‘| wanted you to give them a gift yesterday, the hunters.’
[Chichewa, Henderson 2006b:171, translation modified]

b. Ndi- na- funakutimu- wa- pats€  mphatsalenje dzulo.
SM1s- PST-wantthatsm2p- om2-give suBJ3gift  2hunteryesterday
‘I wanted you to give the hunters a gift yesterday.’

[Chichewa, Henderson 2006b:171, translation modified]

If the patterns reported in Henderson (2006b) hold for Ghighin general, Chi-
chewa does not require object-marked objects to be righvchted and might in fact
be analysed as an agreement language. In any case, this elitans the argument
that object marking has a different syntactic status in Siwahd Chichewa respec-
tively.

In this section, | have sketched some of the evidence predentsupport the
pronominal analysis of Chichewa object marking and someélpros with it. In the
next section, | will look at co-occurrence restrictions iffefent Bantu languages and
evidence for it, including the conjoint/disjoint alteritat and boundary tones. These
sections provide the background to section 3.3.3, by dpugdoa set of properties
associated with local objects in Bantu. In 3.3.3, the isso#sduced here will be
taken up and discussed in more detail with regard to an asaly$iaya objects as
right-dislocated.

15The prosodic break in (34a) is marked by a comma afzeria
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3.3.2 Local doubling

Whether an object marker can co-occur with a local lexicagéahis potentially an
important criterion for determining the syntactic statfithe object marker. An agree-
ment marker would be expected to be able to co-occur fredly aviexical object,
while a pronominal clitic would not. Co-occurrence, in trense relevant here, ap-
plies to all objects which appear to be in their base positiowithin TP/IP, not to
left-dislocated or right-dislocated “objects”. The keyegtion here is how to define
a local object. Languages which could be said to ban locablifugiare those which
display prosodic or morphological indicators of boundakietween an object-marked
verb and a co-indexed noun phrase. Cross-linguisticllyassumption is not always
made. For example, for the Romance languages where clitiblthg occurs, clitics
are most commonly treated as pronominal elements, evemglthditic doubling is
obligatory for certain objects in particular contexts tjlise in the Bantu languages
with obligatory object marking. However, there are someepthipproaches to this
distinction for Bantu as well. For example, Woolford (192900, 2001) makes a
distinction based on whether an object has to move in ordagtee, which triggers
similar effects to the dislocation of the lexical objectu&gd by the pronominal object
marking analysis (Bresnan and Mchombo 1987 and many others)

As shown in section 3.2, there are Bantu languages whereltligatory for cer-
tain objects to co-occur with a co-indexed object markee [Hmguages with this pat-
tern include Sambaa, Swahili, and Chaga and a number of Emianguages, possi-
bly due to the influence of Swabhili on these languages. Howeegond the patterns
discussed above, there are Bantu languages with more faieegrco-occurrence re-
strictions, including Ruwund, Nyaturu. These languagegire doubling for some
types of objects and disallow it for others. As discussediapanother group of Bantu
languages is argued to allow co-occurrence only with thieckdion of an object, this
includes Chichewa (Bresnan and Mchombo 1987), Haya (Bhengo et al. 1976),
Sesotho (Demuth and Harford 1999), and Zulu (Buell 2005).

Henderson (2006b) proposes co-occurrence restrictioagesst for object agree-
ment in Bantu languages. He claims that no Bantu languagehvatiows more than
one object marker allows co-occurrence of the lexical dbgea the object marker
(but see Marten et al. 2007). This would rule out both Sambdataya as agreement
languages. | will show in the first part of this section thatrthis no connection be-
tween the number of object markers and co-occurrencectsirs since all possible
combinations of the two properties are found amongst Baariguages. Languages
with multiple object marking sometimes allow co-occurreaad sometimes not, and
both patterns are also found amongst the languages thatatily one object marker.

After the discussion multiple object markers and doublfogy properties which
are associated with local objects in Bantu will be establisfThese are the following:

e Local objects may trigger obligatory object marking.
e Local objects may appear with the conjoint form when objaetked.

e Local objects may appear in a fixed syntactic position.
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e Local objects do not trigger phonological marking of phrbsandaries.

Co-occurrence and multiple object markers

In this section, | discuss languages with multiple objectkaes and show that these
allow doubling. After discussing a number of examples, warreto the Bantu lan-
guages which only allow one object marker, such as Nyatuhigiwdoes not allow
co-occurrence.

As (35) shows, Sambaa is a counterexample to Hendersorddotyipal claim.
The lexical DPs expressing the direct object, the indirb@at and the locative are all
doubled by object markers. In Sambaa, all types of lexicaaib or locatives may co-
occur with an object marker in double object constructitmfact, for object marking
with locatives, as in (35), doubling is preferred.

(35) N- za- ha- chi- m- nka Stella kitabuhaja.
SM1s- PEREDJ- OM16-0M7- OM1 give 1Stella7book16DEM
‘| gave Stella a book there.’ [Sambaa]

Ha appears to be another counterexample to Hendersonis @acording to Har-
jula (2004:132), Ha allows only two object markers. A sengewith two object mark-
ersis shown in (36a). In (36b) the indirect object, whichbgeot-marked, follows the
direct object. However, the same word order is observeddr{3bic) example without
object marking. Moreover, there are no apparent phrasgene changes indicating
thatumudéandchild’ might have been extraposed.

(36) a. Ya- wu- mu- haa- ye.
SM1.REM- OM3- OM1- give- PERF
‘She gave it to him.’ [Ha, Harjula 2004:133]

b. Ya- mu- haa-ye umukaat&muaana.

SM1.REM- OM1- give- PERF3bread 1child

‘She gave the child bread. [Ha, Harjula 2004:133]
c. Ya- hada-ye umukaat&umuaana.

SM1.REM- give-PERF3bread 1child
‘She gave the child bread. [Ha, Harjula 2004:132]

Yet another counterexample is the Musumban dialect of Ravas discussed in
Nash 1992, Woolford 2001), which also allows multiple objearkers and the co-
occurrence of object markers and lexical objects. Ruwulogvalat least three object
markers, as shown in (3%§.The locative marketku is a suffix here’

16_ku- marks the second person singular aaafiis a plural suffix (Nash 1992:566 fn.4).

17 ocative suffixes are used in some dialects of Haya, and ilatiguages in the Lacustrine Group more
generally. However, in some dialects of Ruwund non-loeatibject markers can also be suffixed. From
the data presented in Nash (1992), it is not clear whethesetheay have any different morphosyntactic
restrictions to the prefixed object markers.
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(37) ku- ka-ji- ku-  sendang- aafi- ku
INF- go-OM10- om2s- carry.from.regularly2PLURAL- OM17
‘to regularly go and carry them off from you there’
[Musumban Ruwund, Nash 1992:564]

In double object constructions in Ruwund, doubling an atyjearker with a local ob-
ject is only possible for the indirect object and only if itagimate. Moreover, in a
double object construction, an animate indirect objecttrhabject-marked. An ex-
ample of this is shown in (38). This means that Ruwund alsdraditts Henderson'’s
claim.

(38) a. ku- mu- tiil muntu mupit
INF- OM1- setlpersortrap
‘to set a trap for a [any or particular] person’ [Ruwund, N4§192:565]

In Ruwund, like in Sambaa, proper names or free pronounsreegbject mark-
ing, as was shown in section 3.2. With other humans objeckimgis required for
specific nouns, according to Nash (1992)nlike in Sambaa the same holds for other
animates, as shown in (39a) for a definite object and in (3@tg hon-specific object.

(39) a. ku-yi- kat atlbu
INF- OM4- like 4dog

‘to like the dogs’ [Ruwund, Nash 1992:565]
b. ku- kat atGbu

INF- like 4dog

‘to like dogs’ [Ruwund, Nash 1992:565]

In Ruwund, object marking of inanimate objects is rare antbeting to Nash “ex-
clude an indefinite reading of the noun” (Nash 1992:565).hesttanslation in (40a)
shows, a definite reading is possible without an object miagded as shown in the
(40b) with an object marker only the definite reading of themds available. How-
ever, doubling an inanimate object is grammatical in sini@esitive clauses.

(40) a. ku- landmalong
INF- buy 6plate
‘to buy some/the plates’ [Ruwund, Nash 1992:565]
b. ku- ma- landmalong
INF- OM6- buy 6plate
‘to buy the plates’ [Ruwund, Nash 1992:565]

This is not the case in double object constructions. In (#iExe are two object mark-
ers:maclass 6 (referring to an inanimate plural direct object) #relobject marker
muclass 1 (agreeing with the Nffwadan‘child’). According to Nash, doubling of
the indirect object is required if it is animate (41).

18Nash speaks of nouns with a particular referent.
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(41) ku- ma- mu- tumin mwaan
INF- OM6- OM1 sendAPPL 1child
‘to send them to the child’ [Musumban Ruwund, Nash 1992:963]

Doubling is not obligatory for an inanimate indirect objeas$ (42a) shows, but it is
grammatical, as shown in (42b). The direct object cannotliject-marked without
object-marking the indirect object, as illustrated in (#aond (42d). This is like the
Sambaa pattern, however, in Ruwund, if the direct objectasimate, doubling it is
ungrammatical, as shown in (42e).

(42) a. ku-landin  cikimbuulaal
INF- buyAPPL 7house 14bed
‘to buy the bed for the house’ [Musumban Ruwund, Nash 1993:96

b. ku- ci- landin cikumbuulaal
INF- OM7- buyapPpPL 7Thouse 14bed
‘to buy the bed for the house’ [Musumban Ruwund, Nash 1993:96
c. *ku- wu- landin cikumbu
INF- OM14-buyAPPL 7house
Int: ‘to buy the bed for the house’ [Musumban Ruwund, Nash2t963]

d. ku- wu- ci- landin cikimbu
INF- OM14-0M7- buyAPPL 7house
‘to buy it for the house’ [Musumban Ruwund, Nash 1992:965]
e. *ku- wu- ci- landin  cikumbuulaal
INF- OM7- OM14-buyApPpPL 7house 14bed
Int: ‘to buy the bed for the house’ [Musumban Ruwund, Nash2t965]

Ruwund is an asymmetric language with animacy effects. lwiad, there are
thus two factors which determine object marking patternddnble object construc-
tions: animacy and argument structure. As | have shown is ¢biction, the way
animacy affects monotransitives differs from the way amiynaffects ditransitives.
The Ruwund data is particularly interesting because treem@iclear reason why the
agreement-like object marker should be sensitive to whieth@bject is lexically ex-
pressed or not, unless one were to treat object markersingféo inanimates as hav-
ing a different syntactic status from those referring tanaaties. This is in fact what
Nash does, by treating the non-doubled objects as pronouns.

Single object marker languages In Swabhili, which allows only one object marker,
doubling is freely acceptable for inanimates, as shown3a)4or indirect object of a
ditransitive. Two object markers are ungrammatical, asvshia (43b), and doubling
the direct object in a ditransitive construction is also namgmaticaf®

(43) a. Ni- me- m- pa Juma vitabuvyotevitatu pale.
SM1s- PERF OM1- give 1Juma8book8all 8threel6there
‘| have given Juma all three books there.’

19How this corresponds to other asymmetric properties and ih@ampares to the other languages
discussed here will be shown below in section 3.4.3.



Chapter 3. Object marking in Bantu 63

b. *Ni- me- vi- m- pa Juma vitabuvyotevitatu pale.
SM1s- PERF OM8- OM1- give 1JumaBbook8all 8threel6there
Int: ‘| have given Juma all three books there.’

c. *Ni- me- vi- pa Juma vitabuvyotevitatu pale.
SM1s- PERF OM8- give 1Juma8book8all 8threel6there
Int: ‘| have given Juma all three books there.’ [Swahili]

As shown above, Nyaturu allows, and in certain cases regjuil@ubling of an
animate direct object, as shown in (44a). However, doubtinmmgrammatical for an
inanimate object such &tabu‘book’, as shown in (44b).

(44) a. N- a- mu- onaamwalimu.
SM1s- PAST1- OM1-see 1lteacher
‘| saw the teacher.’ [Nyaturu, Hualde 1989:182]

b. *N- a- ki- onaakitabu.

SM1s- PAST1- OM7-see 7book
Int: ‘| saw the book. [Nyaturu, Hualde 1989:182]

The languages that allow multiple object markers shown tisgday two patterns.
Sambaa has free doubling Sambaa and Ruwund has restrictblindo Furthermore,
we see that the languages that allow only a single objectenallow the same pat-
terns: Swabhili which allows free doubling, Nyaturu whicloals restricted doubling.
Lastly, there are languages like Chichewa which, as disclsarlier, is argued not
to allow (local) doubling. This indicates that, contra toatlis proposed in Hender-
son (2006b), allowing multiple object markers does notciffee grammaticality of
doubling an object marker with a local object in any way. Hegrethere is a more in-
teresting pattern which becomes apparent from the datésiséktion. The languages
where an object co-occurring with an object marker in theesaentence is ungram-
matical are Ruwund and Nyaturu, which also have obligatdijgat marking. As in
other cases of differential object marking, these langasagee object marking which
is obligatory, optional and ungrammaticél.

The conjoint/disjoint alternation and object marking

One piece of evidence for the dislocation of object-markgi@ais was the conjoint/
disjoint alternation in languages like Zulu. The conjailigjoint alternation was intro-
duced in chapter 2 for Sambaa in terms of its morphosyntas.arked with the
tense-aspect morphology, including tone in Bantu in gdn€he factors conditioning
the conjoint/disjoint alternation are focus and constittygBuell 2005, Buell 20063*
The conjoint form of the verb will be used if it appears in watirase-internal posi-
tions while a disjoint form will be used if it appears in therlvg@hrase-final-position.
If object marking is pronominal and therefore requiresatiation of a co-indexed

20The term differential object marking is most commonly used dase marking languages, such as
Hindi/Urdu or Turkish (see Aissen 2003; de Hoop and Lame@628e Swart 2007). In the Bantu literature,
the term is not widespread but is it used the work of Moriméto gexample Morimoto (2002).

21The interaction of the conjoint/disjoint alternation wftitus is discussed in chapter 6.



64 3.3. Object marking and dislocation across Bantu

object, two predictions follow from this: a transitive veshould never appear in the
disjoint form without object marking, whereas a conjointlvéorm should never ap-
pear with object marking and a local objééif object marking is agreement-like this
is not predicted to be the case. Rather, both local and noal-tbjects are predicted
to agree in the same way.

Sambaa allows object marking to double a lexical object Wwith conjoint and
disjoint verb forms. This is shown for the conjoint form irb@) and for the disjoint
form in (45b).

(45) a. A- chi- som-iye kitabu.
SM1- oM7-read-PERRECJ 7book
‘He read the book.’

b. A- za- chi- somakitabu.
SM1- PEREDJ- OM7-read 7book
‘He read the book. [Sambaa]

However, a non-object-marked object can appear after aidigprm with or without
object marking as shown in (46a) and (46b).

(46) a. N- za- dikiya wana.
SM1Ss- PEREDJ- cookAPPL 2child
‘I cooked for the children’

b. N- za- wa- dikiya wana.
SM1S- PEREDJ- OM2- cookAPPL 2child
‘| cooked for the children’ [Sambaa]

The distribution of the disjoint form in (46) differs from \ahis reported for many
other languages with the conjoint/disjoint distinctionr Example, in Zulu, a conjoint
form cannot be used with object marking and a local objecshasvn in (47a), the
grammatical version without object marking is shown in (#7b

(47) a. *Ngi- m- nik- e uThembiimali.
SM1s- oM1- give- PERECJ1Thembi9money
Int: ‘l gave Thembi some money. [Zulu, Buell and Riedel 2008
b. Ngi- nik- e uThembiimali.
SM1s- give- PERECJ 1 Thembi9money
‘| gave Thembi some money.’ [Zulu, Buell and Riedel 2008:7]

A disjoint form, on the other hand, cannot be used in a traesiterb without object-
marking the object, as is shown in the alternation betwe8n)(dnd (48b). For Zulu,
it has been argued based on this kind of evidence that theirdisprm of the verb

indicates a verb in VP-final position (Buell 2006).

22Thijs predication only holds if it is true for all Bantu langes that the disjoint form is strongly
associated with phrase-finality.



Chapter 3. Object marking in Bantu 65

(48) a. Abafanda- ya- yi- culaingoma.
2boy  sM2-PRESDJ om9-sing9song
‘The boys are singing a song.’ [Zulu, Buell 2006:14]
b. * Abafanaba- ya- culaingoma.
2boy sM2-PRESDJ- sing9song
Int: “The boys are singing a song.’ [Zulu, Buell 2006:14]

In languages like Zulu, the conjoint/disjoint distributidloes seem to support a
right-dislocation analysis of object-marked objects. &amfbaa, the grammaticality of
a conjoint form with an object doubled by an object markerpsufs an analysis in
terms of local doubling. Apart from obligatory object margj the ability of an object-
marked object to follow a verb in the conjoint form can be uasdecond property of
local doubling.

VP boundary tones and object marking

The other type of phonological evidence for dislocation asruary tones in lan-
guages like Chichewa. As shown for Chichewa above, in soormuBanguages dou-
bling triggers a prosodic break between the vP and the lerman phrase. In a lan-
guage with object agreement such patterns should be afi$gsntiolds true for Sam-
baa. In fact, in Sambaa, there is evidence against such klbeéare a doubled object.
High tones can spread within the vP from the verb (if it has al fimigh tone) onto its
complements up to the penultimate vowel (Odden 1982). Titdsgss happens with
and without object markindgitabu‘book’ has the underlying tone pattern LHL. This
is the pattern realised in (49a) where the verb ends in a low.t@vith High Tone
Spread the vowel of the noun class prefix of the object nouaatised with a high
tone in (49b and c) while the underlyingly high tone on theyeirs downstepped
(indicated with an exclamation mark).

(49) a. Ni- kund -a kitabu.

SM1s- want-PRESCJ 7book
‘l want a book.’

b. Ni- ghul-iyé kit'abu.
SM1s- buy- PERECJ7book
‘I bought the book.’

c. Ni- chi- ghual-iyé kit'abu.
SM1s- OM7- buy- PERECJ7book
‘I bought the book.’ [Sambaa]

In Sambaa, right-dislocation is marked by a clearly audialese. This becomes
very clear where an object-marked indirect object appdtesthe direct object. With-
out a pause, the sentence is ungrammatical, as in (50a).udoweth a pause (indi-
cated by the comma), as in (50b), and right-dislocatedpnétation, the sentence is
grammatical.
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(50) a. *N- za- m nka kitabuStella.
SM1s- PERF OM1- give 7book1Stella
Int: ‘| gave Stella a book.’
b. N- za- m nka kitabu,Stella.
SM1s- PERF OM1- give 7book 1Stella
‘| gave her a book, Stella thatis. [Sambaa]

There is no tone spread across such a break. The relevantigrars illustrated in
(51). In (51a), the objeatg’dmbé which underlyingly has two low tones, is object-
marked but not right-dislocated. Because it is not disledatligh Tone Spread applies
and the object is realised with a high tone on the penult. IibY5the object is right-
dislocated, and accordinghg’ombé&'cow’ is realised with low tones. Herag'ombeé
gets an afterthought reading.

(51) a. N- za- i- 6nang’émbe.
SM1s- PEREDJ- OM9- see9cow
‘| saw the cow.’
b. N- za- i- 6na,ng’ombe.
SM1s- PEREDJ- OM9- see 9cow
‘| saw it, the cow.’ [Sambaa]

The tone patterns shown in this section match the evidemre the conjoint/
disjoint patterns in Sambaa and provides evidence supgotiie idea that object
marking does not require dislocation in Sambaa. These lofhdsnal patterns can
be used as a third property of local objects.

Word order and object marking

In Sambaa, objects which are doubled by object marking Hevesame distribution
as their non-object-marked counterparts. An indirect atjeecedes a direct object,
irrespective of whether or not it is object-marked. The gratical order is shown in
(52a) and its ungrammatical counterpart in (52b).

(52) a. N- za- (m)- nka ng'wanafunzkitabu.
SM1s- PERF OM1- give 1student 7book
‘| gave the student a book.’

b. *N- za- (m)- nka kitabung'wanafunzi.
SM1s- PERF OM1- give 7book1student
Int: ‘| gave the student a book.’ [Sambaa]

Word order can be established as the fourth property thatljodoubled objects
in Bantu might be expected to have.
Conclusions

The data reviewed in this section provide evidence that misea there is no syntactic
or prosodic break between a verb with object marking and eeferential object. In
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a basic SVO/SV 10 DO assertion, doubled and non-doubledcctbfeehave alike in
Sambaa. Four diagnostics have been used to establish Samb&mguage with local
objects: obligatory object marking, the appearance of tigaint form with object
marking, the absence of any phonological phrase bounddigators with a doubled
object and fixed word order in the context of object markinkge3e diagnostics can
be extended to Bantu languages with local doubling in génera

There is another important influence on co-occurrence jshise syntactic envi-
ronment or clause typ&Vhquestions, clefts, and relative clauses have co-occceren
restrictions which differ from those in affirmative matrilaoses. These are not uni-
form across the Bantu language family, and are not alwaydigiedble based on the
behaviour in affirmative matrix clauses. | discuss theseetaitlin chapter 6.

3.3.3 Against the right-dislocation analysis for Haya

Haya has been argued not to allow doubling. Object-markéecthare argued to
always be right-dislocated (Byarushengo et al. 1976; Dtigandl Byarushengo 1977,
Tenenbaum 1977). The key evidence for this is the tone paittein (53). In (53a),
there is no object marking and only the last object has afattbne, whereas in (53b),
both objects are object-marked and both the verb and eaah ptoase following it
display a phrase-final tone pattern.

(53) a. Abakazni- ba- bal- il a omwanambizi.
2womanPROG SM2- count-APPL- FV 1child 10goat
‘The women count the goats for the child.’ [Haya, Hyman 199%]
b. Abakazini- ba- zi- mu- bal- 1- a omwanaémbizi.
2womanPROG SM2- OM10-0oM1-count-APPL- FV 1child 10goat
‘The women count the goats for the child.’ [Haya, Hyman 199%]

The morphological evidence is the conjoint/disjoint distion for the Past 1. With-
out the object marker, the conjoint formis used, as in (54hjle with object marking
the disjoint form is used, as in (54b).

54) a. Y- a- kom-a Kato.(conjoint)
SM1- PASTL1.C}tie- Fv Kato
‘He tied Kato.’ [Haya, Hyman 1999:160]
b. Y- aa- mu- kém-a. (disjoint)
SM1- PAST1.DJ OM1-tie- FV
‘He tied him.’ [Haya, Hyman 1999:160]

Apart these types of evidence, none of the characteristical doubling as estab-
lished above are found in Haya.

Since the analyses discussed for Chichewa, Zulu and Hayseave within dif-
ferent theoretical frameworks and do not overlap complekslggest a list of proper-
ties associated with right-dislocated constituents fartBaSomewhat different defini-
tions are proposed by Averintseva-Klisch (2008) and, fam@oce languages, Samek-
Lodovici (2006) and Cecchetto (1999).
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e Aright-dislocated phraseis a nominal phrase in clause-final position (follow-
ing all of the core sentence components, including tensdaoadion and any
adverbial modifiers expressing these).

¢ A right-dislocated phraseis co-indexed with a pronomirf@l element inside
the clause.

o Aright-dislocated phrasehas an afterthought reading (a kind of repair strategy
disambiguating an underspecified reference).

e Aright-dislocated phraseis phrased separately phonologically.

There are at least two possible attachment sites for rigibahted elements which
would correspond to this definition.

(55) CP
/\
CP DP

/N

TP  right-dislocated element

This structure puts a right-dislocated element outsidehefgcope of negation,
whereas the second approach would allow the dislocatedealeta be within the
scope of negation (where negation is above TP) (Buell 2G08) a structure is shown
in (56).

(56) CcP
TP
TP DP

right-dislocated element

Cross-linguistically, in terms of word order we find thathigdislocated elements
follow temporal adverbials. For example in German rigtgiatiation, a right-
dislocated constituent, such as the proper nbfage in (57a), follows the temporal
adverbialgesternand the sentence-final participle. This is different fronmmight-
dislocated objects, as shown in (57b). German word ordéerdifrom Haya, insofar
as that the object can appear before or after the temporathidy, when both precede
the sentence-final participle. However, when the objedpistidislocated, as shown
in (57¢), this order is rather marked, and the temporal ddakin this case always
has an afterthought reading.

23By using the word “pronominal” here | am referring not thetssaof the element as a pronoun as
opposed to an agreement marker but to the way an agreemekermaonominal clitic, or incorporated or
free pronoun can replace a lexical NP inside the senten@grimstofo-features.
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(57) a. Ichhabe sie gestern gesehendie Marie.
| have.EB sheacc yesterdayseePRT theFEM.ACC Mary
‘| saw her yesterday, Mary that is.’

b. Ichhabe Mariegestern gesehen.

| have.k Mary yesterdayseePRT
‘| saw Mary yesterday.’

c. Ichhabe sie gesehendie Marie, gestern.
| have.Bsheacc seePRT theFEM.ACC Mary yesterday
‘| saw her yesterday, Mary that is.’ [German]

If Haya, object-marked “objects” are always right-disltazhwe might expect similar
restrictions. However, this does not turn out to hold.

Afterthoughts identify a referent. Therefore, entitid®lproper names or definite
nouns with identificational content are expected to be gwodfeerthoughts, while
pronouns and semantically empty nouns are expected to bérbte Romance lan-
guages, right-dislocation is generally more free and alawmumber of different types
of phrases, not only DPs, but in all the examples discuss8dinek-Lodovici (2006)
the right-dislocated constituent disambiguates a prondomo so, a definite lexical
expression which adds new information to identify the prapéerent of the pronoun
is used. This can be illustrated with data from English. Apamoname is acceptable
when right-dislocated. This is shown in (58a). A common noanhadding new infor-
mation such agersonis judged as degraded, as shown in (58b). Unless a context is
imagined where there are non-human referents in the sesobdlise entities which
could be referred to blye. A pronoun is even less acceptable, as shown in (58c), unless
it is used deictically (by pointing to one of several possitdferents), and becomes
even worse when it is a first person singular pronoun, wheirtiddisambiguation is
generally ruled out, as shown in (58d).

(58) a. Isaw him, John, thatis.
b. ?? 1 saw him, the person that is.
c. *lsaw him, him that is.
d. *He saw me, me that is.

If Haya, object-marked “objects” are right-dislocatedneémts rather than objects,
they should also be semantically restricted. Howeverragairns out that this is not
the case.

Duranti and Byarushengo (1977) argue that the object markéaya is pronomi-
nal, because it triggers a special tone pattern when it corsavith a lexical object in
the right-environment, cannot agree with a relativizedeobind is optional (Duranti
and Byarushengo 1977:47/48). Tenenbaum (1977) tries tad@anore evidence in
support of this. But none of those papers discuss doublinguoh detail. Nor do
they attempt to find syntactic data supporting their analystcording to Tenenbaum
(1977:163):

In Haya, a right-dislocation construction is formatienevera noun oc-
curs to the right of the VC [verb cluster, K.R.] and its copesding
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anaphoric pronoun, either a subject marker (SM) or objeckergOM),
occurs within the VC.

Duranti and Byarushengo (1977:48) argue that

the DO in sentences such as (13) [with an object marker archhdbject,
K.R.] mustbe considered aght-dislocation

There are potentially three kinds of evidence which supiist

e There is phonological and morphological evidence for digtmn.
e Object marking is not obligatory.

e The word order of two objects is free in all contexts.

There are clear differences between Haya and Sambaa. Hayeohabligatory
object marking. Since, as shown below, the order of the tweatbin a double object
construction is always free, this property cannot be usea @st. In my view, the
conjoint/disjoint data from Haya is also hard to evaluaegause the distribution of
conjoint/disjoint appears only with one tense where thetreshis marked by vowel
length (Hyman 1999), which is also affected by the phonaalgshape of the sub-
ject marker. The boundary tone provides the clearest eg@ldiowever, a syntactic
boundary cannot convincingly be established based on dmywgogical phrasing,
since it is well-known that phonological and syntactic gimg do not always match.
Moreover, moving outside of a VP/VP does not necessarilylyimght-dislocation.
For a number of Bantu languages, including Swahili, Ruwund Aulu, so-called
exclusion principles have been argued for, which force nonases with particular
features to move out of the vP. These include definite noums.Kind of approach is
argued for in Woolford (2000, 2001) and Buell (2005). In spif these facts, there is
no syntactic or semantic evidence in favour of such an aisaly$iaya. In fact, there
is evidence that a doubled object in Haya is syntacticaltgllo

The word order of the direct and indirect object in Haya igfr@s shown in (59a)
and (59b).

(59) a. N- ka- gulira  omwaneekitaboijo.
SM1s- PAST3-buyAPPL 1child 7book day.before.yesterday
‘I bought the child the book the day before yesterday.
b. N- ka- gulira  ekitaboomwanaijo.
SM1s- PAST3- buyAPPL 7book 1child day.before.yesterday
‘I bought the book for the child the day before yesterday.’ ayi]

Free ordering only applies to “bare” object nouns. A temporadifier cannot inter-

vene between a verb and its non-object-marked complemariess both are object-
marked, as shown in (60a). Without object marking this orsleompletely ungram-
matical, as shown in (60b).
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(60) a. N- ka- ki- mu- gulira ijo omwanaekitabo.
SM1s- PAST3- OM7- OM1- buyarPL day.before.y’daylchild 7book
‘| bought it for him the day before yesterday, the child, tesk.’

b. *N- ka- gulira  ijo omwanaekitabo.
SM1s- PAST3- buyApPPL day.before.y’dayichild 7book
Int: ‘| bought the child the book the day before yesterday.’ Haya]

However, even with object marking there is a preferencdfeobject-marked indirect
object to appear immediately after the verb, as shown in)(@hie the construction
where the indirect object comes last is judged as degradesthawn in (61b).

(61) a. N- ka- ki- mu- gulira omwanajo ekitabo.
SM1s- PAST3- OM7- OM1- buyaprpPL 1child day.before.y’daybook
‘I bought it for him the day before yesterday, the book, thigdch

b. ?N- ka- ki- mu- gulira ijo ekitaboomwana.
SM1s- PAST3-0M7-0M1-buyAapPpPLday.before.y’daybook 1child
‘I bought it for him the day before yesterday, the book, thigdch [Haya]

If an object-marked object was right-dislocated to a cldirsa position it should
follow a temporal adjunct in a simple clause. But this is & tase. The unmarked
order for an object-marked object and an adjunct, as showW82a), is the same as
that for a non-object-marked adjunct, as shown in (62b).

(62) a. Y- aa- mu- bonaKato kileki.
SM1- PAST1.DJ- OM1-see 1Katotoday
‘He saw Kato today.’

b. Y- a- bonaKato kileki.
SM1-PAST1.C) see 1Katotoday
‘He saw Kato today.’ [Haya]

This is not due to dialectal variation between the varietidaja discussed in the liter-
ature, (Byarushengo et al. 1976; Duranti and Byarushengad;}9yman 1999; Tenen-
baum 1977), which is based (primarily) on the judgementsroikt Byarushengo,
because Byarushengo et al. (1976) state ttwtdycan occur before a non-asserted
[right-dislocated, K.R.] object, but only if both are noaserted” (Byarushengo et al.
1976:200), which implies that the preferred order is theesasthe order in (62b).

According to Tenenbaum (1977), an object-marked object@bprecede a non-
object-marked object in Haya, as shown in (63a). In this edapthe percentage
sign before the object indicates a pause, following Tenemtmannotation. My Haya
data differs from Tenenbaum'’s, as shown in (63b). In faat, dhder IO DO with
object marking for a human indirect object is frequentlyguoed spontaneously (for
example as the first translation to an English sentence withobjects), and judged
as grammatical. According to Samek-Lodovici (2006), ridltlocated constituents
in Italian differ from other constituents on the right, bytappearing in the canonical
word order (which is different in Italian from Bantu in thétet indirect object comes
last).
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(63) a. *Ba- ka- mu- cumbila % Kakulu enkoko.
SM2- PAST3- OM1-cookAaPpPL  1Kakulu9chicken
Int: ‘They cooked it for Kakulu the chicken.’
[Haya, Tenenbaum 1977:163]

b. Ba- ka- mu- cumbila Kakulu enkoko.
SM2- PAST3- OM1- cookAPPL 1Kakulu9chicken
‘They cooked the chicken for Kakulu.’ [Haya, my data]

The kinds of semantic and pragmatic restrictions illustabove with the exam-
ple of English do not apply to object marking in Haya. Firstqea singular pronouns
can co-occur with object marking, and precede a temporahatj This is shown for
the first person singular pronoun in (64a). A free first or selcperson pronoun can
appear without an object marking in Haya, as shown in (64bg dnly difference
between this sentence and (64c), where only an object mexkeesses the pronoun,
is that the sentences with the free pronoun receive a ctintrasading.

(64) a. A- Kka- m- bonainye ijo.

SM1-PAST3- OM1s- see me day.before.yesterday
‘He saw ME the day before yesterday.’

b. A- ka- bonainyeijo.
SM1-PAST3-see me day.before.yesterday
‘He saw ME the day before yesterday.’

c. A- ka- m- bonaijo.
SM1- PAST3- OM1s- see day.before.yesterday
‘He saw me the day before yesterday.’ [Haya]

In Haya, a noun which adds no new content when following tlass object
marker such aabantu‘people’ can also be doubled, as shown in (63d)antuadds
no extra meaning afteba- because generally all nouns in class 2 in Haya are plural
humans. When such a noun is the indirect object in a doubkcbbpnstruction, it
can be followed by the direct object, as shown in (65b).

(65) a. A- Kka- ba- bonaabantu ijo.
SM1- PAST3- OM2-see 2persorday.before.yesterday
‘He saw the people the day before yesterday.’
b. N- ka- ba- ha abantu ebitabo.
SM1s- PAST3- OM2- give 2peopleBbooks
‘| gave the people books.’ [Haya]

Again, Haya patterns differently from the English dataaduiced above. For Haya,
neither the semantics nor the word order properties suppaght-dislocation analy-

sis.
Additional clear evidence against the right-dislocatioalgisis comes fronwh-

questions. An object-marked object can precede a non-shjatked (humanyvh-
object or adjunct. In Hayayh-objects can never be object-marked and tend to appear
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in the 1AV (Immediate After Verb) position, as in (66a). Howee, apart from this un-
marked order, another object can also intervene betweeretheand thavh-element
and such an object can be object-marked, as shown in (68blr-élement is always
focal, while cross-linguistically right-dislocated elents appear in postfocal position
(Samek-Lodovici 2006). Yet in Haya both orders of thb-element and the object-
marked objects are grammatical, as shown in (66).

(66) a. O- ka- ki- gulira  ekitaboowa?
SM2S- PAST3- OM7- buyAPPL 7book who
‘For who did you buy the book?’
b. O- ka- ki- gulira  owaekitabo?
SM2S- PAST3- OM7- buyAPPL who 7book
‘For who did you buy the book?’ [Haya]

Lastly, In Haya, sentence-final subjects and objects pattdierently. This is ex-
pected if objects are not always right-dislocated. Agrgainbjects in sentence final
position are always right-dislocated. Thus if object-neatlobjects do not have to be
right-dislocated, there should be a difference betweent+dislocated subjects and
local objects. This prediction turns out to hold. Havingrséeat object-marked ob-
jects appear before a temporal modifier in (64a), considedtta in (67). With an
unmarked intonation the sentence in (67a), where the teshpwydifier follows the
subject, is judged as ungrammatical. In contrast, if thgeslfollows the temporal
adverbial the sentence is completely acceptable, as shof@ib). With a clear pause
beforeijo, grammaticality improves compared to (67a), as shown ig)(6his con-
struction is judged much more marked than (67b).

(67) a. *Ba- ka- goba abakazi ijo.
SM2- PAST3- arrive 2womanday.before.yesterday
Int: ‘They arrived the day before yesterday, the women.’

b. Ba- ka- goba ijo, abakazi.
SM2- PAST3- arriveday.before.yesterd&woman
‘They arrived the day before yesterday, the women.’
c. Ba- ka- goba abakazi,ijo.
SM2- PAST3- arrive2womanday.before.yesterday
‘They arrived, the women, the day before yesterday.’ [Haya]

In this section, | have shown that the right-dislocationlgsia for Haya is prob-
lematic, based on evidence from the meaning of aftertheuglurd order with regard
to another complement and with regard tlaelement, and the difference between
subjects and objects. The prosodic data and the syntact& ¢antradict each other,
but since right-dislocation is a syntactic operation, §rgactic evidence against right-
dislocation weighs more heavily in my opinion. There areclgifferences between
languages like Sambaa and languages like Haya, but an @nadysre object mark-
ers are pronouns in one language and agreement markersatht#vecannot properly
account for those. Local doubling is possible in both, tfareeboth can be analysed
as having object agreement.
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3.3.4 Conclusions

In this section on doubling of objects with co-referentibiext markers in Bantu,
we have seen a range of different patterns and propertidghelfirst part, the rele-
vance of doubling for the distinction between pronomingkeobmarking and object
agreement in Bantu was introduced. Subsequent sectiottsndiathe literature on
co-occurrence restrictions in Bantu, particularly the isepaper Bresnan and Mcho-
mbo (1987), as well as the evidence for dislocation. It wasmshthat doubling is
possible in languages with multiple object markers. Fin&laya was discussed in de-
tail with respect to whether object-marked objects aretritiflocated or not. Based
on this evidence, the claim that there are Bantu languagbsolject agreement and
Bantu languages with pronominal object markers was rgjet¢tethe final section, |
discuss the morphosyntactic differences between thosdatwguages in more detalil
and compare them to patterns found in other Bantu languages.

3.4 \Variation in object morphosyntax across Bantu

Not all Bantu languages have object prefixes, the notableption being the lan-
guages of Zone A (Beaudoin-Lietz et al. 2004), and of thedangup of Bantu lan-
guages that have object prefixes only a small proportiomathaltiple object markers
(Marten et al. 2007). This group, especially for the Ladnsttanguages (including
Haya), is generally associated with a particular kind oftayrin the literature, gen-
erally being symmetric and having a less agreement-likealmparking system. That
this association is not necessarily well-founded has bbeew:s in the first sections
of this chapter with the example of Sambaa and Ruwund. Inségsion, | will look
at a number of ways in which object markers are ordered aeddat with the syntax
of different Bantu languages. The topics discussed her¢haréopicality hierarchy,
(a)symmetry, and two of the tests presented in Baker (2@08)entify Sambaa as
an agreement language and Haya as a pronominal object mdakiguage. The final
test is discussed in chapter 5. | will show that these parasligf variation do not
map neatly onto such a distinction but might be rather likeapeetric variation be-
tween Bantu languages. The implications of some of thegeepties for a syntax of
agreement will be discussed more in chapter 4.

3.4.1 Duranti’s topicality hierarchy

Beyond the animacy and definiteness hierarchies discusss® ahere is a so-called
“thematic hierarchy” which has been proposed for objectkingrin Bantu. In a num-
ber of papers from the late 1970s and early 1980s, Duraritslab object marking
and objects in Bantu (Duranti 1979; Duranti and Byarushet8iy; Hyman and Du-
ranti 1982). He tests the thematic hierarchies developddyiman and Hawkinson
(1974) and Morolong and Hyman (1977) on Sambaa and Hayagestigg that these
languages are representative of the entire Narrow Bantupgtde suggests that the
topicality hierarchy applies to all languages in the familyt that the boundaries be-
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tween categories shift between languages, with some a@sdreing collapsed in
some languages. These hierarchies, shown in (68), relateetdifferential object
marking properties observed for languages like Sambaahi$wRuwund, Nyaturu
and Makhuwa above.

(68) a. Person: 1st 2nd> 3rd
b. Thematic Role: Benefactive Goal > Patient> Instrument/Locative
c. Animacy: Human> Animate> Inanimate

Duranti argues that the set of entities which can triggeedbiarking delimit the
set of objects in Bantu. Unlike other object-marked erjtlecatives are not always
reflected in the argument structure of the verb. There acecdiBques which are more
argument-like yet cannot trigger object marking. Lasthgre are languages which al-
low only one object marker but treat their complements inldeobject constructions
symmetrically. It would be highly undesirable to have tatrthose as objects or not
depending on whether another complement is marked on tihe ver

I will discuss how multiple object markers behave and hows telates to asym-
metry below, showing that a complex hierarchy may not be s&arg. At least in
languages like Sambaa and Haya, structural relations, asiaidirect and direct ob-
ject can, can account for the possible morpheme orders,raolapter 5 it will be
shown that the Person Case Constraint is sufficient to rulthewngrammatical com-
binations.

3.4.2 Multiple object markers

Itis not clear if there are real restrictions on the numbertgéct markers in Bantu lan-
guages which allow more than one object marker (Marten @08l7). The exception
to this are Nyaturu and Bemba, which only permit a secondoblojearker in a very
restricted environment, namely the first person singulaahean co-occur with other
object markers (Hualde 1989). Most languages with multgiigect marking allow
two or three object markers to co-occur, but more complem$oare rare. Recall that
Beaudoin-Lietz et al. (2004) give an example of six objectkmes from Kinyarwanda,
repeated in (69).

(69) Umugoréa- ra- na- ha- ki-  zi- ba- ku- n-
lwoman SM1- FOG ALSO- OM.LOC- OM7- OM10- OM2- OM2S- OM1S-
someesheesherereza.

readCAUS.CAUS.APPL.APPL
‘The woman is also making us read it (book) with them (glasseyou for
me there (in the house).’ [Kinyarwanda, Beaudoin-Lietzle2@04:183]

There is no clear upper limit on the number of object mark#osvad in a verb
in Samba&? but the acceptability of a sentence deteriorates with asirgly high

24Duranti (1979:34) claims that Sambaa allows only two obeatkers while Haya allows more than
that. With my informants | found three object markers, wheme of them refers to a locative, to be com-
pletely acceptable.
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numbers of objects. It is robustly grammatical to have tholeject markers on one
verb, as shown in (70). Bantu languages allow multiple @agilles and causatives, so
it is possible for a verb to have more than two DP compleméisably, though, in
(70) the class 16 locative object-markedma- is not an argument of the verb. It is
generally possible to object-mark locatives in Sambaa.ridubther adjuncts can be
object-marked.

(70) N-  za- ha- chi- m- nka Stella kitabu.
SM1s- PEREDJ- OM16- OM7- OM1- give 1Stella7book
‘| gave Stella a book there.’ [Sambaa]

For constructions where a verb takes two or more object mgriteere is one main
restriction: the order of object markers is fixed, as show(vi). This order applies
across Bantu, in spite of all the variation found in objectkireg patterns across Bantu.
This order appears to be strictly adhered to by almost altB&Emnguages, with the
exception of Kinyarwanda (Kimenyi 1978), where the orderasquite free, as shown
below, Tswana and Kwanyama (Marten and Kula 2008).

(71) subject marker - TAM - locative object marker - direcjesth - indirect object
- verb stem

The ordering of object markers directly mirrors the lineadey of lexical indirect
objects, direct objects and locatives. The indirect objeast be closest to the verb
stem, as shown in (72a). If the order is reversed, as in (I@igrammaticality results.

(72) a. N- za- chi- m- nka Stella kitabu.
SM1S- PEREDJ- OM7- OM1- give 1Stella7book
‘| gave Stella a book.

b. *N- za- m- chi- nka Stella kitabu.
SM1s- PEREDJ- OM1- OM7- give 1Stella7book
Int: ‘| gave Stella a book.’ [Sambaa]

The ordering of the object markers is the same in Haya, asrslio73), the
object marker closest to the stetma- marks the indirect object. The indirect object
is plural while the direct object is singular. This does nif¢ct the order. However,
person does restrict it. This will be discussed in chapter 5.

(73) Tu- lika- gi- mu- ba- chumbilila- mu.
SM2P- RMF- OM9- OM1- OM2- COOKAPPL.APPL- OM18
‘We will (in the far remote future) cook him in it on their bdha
[Haya, Rubanza 1988:117]

Bearth (2003:126) suggests that, across Bantu, the nrigofithe order of lexical
object DPs by the order of the prestem object marker cutsa@ibsyntactic types of
object marking and is non-accidental. However, Marten anié K2008) cite data from
Chaga where instrumentals and locatives fit somewhat lestdyriato this system.
Moreover, Tswana can reverse the order of the object maféetke direct and the
indirect object in a double object construction. This iswhdor the order also found
in other Bantu languages in (74a) and for the reversed ond@¥ib).
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(74) a. Ke e mo apeetse.
SM1 oM9 oM1 coOKAPPL.PERF
‘| cooked him/her it
[Tswana, Marten and Kula 2008, their example (54)]

b. Ke mo e apeetse.
sM1 oM1 oM9 cCOOKAPPL.PERF
‘I cooked him/her it

[Tswana, Marten and Kula 2008, their example (53)]

Kinyarwanda, according to Kimenyi (1978), allows the ldeatmarker and the
reflexive, but no other object markers, to appear in diffepasitions. The locative
object marking can either follow the direct object (and #iere appear closest to the
stem), as in (75a), or precede it (75b), as it would have tanigliages like Sambaa.

(75) a. Ba- ra- ki- ha&- shyira.
SM2- PRES OM7- OM16- put
‘They putit there. [Kinyarwanda, Kimenyi 1978:182]
b. Ba- ra- ha- ki- shyira.
SM2- PRES OM16-0M7- put
‘They putit there. [Kinyarwanda, Kimenyi 1978:182]

In Kinyarwanda, reversing the order of the object markensospossible with first
person, as shown in (76a). In this case, only the order whwerdinst person object
marker is closest to the stem is allowed, as shown in (76b).

(76) a. *Y- a m- ha- gi-ir- iye.
SM1- PAST- OM1S- OM16-QgO BEN- ASP
Int: ‘He went there for me. [Kinyarwanda, Kimenyi 1978:183
b. Y- a ha- n- gi-ir- iye.
SM1- PAST- OM16-0OM1s- go BEN- ASP
‘He went there for me. [Kinyarwanda, Kimenyi 1978:183]

Reversing the order of the object markers is also ungrancaiatith the reflexive, as
shown in (77a), with the grammatical order shown in (77b).

77 a *A- r- ii- ha-  kor- a.
SM1- PRES REFL- OM16-touch-AspP
Int: ‘He touches himself there. [Kinyarwanda, Kimenyi 28783]
b. A- ra h- ii- kor- a.
SM1- PRES OM16-REFL- touch-AsP
‘He touches himself there.’ [Kinyarwanda, Kimenyi 1978318

However, it is grammatical for the locative marker to be ekigo the verb stem with
the second person singular object marker, as shown in (78).

(78) Y- a ku- ha- gi-ir- iye

SM1- PAST- OM2S- OM16-Qg0 BEN- ASP
‘He went there for you.’ [Kinyarwanda, Kimenyi 1978:183]
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The strict ordering of object markers applies to the vasbnigjof Bantu languages
but is not quite universal. The special status which the dinst/or second person sin-
gular object marker and the reflexive morpheme have in Bardwceoss-linguistically
is discussed in chapter 5. A second restriction on multipfeat marking in Sambaa
is related to asymmetry. Unlike for morpheme orders theeel@g of variation across
Bantu for the so-called accessibility of an object for objaarking. This is discussed
in the next subsection.

3.4.3 Asymmetry

Many of the tests discussed in this chapter apply to consdnewith more than one
object. There is an on-going debate as to whether (particBEntu languages have
double object constructions (Schadeberg 1995; Thwala)2®0&mply one comple-
ment and the ability to add more through morphosyntacticrmaessing valency in-
creasing morphemes such as the applicative or causatigegasd in Thwala (2006).

In the Bantu literature, a distinction is generally madentsen the so-called pri-
mary object and others. The primary object, which corredpda what is referred to
here as the indirect object, is one which allows object nmykéan be passivized and
has access to the position immediately after the verb (Satyexd 1995). More widely
a distinction is made between languages with asymmetribléabject constructions
and languages with symmetric double object constructiBrsshan and Moshi 1990;
Marten et al. 2007; Rugemalira 1991). This is also based®héehaviour of the direct
and indirect object in double object constructions witharegto access to the imme-
diately postverbal position, the ability to trigger objecarking on the verb, and the
ability to be passivized. Based on these criteria, Swahdi@hichewa are asymmetric,
while Haya and Rundi are symmetric. Across the Bantu faritilyas been observed
that the languages which allow more than one object mankeh as Haya and Rundi,
tend to be symmetric. Baker (2008) suggests that this is aetprence of the prop-
erties of syntactic agreement as opposed to object clBesntley (1994) also lumps
together agreement, animacy-sensitivity, having onlyasject marker and asymme-
try as related properties. However, although this may wel bendency across Bantu,
these three properties do not correlate systematically @ie another. For example,
Sambaa is an asymmetric language with multiple object msrkzhichewa is asym-
metric but has no animacy effects. For the languages disdussre, though, it is the
case that all the languages that have animacy effects amnaslyic.

The distinction between symmetric and asymmetric langsiags been criticised
because usually some but not all of these criteria apply tGcpgar languages. In
this section | will discuss the three most commonly discdstifferences between
symmetric and asymmetric languages for Sambaa, Swahildayd, in turn.

Sambaa Sambaa is asymmetric. As (79) shows, object marking thetdakject
is ungrammatical if the indirect object is not also objearked. Even if the lexical
direct object is dropped, the construction remains ungraticad.
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(79) *N- Za- chi- nka Stella (kitabu).
SM1s- PEREDJ- OM7- give 1Stella7book
Int: ‘| gave Stella a book. [Sambaa]

In double object constructions, the indirect object can &ssjvized, as shown in
(80a). In general, Sambaa does not allow passivizationeoflitect object in double
object constructions, even with a free pronoun expressiagndirect object, as shown
in (80b). Adding an object marker for the pronoun does notrovp the grammatical-

ity of the construction, as shown in (80c). Object markinghie passive is discussed
in section 3.4.4.

(80) a. Ni- za- inkwa  kitabu.
SM1S- PEREDJ- give PASS7book
‘| was given a book.’
b. *Kitabuchi- za- inkwa  imi.
7book SM7- PEREDJ- give.PASSMe
Int: “The book was given to me.

c. *Kitabuchi- za- ni- inkwa  (imi).
7book SM7- PEREDJ- OM1s- give PASSMe
Int: “The book was given to me. [Sambaa]

The asymmetry of the passive can occasionally be violatgdsdme speakers, as

shown in (81a¥? The preferred form is (81b), which is a monotransitive velloived
by an adjunct clause.

(81) a. Vitabwi- ghuliwe wana.
8book sM8- buyApPPL.PASSPERECJ2child
‘The books were bought (for) the children.’

b. Vitabuvi- za- ghulwa kwa mbui  ya wana.
8book sM8- PEREDJ buypPAss17assoc9matter9assoc2child
‘The books were bought on behalf of the children. [Sambaa]

Sambaa has a strict order of the indirect and direct objdwtyathe indirect object
immediately follows the verb, as shown in (82).

(82) Subject Verb Indirect-Object Direct-Object (Adjunct
This is illustrated in (83a). The reverse order is ungranwahtas shown in (83b).

(83) a. N- za- m- nka Stella kitabu.
SM1s- PEREDJ- OM1- give 1Stella7book
‘| gave Stella a book.’

b. *N- za- m- nka kitabu Stella.

SM1s- PEREDJ- OM1- give 7book1Stella
Int: ‘| gave a book (to) Stella.’ [Sambaa]

25But even those speakers who sometimes accepted this aimirdid not generally find it
grammatical.
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The relative ordering of the complements in double objenstwictions in Sambaa is
not affected by the presence of object marking, as showndj e indirect object
must immediately follow the verb, even if it agrees with thesh

(84) a. *N- za- (m)- nka kitabu Stella.
SM1s- PEREDJ- OM1- give 7book1Stella
Int: ‘| gave Stella a book. [Sambaa]

As shown by the word order restrictions, object markinggrats and passivization
facts in this section, Sambaa is clearly asymmetric. Howélve data in (83) and (84)
shows that Sambaa is different from other asymmetric Bamguages like Chichewa
and Swabhili. For Chichewa, it has been argued that free watdras “licensed” by
agreement morphology (Mchombo 2004). In Swabhili and Samtteaorder of the
direct and indirect object is not affected by object markingswabhili the order of the
direct and indirect object is free and in Sambaa the ordexaslfi

Swahili  Swabhili allows only one object marker. For Swahili, whiclalso asymmet-
ric, only two of the three properties of asymmetric langusalgeld. Only the indirect

object can be marked, as shown in (85a); object marking tfeetdbbject in a dou-
ble object construction is ungrammatical as shown in (8®igjardless of whether the
direct object is overt or not.

(85) a. A- i m- nunulia Juma kitabu.
SM1- PAST- OM1- buyAPPL 1Jumarbook
‘She bought a book for Juma.’
b. *A- - ki- nunulia Juma (kitabu).
SM1- PAST- OM7- buyAPPL 1Jumarbook
Int: ‘She bought a book for Juma.’ [Swahili]

A direct object cannot be passivized in a double object cansbn, as shown in (86b).
This shows that Swahili is asymmetric for the first two prajes:

(86) a. Jumaa- - nunuliwakitabu.
1JumasmMml1- PAST- buyApPPL 7book
‘Juma was bought a book.’
b. *Kitabuki- Ii- nunuliwaJuma.
7book sM7- PAST- buyaPPL 1Juma
Int: ‘A book was bought Juma.’ [Swahili]

The order of the indirect and direct object is free in Swahsi shown in (87). Marten

et al. (2007) claim that this is ungrammatical. Bentley @Q8rgues that the word

order properties are determined by the animacy of the twagptement noun phrases.
However, in my data both orders are found. Ngonyani (199€) ahs examples of

both orders.

87) a. A- i m- nunulia Juma kitabu.
SM1- PAST- OM1- buyApPPL 1Jumarbook
‘She bought a book for Juma.’
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b. A- - m- nunulia kitabuJuma.
SM1- PAST- OM1- buyAPPL 7book1Juma
‘She bought a book for Juma.’ [Swahili]

Haya Haya is a symmetric language. Either object can triggeratbearking, as
shown for the indirect object in (88a) and for the direct abje (88b).

(88) a. A- Kka- mua- cumb-il’  ébitooke.
SM1- PAST3- OM1- cook- APPL 8bananas
‘He cooked bananas for him.’
b. A- ka- bi- cumb-il’ 6dmwaana.
SM1- PAST3- OM8- cook- APPL 1child
‘He cooked them for the child.’ [Haya]

Either object can be passivized, as shown for the indirejgtoblin (89a) and for the
direct object in (89b¥8

(89) a. Kato a- shaziirwe enyamanaJohn.
1Katosm1- cutAPPL.PASSPAST9meat by 1John
‘Kato was cut meat by John.
b. Enyama- shaziirwe Kato naJohn.
9meat SM9- cutAPPL.PASSPAST 1Katoby 1John
‘The meat was cut for Kato by John. [Haya]

The relative order of the direct object and indirect objedtée, as illustrated in (90).

(90) a. N- ka- gulira  omwaneebitooke.
SM1s- PAST3- buyAppPL 1child 8banana
‘I bought the child food.’

b. N- ka- gulira  ebitookeomwana.
SM1s- PAST3- buyAPPL 8bananal child
‘I bought food for the child.’ [Haya]

Haya and Sambaa are clear examples of symmetric and asyimmaeguages,
respectively, while Swahili is more hybrid, showing feasiof both types. However,
Chichewa is asymmetric without having obligatory markifgis is shown for object
marking in (91a) and (91b).

(91) a. Mavutm- na- wa- umbira mtsuko (ana).
Mavutosm1- PAST- oM2- mold AppL 3waterpot2child
‘Mavuto molded the waterpot for them (the children).’

[Chichewa, Baker 1988b:355]

26This might not hold for all dialects of the language.
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b. *Mavutoa- na- u- umbira ana (mtsuko).
Mavutosm1- PAST- oM3- mold AppPL 2child 3waterpot
‘Mavuto molded it (the waterpot) for the children.

[Chichewa, Baker 1988b:355]

The word order of the two complements cannot be reverseticaasin (92a), for the
grammatical order, and (92b), for the ungrammatical order.

(92) a. Anyani a- ku- pangira atsikanamauta.
2baboorsm1- PRES makeaprpPL 2girl  3bow
‘The baboons are making bows for the girls.’

[Chichewa, Baker 1988b:370]
b. *Anyani a- ku- pangira mautaatsikana.

2baboorsm1- PRES makeaPpPL 3bow 2girl
Int: “‘The baboons are making bows for the girls.’

[Chichewa, Baker 1988b:370]

Again, for the passive, Chichewa is asymmetric. As showA&a}, the indirect object
can be passivized, while the direct object cannot, as (98hjys.

(93) a. Ana a- na- phikiridwa nsima.
2child smM2- PAST- cookAPPL.PASScOrnmush
‘The children were cooked cornmush.’

[Chichewa, Baker 1988b:386]
b. *Nsima i- na- phikiridwa ana.
cornmushsM- PAST- cookAPPL.PASS2child
Int: ‘The children were cooked cornmush.’

[Chichewa, Baker 1988b:386]

Chichewa does not have obligatory object marking and dotallosv doubling of
the object marker with a local object. This shows that thenea predictable correla-
tion between asymmetry and object agreement.

The effects of animacy and asymmetry on Sambaa object markan  For languages
like Sambaa, the accessibility hierarchy in multiple obgmstruction can be schema-
tized as in (94). An indirect object must be object-markeariter for the direct object
to be object-marked in a double object construction. Thiamsethat there are three
grammatical patterns: no object marking (if the indiregeabdoes not require object
marking for the semantic reasons illustrated in section, &Bject marking for the
indirect object only, or object marking for both objects.

(94) indirect object> direct object> oblique

Recall that with a proper name, such&tsllain sentences like (3) on page 44, object
marking is obligatory. However, the ungrammaticality oé ttf DO IO word order
does not improve with an indirect object which does not &iggpligatory agreement,
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as shown in (95a). The indirect object can be object-marktthwt marking the direct
object, as shown in (95b) but the direct object cannot beobljerked without mark-
ing the indirect objects as shown in (95c¢). As expected,aimerking both objects is
grammatical, as shown in (95d).

(95) a. *N- za- ghuliya kitabung'wana.
SM1s- PEREDJ- buyAPPL 7book1child
Int: ‘I bought a/the child a/the book.’
b. N- za- m- ghuliya ng'wanakitabu.
SM1s- PEREDJ- OM1- buyApPpPL 1child 7book
‘| bought the child the book.’
c. *N- za- chi- ghuliya ng'wanakitabu.
SM1s- PEREDJ- OM7-buyAppPL 1child 7book
Int: ‘I bought the child the book.’

d. N- za- chi- m- ghuliya ng'wanakitabu.
SM1s- PEREDJ- OM7 OM1- buyappPL 1child 7book
‘I bought the child the book.’ [Sambaa]

The semantic role is the determining factor here, as show@6a). Although
Saudais a proper name and would require object marking in a sinmplesttive clause,
it cannot be object-marked in (96a) where the indirect dligawot object-marked. The
indirect objectwavyazi wakehis parents’, which is a kind of noun phrase that does
not trigger obligatory object marking, can be object-mdriéthout object marking
the direct object, as shown in (96b). Finally, both objeets be marked, as shown in
(96¢). Again, the indirect object is marked closest to thdywatem.

(96) a. *Jumaa- za- m- tambulishiza wavyaziwakweSauda.
1Jumasml- PEREDJ OM1-introducecAus 2parent2his 1Sauda
Int: *Juma introduced Sauda to his parests.’
b. Jumaa- za- wa- tambulishiza wavyaziwakweSauda.
1JumasM1- PEREDJ OM2-introduceCAuUs 2parent2his  1Sauda
‘Juma introduced Sauda to his parents.’

c. Jumaa- za- m- wa- tambulishiza wavyaziwakweSauda.
1JumasM1-PEREDJ- OM1-0OM2-introducecAaus2parent2his  1S.
‘Juma introduced Sauda to his parents.’ [Sambaa]

Note that the applicative verb in (95) and the causative er96) have the same
word order and agreement properties.

According to Bentley (1994) animacy-sensitive languagaegally have only one
object marker slot. This does not hold for Sambaa, as manyeles discussed here,
including (96b) show, or for Ruwund.

271t is not entirely clear whetheiiz- here should be analysed as a causative or an applicative s i
context both would have the same morphological fokutambulishato introduce’ is the causative form
of the verbkutambuato recognise’, and is a simple transitive not ditransitikgrb. Based on the meaning
of the verb in this context the causative seems to be mor@ppate here.
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The facts discussed in this section reveal that freedom od exler and the ability
of any object to trigger object marking differ are conneci¢at the order of the object
marker prefixes seems to correspond to the underlying wateravhich is the same
for most Bantu languages. The implications of the Sambaanpadn the syntax of
agreement will be discussed in chapter 4. The next sectemusgées Baker’s criteria
for object agreement.

3.4.4 Baker (2008) on Sambaa and Haya

In Baker (2008), there is a brief discussion, mostly in fatés, of object marking
in Sambaa and Haya. In this discussion, three propertieeatatively suggested as
tests for the agreement/pronoun distinction. The threpeati@s are: object marking
in the passive, object marking with reflexives and Persore @Camstraint violations.
All the data and description of Sambaa and Haya in Baker'«lave taken from
Duranti (1979). My data differs from Duranti’s for severdltbe relevant properties.
Rubanza’s (1988) analysis of Haya also differs from Dutaffitir some relevant as-
pects. However, based on Duranti’s data, which shows ast@nspattern for the three
properties, Baker (2008) argues that Sambaa has syntgotieraent while Haya has
pronominal clitics. In this section, | contrast the dataomgd in Baker (2008) with
my own data for the two languages and discuss two of his téstgpassive and the
reflexive. The third test is addressed in chapter 5.

Sambaa allows several object markers to appear on a verbrigh®f agreement
such as Baker (2008) propose that “true” agreement is cestrto a single object. He
makes specific claims about Sambaa with regard to this @saljse main restriction
is that if a language allows agreement with more than one teymgnt the second
one will not show person agreement. This is based on datzdeia the Person Case
Constraint. However, as will be shown in this section, thisat the case for languages
like Sambaa.

Passive Baker proposes the passive as a diagnostic for “real” agegaerhe argu-
ment behind this is that if object marking morphology canegrpon a verb in the
passive voice then it is not an agreement marker but a moyjedtatiitic. Baker bases
this test on Burzio’s generalization (Baker 2008:98, fr), #®ating object marking on
par with accusative case. In Sambaa, object marking thetdilgect after the indirect
object has been passivized is grammatical, as shown in (97).

(97) N-  za- chi- nkwa n’ tate.
SM1s- PEREDJ- OM7- give.pasdy 1father.my
‘| was given it by my father.’ [Sambaal]

According to Baker’s criteria, this would indicate that Szam is not a language with
object agreement. However, Baker, based on the data frorerifi(t 979), claims that
Sambaa does not allow object marking in the passive and taggto the opposite
conclusion.
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Sambaa allows more than one object marker in the passiv@as $h (98) where
a locative object marker appears along with the class 5 mgrkeThe object-marked
object can double a local object just like in an active claii$e second complement
kui ‘dog’ can only be interpreted as the theme, not as the beagfici

(98) Ng'ombezi- za- ha- ji- onyeshwakui.
10cow SM10-PEREDJ OM16-0M5-showpAss5dog
‘The cows were shown a/the dog there! [Sambaal]

To express a beneficiary object (other than the argumemidraissubject position) a

preposition must be used, suchkaga ‘to’ in (99b). In Sambaa, the difference in the
argument structure is not reflected in the verbal morphglagyhe contrast between
(99a) and (99b) shows. The object marker in (99c) is granmalatut the only possi-

ble interpretation is that ‘dog’ is the direct object, nat thoal. In (99d) the counterpart
to (99b) is shown. Here object marking is ungrammatical. e\, this is a general

property ofkwaand other prepositional phrases in Sambaa.

(99) a. Ng'ombezi- za- onyeshwakui.
10cow sSM10-PEREDJ- showpPAss5dog
‘The cows were shown a/the dog.

b. Ng'ombezi- za- onyeshwakwa Kkuli.
10cow sM10-PERFEDJ- showPAssl7assbdog
‘The cows were shown to the dog.
c. Ng'ombezi- za- ji-  onyeshwakui.
10cow sM10-PEREDJ OM5-showpPAss5dog
‘The cows were shown a/the dog.’
* ‘The cows were shown to the dog.’
d. *Ng'ombezi- za- ji-  onyeshwakwa kui.
10cow sM10-PEREDJ OM5-showpPAssl7assbdog
Int: “‘The cows were shown to the dog.’ [Sambaal]

According to Rubanza (1988), Haya does not allow object imgri the passive
either. However, the Bugabo dialect of Haya does allow dbjerking in the passive
form, as shown in (100Db).

(100) a. N- ka- ebwa  ekitabo.
SM1s- PAST3- give PASS7book
‘| was given a/the book.’
b. N- ka- ki- ebwa.
SM1s- PAST3- OM7- give.PASS
‘| was given it. [Haya]

Recall that Hayay-phrases are normally introduced with a preposition, as88) (
above. However, Haya allows the agent in a passive constnuitt appear as a bare
noun in some contexts, as shown in (101).
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(101) Omuhygw- a- shazibwa kat' ényama.
3knife sM3- PASTL- cut.withPASSKato 9meat
‘The knife was used to cut the meat by Kato.’

[Haya, Duranti and Byarushengo 1977:53]

This is ungrammatical in Sambaa. This indicates that, jsshactive clauses, there
are some differences between Haya and Sambaa syntax. Howsviar as object
marking is concerned, the two languages pattern alike.

In Swabhili, it is generally not possible to have object magkwith passive verbs,
as shown in (102a), irrespective of whether the obj@eibuis expressed or not (see
also Bearth (2003:136)). The grammatical counterpartasvstin (102b)?8

(102) a. *Ni- li- ki- letewa  (kitabu).
SM1s- PAST- OM7- bring.PASS7book
‘I was brought a book.’

b. Ni- - letewa  kitabu.
SM1s- PAST- bring.PASS7book
‘I was brought a book.’ [Swahili]

As argued in Bresnan and Mchombo (1987), Chichewa does metdigect agree-
ment, but rather pronominal clitics. According to Mchomi20@4), Chichewa does
not allow object marking in the passive, as shown in (103)wveieer, the sentence in
(103) does not prove this. The passive is not of a ditrarsitarb but a simple transi-
tive. It is not to be expected in any language that the objéithvundergoes raising
to subject position, and agrees as a subject, would alsojbetaharked. As in Haya
or Sambaa, one would expect the other object in a doubletodpestruction to be the
one which could be object-marked if the language allowsciljgrking in the passive.
However, if Mchombo’s claim about object marking in the pas$olds in general,
Baker’s distinction fails to make the right prediction fanguages like Chichewa as
well.

(103) *Maudngu a- ku- wa- phikidwa (ndikalulu).
6pumpkinsm6- PRES OM6- cookPASSby la.hare
‘The pumpkins are being cooked (by the hare)’

[Chichewa, Mchombo 2004:91]

28There are exceptions to this with verbs which have passiv@atogy but no passive semantics. One
such verb iselewa‘understand’ from-elea‘be clear’ which can take an object marker, as shown in (1a),
that can freely double with a local object (1b). Thanks tdd@ Bichadeberg for drawing my attention to this.

(1) a. N- a ku- elewa kabisa.
SM1s- PRES OM1-be.clearAasscompletely
‘| understand you completely.’

b. N- a- i- elewa hasira ya kundi...
SM1s- PRES OM9- be.clearAss9angerdassochgroup
‘| understand the anger of the group...’ [Swahili]
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However, Baker, who does not focus on co-occurrence réetig; cites Mchombo
(2004:91) as evidence that Chichewa has object agreemaké(R008:196). Based
on the languages discussed here, object marking in thevpaksés not make any dis-
tinction between the two types of languages. However, addte from Sambaa and
Haya show, there are other aspects of the morphosyntax gfab&ve construction
which do differ across Bantu. Moreover, Baker’s test is dame Burzio’s generaliza-
tion which relates to case assignment. Bantu languagestd@we overt case marking
but they would still be analysed as requiring structuraédasovert DPs in Generative
Syntax?® This means that any object noun which is not embedded insife éhat
could assign case) in a passive clause is problematic fai@sigeneralization. This
means Sambaa, Haya and Swabhili all violate Burzio’s geizatan. This problem
has been noted in the syntactic literature on double obesteuctions, for exam-
ple in Harley (1995). In fact, McGinnis (2004:51) even peiout this problem for
Burzio's Generalization using symmetric passive sentemdgth object marking for
the Bantu language Chaga.

To conclude, we can disregard Baker’s test for theoreteasons as well as for
the inconsistent results when applied to more Bantu langgiag

Reflexives According to Baker, languages with “true” agreement do Hoteobject
marking with reflexives. Indeed, with reflexive verbs objeetrking is ungrammatical
in Sambaa, as shown in (104b). A grammatical reflexive seeteiith a direct object
is shown in (104a), object-marking this object is ungranmcaétas shown in (104b).
A non-reflexive double object construction is grammaticihwbject marking, as is
expected, as shown in (104c).

(104) a. Ni- ki- ghul-iye kitabu.
SM1s- REFL- buy- PERFECJ 7book
‘I bought a book for myself.’
b. *Ni- chi- ki- ghul-iye kitabu.
SM1s- OM7- REFL- buy- PERFCJ 7book
Int: ‘I bought a book for myself.

c. Ni- chi- m- ghul-iye ng’'wanangu.
SM1s- OM7- OM1- buy- PERECJchild.pOoSS1s
‘I bought a book for my child.’ [Sambaa]

The Swahili reflexive morpheme is similar in form to the Sambeflexive mor-
pheme and appears in the same preverbal position, as sh¢¥0bia). Like in Sambaa,
in Swabhili object marking with a reflexive is ungrammatieed,shown in (105b), as is
expected here since there is only one preverbaf8las expected, the corresponding
construction with two object-marked arguments is ungraticakas shown (105c).

29Baker (2008:163) actually raises the possibility that npbrases in Bantu do have case but he does
not pursue this possibility further.

30The reflexive in Bantu is argued to target the same morphasiatposition as the object marker,
Meeussen (1967), Harjula (2004:127) for Ha.
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(105) a. Ni- Ii- ji- nunulia kitabu.
SM1s- PAST- REFL- buyAPPL 7book
‘I bought a book for myself.
b. *Ni- i ki- i nunulia.
SM1S- PAST- OM7- REFL- buyAPPL
Int: ‘I bought it (book) for myself.

c. *Ni- Ii- ki- m- nunuliamwanangu.
SM1Ss- PAST- OM7-OM1-buy  child.POoss1s
Int: ‘I bought a book for my child. [Swahili]

In Haya, it is grammatical to have object marking with refles, as shown in
(106b). The reflexive has a different shape fromjtheé morphemes in Sambaa and
Swahili. Unlike the reflexive in Kinyarwanda (discussedéetion 3.4.2), the Hayare-
flexive morpheme appears in a fixed position, immediatelpeait to the verb stem.
It can appear with more than one object marker, includingreefaetive. Duranti and
Byarushengo (1977) give an example of a reflexive with anatbjearked theme and
beneficiary, as shown in (106c). My data and the facts regamtBuranti (1979); Du-
ranti and Byarushengo (1977) match, but according to Rub@re88) object markers
cannot co-occur with the reflexive morpheme in Haya (Rubd988:182).

(106) a. N- k- e- gulira  ekitabo.

SM1s- PAST- REFL- buyAPPL 7book
‘I bought a book for myself.

b. N- ka- ky- e- gulira.
SM1S- PAST- OM7- REFL- buyAPPL
‘I bought it (book) for myself.’

c. Kat' a- ka- ga- b- éé- siigila.
1KatosM1- PAST- OM6 OM2- REFL- SmearaPPL
‘Kato smeared it on himself for them.’

[Haya, Duranti and Byarushengo 1977:64]

For agreement with reflexives, Sambaa and Swabhili and therityapf the Bantu
languages differ from Haya and Kinyarwanda. Since passivegrammatical with
object agreement in Sambaa, this difference for reflexisaslikely to be due to a
case or argument structure related reason.

As shown in the table in (3.2), Sambaa and Haya pattern adikerfe of the tests
for agreement proposed by Baker and differ for the other Bo#h languages allow
object marking with passives, which would put both langsaigéo the pronominal
category for Baker, while only Haya allows object markinghahe reflexive. The
tests are inconclusive for Sambaa. Moreover, in chapten&thar test that is men-
tioned in Baker (2008) will be discussed: whether or not glege obeys the Person
Case Constraint (PCC). It will be shown that there is no diffiee between Haya and
Sambaa for this property. This means that both languagesihaenclusive results
for Baker’s tests. Apart from that, the data in chapter 5 aoblematic for Baker’s
entire theory of Agree because it is shown that language#\gaee in Person with
two objects.
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Table 3.2: Summary of Baker’s tests
| Property [ Sambaa] Haya| Agreementlanguagels
OM in passive yes yes no
OM in reflexive no yes no

3.5 Conclusion

In this chapter, | have looked at a range of morphosyntactperties related to the
syntax of object marking in Bantu. There are a number of difiees between lan-
guages like Haya and languages like Sambaa. While Sambeet abarking looks
like a more clear-cut and prototypical case of agreememt Heya object marking,
there is no conclusive evidence for the claim that Haya haagminal object mark-
ing. Crucially, the right dislocation analysis for Haya dag rejected based on the
syntactic facts presented here. Object-marked objectotiehare the properties es-
tablished for local objects based on the Sambaa data. Hoytbeg do not have the
properties that right-dislocated elements have in Haya.

Sambaa and Haya differ in their morphosyntax in several whlgsvever, the
phonological evidence does not map onto systematic syntdifterences, and al-
though the tonal patterns observed in languages like Clvelhed Haya are intriguing,
there is no convincing evidence that this is linked to theeagrent/pronoun distinc-
tion. Moreover, the syntax of the conjoint/disjoint altation is still poorly understood,
especially cross-linguistically.

Sambaa and other languages with obligatory agreementiptdtgether for a num-
ber of criteria, including asymmetry and the way animacge&t work. However, there
are also differences amongst these languages in terms @éao¥ence restrictions
and flexibility in their syntax. The differences between gineups are not clearly any
more profound than the differences within the two groups.

Some properties of object marking are shared by nearly aitlBlanguages. Mor-
phologically, Bantu object marking is rather uniform: altityh Bantu languages differ
in terms of flexibility in their word order, the basic word @mhnd the basic morpheme
order is the same across the entire family. Moreover, ad@assu the basic order of
the object marker prefixes mirrors the order of the lexicgeots. If object markers
are agreement markers in some languages and pronounsig,dkt@ it is surprising
how uniformly they are ordered across the language family.

Contra what is proposed in Baker (2008), syntactic opematiike passivation
cannot be used to distinguish two types of Bantu languadiesrei

In the next chapter, | will discuss the implication on the tsyaof Bantu of some
of those properties, focussing on the way different typeshjdécts are able to trigger
object marking, on which types of entities cannot be objeatked across Bantu and
how this relates to word order. We will return to the issueyohmetric object marking,
which will be shown to be a challenge for Agree theory and turhto be even more
problematic for the pronominal incorporation analysis.






cHAPTERS

The syntax of object marking

Verbal object agreement is not uncommon cross-linguigtiebr example, in a study
of 378 languages by Siewierska (2008) the majority havealgybrson marking for
both agent and patient. Still, having agreement affixeicglor weak pronouns to
mark a subject is much more common than marking an objectdh auvay. More-
over, verbal marking for more than one object is rare croggiistically (Siewierska
2004:43). As shown in chapter 3, Sambaa and Haya are languddkis type. In
spite of its widespread occurrence, verbal object agreehenreceived little atten-
tion in Generative syntax, and object agreement is geyeanall mentioned at all in
the literature on Agree.This might be because verbal olnjerking is absent in the
Indo-European languages, and in the East Asian languageari well-studied. In
the Principles and Parameters era, AgrOP was introducethasliag site for objects
in languages such as English which have no overt agreemeheorerb. AgrOP was
responsible for checking object case and objects were dtguaove to Spec, AgrOP
to check case either overtly or covertly. In Minimalist syxtAgrOP has been aban-
doned again in favour of vP.

In this thesis, | argue that Sambaa is a language which haactimobject agree-
ment. Moreover, it is argued that full object agreement issifgle with two objects at
the same time, in a ditransitive verb, contra Baker (200Bjs €hapter illustrates how
this fits into Minimalist ideas about agreement. Personexgent with more than one
object is a complex syntactic phenomenon, which is disclissehapter 5. Two other
special cases are object marking with-words and object marking with coordinated
noun phrases. These are discussed in chapters 6 and 7.

The implementation of Agree that is proposed in Chomsky Q208 a complex
operation involving a number of additional Principles amahditions: Equidistance,
the Defective Intervention Constraint (DIC), and the regunent of both Probe and
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Goal to be “active”. This complexity is reduced somewhat ro@sky (2001), where
Equidistance is scrappéd.

In this chapter, | show that Sambaa object marking patteanse derived with a
simplified and more Minimalist Agree mechanism. While tliedretically more de-
sirable mechanism can account for Sambaa, there are preblerounting for some
of the properties of object marking in Haya and to a lessegredih Swabhili. Swabhili
requires a rule which rules out Agree with any but the highestplement. But Haya
poses a more serious challenge to the theory of Agree. la spithis, the fact that
Sambaa agreement can be derived without Equidistance arldl@ shows that nei-
ther condition should be considered as a Principle of UsaldBrammar.

The first part of this chapter focusses on agreement in Sanhbaction 4.1,
| introduce Julien’s (2002) view of Bantu verbal morphosynand verb movement.
In section 4.2, | introduce the mechanism of Agree that wagldped in Chomsky
(2000) and Chomsky (2001). In section 4.3, | look at specdies of the application
of Agree including subjects, objects, double objects amdtiges, before discussing
the relationship between agreement and case, and AgreePan&ection 4.4 applies
the concept of Agree to the object marking patterns foundagatand Swabhili.

In chapter 3, | have argued that object marking in Bantu laggs like Haya is
not pronominal, based on evidence showing that, when objadting appears, a co-
indexed object does not need to be right-dislocated. Horweatso showed that there
are considerable morphosyntactic differences betweetbbjarking in Sambaa and
in Haya. In this chapter, the properties of Sambaa obje&eagent are analysed in a
theoretical framework and then compared to those of Hay&wmahili. There are two
problematic facts that need to be accounted for: firstlyfaloethat object agreement
is largely optional in Bantu languages (as shown in chaptenl, secondly, the Haya
data introduced in section 3.4.3 which show that eitherdailgjan be object-marked in
a double object construction in Haya.

4.1 Julien (2002) on Bantu verb syntax

Julien (2002) proposes that morphologically complex waatsbe formed by two dif-
ferent processes. One of these is syntactic, namely headmemnt, following Travis
(1984) and Kayne (1994), and the other one is phonologicalulien’s view, phono-
logical word formation is not a morphosyntactic processthatspelling out of inde-
pendent heads in an arbitrarily-sized phonological chimlthis system, words are
psychological constructs, not morphosyntactic entifidss is reflected by the visi-
ble morpheme order inside a word. Words which are formed lag Ileovement have
a morpheme order that mirrors the order of their underlyiagds, whereas words
formed by phonological merging maintain the underlyingesraf the syntactic heads.
Both processes can also apply within one word showing diffeparts with different
orders (Julien 2002).

1In the most recent proposal by Chomsky for the design of A@eemsky (2007, 2008), Agree is
entirely reformulated in a way that does not fit the Bantu dagth The versions discussed here are Chomsky
(2000) and Chomsky (2001).
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The morpheme order of the prefixes of a Bantu verb basicatigsponds to stan-
dard assumptions concerning universal hierarchical stras (Cinque 1999). This is
shown in (1a) and (1b). Based on this structure, Julien arthet there is no head
movement involved in creating the basic prefix structure Baatu verb.

(1) a. Bantu verbal morphology: subject marker - tense-athyjarker - verb
b. Order of syntactic heads (Cinque 1999): AgrS/Fin-Tehspect-V

The morpheme order of the suffixes in Bantu verbs does largetpr the hierarchical

order of the syntactic heads involved, as shown irf(B)Bantu, an Appl (applicative),
Caus (causative), Voice (passive) or TAM head is strudiuhagiher than a verb head
(Pylkkanen 2002).

(2) verb- causative- applicative- passive- aspect/mandrity
To illustrate Julien’s structure, consider the Shona exarimy(3).

(3) A- cha-ri- téng-és- a.
SM1- FUT- OM- buy- CAUS- FV
‘He/she will sell it.’ [Shona, Julien 2002:195]

Julien’s analysis is shown in (4) (Julien 2002:196). Therééad movement in the
lower part: V moves to Caus, adjoining to the left and forméngomplex head. This
head subsequently moves to M, again left-adjoining andifugra complex head. This
means the verb raises to the position where the highest si#éid is located, not to
T. The higher morphemes, including tense, the subject marke the object marker
are merged phonologically, not by head movement. In Jdianalysis, the object
and subject are treated differently. The subject movesdsgecifier of a functional
projection: FinP. The head of FinP is the subject markefPRiould presumably be
considered an argument position in her theory, equivatespéc, TP elsewhere.

The object, on the other hand, is a pronominal clitic whichvesoto a specifier
position, where the object marker is spelt out morpholdbic@ihis corresponds to
how Myers (1990) analyses Shona object markers. Julieavslhis approach and
Bresnan and Mchombo (1987)’s analysis for objects in Chiehfor Shona, based
on the fact that Myers (1990) argues that, in Shona, objebishware doubled by
an object marker are always definite. Julien (2002:197s ¢k object marker an
“incorporated pronoun” but this is not incorporation in gense of Baker (1988a).

2See Hyman (2003) for an alternative view.
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There are a number of problems with the structure in (4)edulieats the final
vowel as a mood marker and the head of MoodP. It is not cleartbaamalyse this
position in syntax. Across Bantu, the subjunctive tendsetarfarked in this position.
In a number of languages, negation also affects this morphédthough negation
is marked in the final vowel slot in a number of Bantu languageduding Swabhili,
it is never marked only in the final vowel position but also @thed by a prefix. In
Sambaa, negation has no effect on the final vowel. Howeve&ambaa, apart from
the subjunctive, both conjoint tenses are marked morplicadgin this position. For
simplicity, | will refer to this position as an aspectual Heand the head of AspP, in
order to distinguish it from T and to allow for the spell-oditaspectual markers here.
For a description of the complexities of tense aspect moattingg see Roehl (1911)
and Besha (1989a,b). Julien’s structure also abstractg faoma negation and relative
markers, which can both appear in a number of places on theivéambaa. Julien
actually points out that agreement morphemes do not tendredily into her system.
For Bantu languages, adding agreement morphemes to tiseus&is not problematic,
whereas negation, conjoint/disjoint forms, tense andalegiative markers are harder
to assign to a syntactic position. In spite of its shortcaysirthis kind of structure
captures the general differences between the suffixes afictgs well and provides
a plausible and simple account for the relationship betwaerphemes and heads
which | will follow here. The crucial difference betweenigui's structure and the one
proposed here is the treatment of the object marker. As driguehapter 3, | analyse
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both Sambaa and Haya as having object agreement. Thisesqguiifferent structure
from the XP-movement account proposed by Julien.

Due to Julien’s views of the behaviour of heads, Julien (2@ers from most
other accounts of Bantu syntax where the verb is assumedswaa high as T (see
for example Henderson 2006b; Kinyalolo 1991; Letsholo 3082me recent works
on Bantu which follow Julien’s assumptions include BueD@8); Muriungi (2008);
van der Wal (2009).

4.2 The syntax of Agree

Agree Inchapter 3, | argued that Sambaa has syntactic objectragreeThis means
that | treat object marking as the morphological spellingafian Agree relation be-
tween the object and a Probe. In current Minimalist syntayeg is generally defined
as in (5), following Chomsky (2000, 2001).

(5) Agree: A relationship between a Probe and a Goal, establishedrunde
c-command.

Agree has the function of deleting uninterpretable featune Probe and Goal, such

as structural case of-features. According to Chomsky (2000:122), Agree reguire
a matching relation which involves three requirementemet to as the matching

condition: Match, as defined in (6).

(6) a. Matching is feature identity.
b. D(P) is the sister of P.
c. Locality reduces to “closest c-command”.

In (6), P stands for the Probe, and D(P) is the Domain of theé&nehich, as its sister,
is the area that the Probe c-commands. This is illustrat€g)in

(7)
/\

Probe
VAN

Goal

Closest c-command means that there is no other potentidl i@a@hing P which
contains the Goal to be agreed with. Following Chomsky (2000s rules out the
kind of Agree relations shown in (8) and (9). In both struegrXP2 is inside the
domain of XP1. This makes Goal 1 the closest c-commandind, @od therefore,
under closest c-command, Agree with Goal 2 is ruled out. )rti{8 two Goals are
specifiers of different phrases, while in (9) they are botc#ers of the same phrase.
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Probe XP1
Goall X1
/\
X1 XP2
Goal2z X2
A
Probe XP
Goall XP
Goal2z X
A

However, the locality conditions applying to Agree are sfiett by the Equidistance
Principle and the Defective Intervention Constraint.

Equidistance Chomsky (2000) retains the “Equidistance Principle” frohmo@isky
(1995).

(10) Equidistance Principle: Terms of the same Minimal Domain are equidistant
to Probes. (Chomsky 2000:122)

Where the Minimal Domain is defined as the set of all entit@stained within one
maximal projection, as defined in (11).

(11) Minimal Domain: The Minimal Domain of a head H is the set of terms im-
mediately contained in projections of H. (Chomsky 2000)123

This is illustrated in (12). Because the specifier and theptement constitute a Min-
imal Domain of the head H, they are equidistant to any Probe.

SHiraiwa (2001:68, example (5)) quotes a different definifiattributed to the same source. He states
that Chomsky (2000:122) defines Equidistance as “Termseoétlye of HP are equidistant from Probe P.”
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(12)
/\
Probe HP
/\

Specifier H

N

H Complement

Under the Equidistance condition, Agree with Goal 2 is gassiin (9), but not in
(8), since in (9) both Goals are part of the same domain. M@edhis condition
is problematic for object agreement patterns as seen fob&ansince the indirect
object and the direct object are inside the same Minimal Dorofthe same head,
namely V (assuming a Larsonian shell structure), as sho{@8n This means that the
two objects would be equidistant by this definition and poé&diy could both trigger
agreement. This matches the symmetric object markingrpatfeund in languages
like Haya, as discussed in section 3.4.3, but not the objeckimg patterns found in
Sambaa.

(13)
/\
Probe VP
/\
Indirect Object \A

V Direct Object

In Chomsky (2001), Equidistance is replaced by a condittatirgy that only the
phonological edge of a phrase is accessible to a Probe. Thiklwnake Agree with
a direct object impossible, unless that object were to mova specifier position
first. Since neither definition can account for grammatical angrammatical object
marking patterns in Sambaa, | will not adopt them here.

The Defective Intervention Constraint: Chomsky (2000:123) rules out Agree with
several Goals under the Defective Intervention Const(&E). This constraint rules
out Agree configurations such as (14), whers a Probe and and-~ are both poten-
tial Goals, andi has deleted features.

(14) a>p>

This is illustrated structurally in (15).
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(15)

/—\
Probe
/—\
O[F, checked]
/\

~[F, unxhecked]

Hiraiwa (2001) interprets the DIC to mean that “checkedues still matters [sic.]
for locality” (Hiraiwa 2001:68), and that in the relevantntext 5 has been checked
by a Probe other tham.

The model of the operation Agree proposed in Chomsky (200Based on the
behaviour of subjects, not objects. This makes a condifimthe DIC desirable,
because languages universally allow only one sulfjéitthe languages which allow
agreement with an object, the majority allow agreement avith a single object,
which is not too problematic since subjects and objectstaeeled by different heads.
Although the lack of closest c-command violations triggHng the subject in sped?
must be accounted for, in a system where object agreemeithia ®robe higher than
v this would not create problems for the DIC. The subject mdafere Agree takes
place, and then it is no longer a possible intervenor. Howdhre agreement patterns
in Sambaa double object constructions, are problematicavitondition like the DIC.
Any object agreement with more than one object would be raigdinder the DIC. |
will discuss this further in section 4.3.2.

Multiple Agree To avoid banning grammatical derivations in Japanese uthaer
DIC, Hiraiwa (2001) proposed an operation called Multiplgrée. This involves si-
multaneous checking of several Goals by a single head, amshq16).

(16) >0 >

I will argue here that agreement with multiple objects in $amis never simul-
taneous and that the DIC cannot be maintained for langudgeSambaa. However,
in the final section it will be argued that for Bantu languagéth only one object
marking and asymmetric object marking the DIC can potdgtlz used to account
for the grammatical and ungrammatical object marking paste

4.3 Object marking and Sambaa syntax

In this section, | apply the theoretical concepts introdlabove to Sambaa object
marking data. Too account for the properties of Sambaa,dge® a modified version

4There are languages which allow multiple nominative marRé in a clause, such as Japanese
(Hiraiwa 2001).
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of Agree. | also cover some of the related issues which aegaat to Bantu languages
more generally, including locative object markers. Themisgues discussed here are:
verb movement, subject marking, object marking, doubleabgonstructions and
constructions with multiple object markers.

4.3.1 Subject agreement

In a Probe-Goal system, subjects could potentially interfeith object agreement.
Let us start by looking at subject agreement in Sambaa. Tséaely good evidence
from across the Bantu language family for movement of aggesiibjects to a speci-
fier position above the verbal field (see Buell 2005; Cars2&@s; Henderson 2006b;
Kinyalolo 1991; Letsholo 2002). This matches the SVO womdkoiand subject agree-
ment patterns in Sambaa, thus | will follow this here.

In Sambaa, the subject marker is obligatory irrespectiwehather or not there is
an overt subject DP, this is illustrated in (17).

(17) (Uja ng'wana)(*a)- za- bua.
1DEM 1child  sM1- PEREDJ- come
‘That child has come.’ [Sambaa]

Subjects can remain in situ. However, in this case, agreemi¢im a locative noun
class, not with the subject, appears on the verb. Class hiéiadun class which is
most commonly used with postverbal subjects but the otteatilee classes can also
be used. The pattern looks like expletive agreement. Iretbesstructions, the subject
has a presentational focus reading. In (18a), this is withxc1 7 and in (18b) with class
16, both locative classes.

(18) a. Ku- ka- awiya nyoka.
SM17-CONS appeaBsnake
‘There appeared a snake.’
b. Ha- ka- awa mti.
SM16-CONS come.ouBtree
‘There came out a tree.’ [Sambaa]

Apart from appearing in preverbal position or remainingito,svithout agreement, a

subject can also be right-dislocated, as in (19). Theses@salistinguishable prosod-
ically from the sentences in (18), and differ syntacticafigofar as expletive con-

structions are restricted to intransitives, while the sabpf any kind of verb can be

right-dislocated.

(19) A- - on- iye kitabu, Stella.
SM1- PREDJ- see-PERECJ 7book 1Stella
‘She saw a/the book, Stella that is.” (disjoint) [Sambaa]

Consider the structure for a simple transitive sentench waiit agreeing subject in
preverbal position, as in (20).



100 4.3. Object marking and Sambaa syntax

(20) stella a-  i- on- iye kitabu.
1StellasM1- PREDJ- see-PERFCJ 7book
‘Stella saw a/the book.” (disjoint) [Sambaa]

| argue that this sentence has the structure in (21). Theesubjellamoves to
spec,FinP, while the object remains in situ. The dottedvamepresents Agree, the
non-dotted arrows indicate movement. Agree is triggeredrioy following Julien
(2002). Agree at Fin has also has an EPP feature, requireguhject to move. The
simplest possible feature structure for Agree in Bantu isguthe noun class. This is
because each noun class is either singular or plural andrpagseement is expressed
by separate morphemes which do not also show a noun classeelt section 4.3.5
and chapter 6, | discuss the interaction between Agree aniiétures of DPs.

(22) FinP

DP Fin’

teIIch 1] Ein

/a[NC 1 EBH/\

AspP

/\

kitabunc.7)

Henderson (2006b); Kinyalolo (1991); Letsholo (2002) atitecs have argued
that subjects require a Spec-Head configuration in ordegreea Note that nothing in
(21) prevents subject agreement with a postverbal subjjeetSpec-Head configura-
tion matches the basic word order and agreement propeftenabaa subjects, inso-
far as agreeing subjects appear in preverbal positiongwltih-agreeing subjects ap-
pear in situ. However, the Spec-Head configuration doestrintdithe Agree account
of agreement. Agreement with a constituent that is abovePtiobe also does not
follow from the standard Agree account. Baker (2008:161)alty combines both
approaches in arguing that whatever moves to Spec, TP gosehject agreement in
Bantu because it c-commands T. In general, Baker argueadgh@ément in Bantu is
always upwardsBaker’s approach does appear to have advantages for Banacts)

5But he recognises that this is problematic for his analyéiSambaa object agreement because in
order to Agree twice v would need to search upwards and dovdsa@aker 2008:200).
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even though | do not follow his analysis for objects. Thedtute in (21) avoids these
complications but it does not explain why postverbal subjlecnot tend to agree. |
will leave this issue for future research and not discusgestibgreement further.

4.3.2 Object agreement

Movement is not required by any part of the definition of Agire€€homsky (2000,
2001). This was a departure from Chomsky (1995) where agraemas argued to
involve feature movement. However, in Chomsky (2000, 200Brobe may have
an EPP feature as well gsfeatures. This is assumed to be the case for subjects in
Bantu in the previous section. However, rather than assymmEPP feature at T
or Fin, most analyses of Bantu syntax which invoke Agree attpat movement is
independently required for Bantu languages, either duent&RP requirement on
¢-features or due to a spec-head configuration being reqfdrejree (Baker 2003;
Carstens 2002, 2005; Henderson 2006a; Kinyalolo 1991 k& hecounts are based on
the behaviour of subjects. There is no clear evidence thataty objects move to an
argument position, although there are accounts involvingament outside of VP for
objects (Woolford 1999, 2001). Many theoretical analyseaat treat object marking
as agreement in Bantu and therefore never touch on the qnestagreeing objects.
Henderson (2006b) does discuss object agreement. He ad$escjtinyalolo (1991)
on Bantu languages requiring a spec-head configuratiorgi@eanent. However, he
does not specifically state whether he includes object aggetin this and whether
he assumes objects that agree must move.

As mentioned above, Baker (2008:109) argues that Agreepeitton features re-
quires movement. For Kinande, Baker (2003) argues thatlaagnees with an NP if
and only if that NP is dislocated and attached in an adjunsitipa. Collins (2004)
argues similarly for the entire Bantu family, although hisdence only comes from
subjects in Swabhili. Recalling the Sambaa and Haya datasksd in chapter 3, it does
not look as if object-marked objects are right-dislocateelither language. But, as we
have seen, Bantu languages differ with regard to phrasktdimes and the distribution
of the conjoint/disjoint forms. This would not rule out mowent for agreement. How-
ever, unlike subjects in Bantu, objects do not visibly appea different syntactic
position when they agree.

Consider the Sambaa transitive sentence with object agmam(22).

(22) stella a-  i- chi- on- iye kitabu.
1StellasM1- PREDJ- OM1- see-PERECJ 7book
‘Stella saw a/the book.” (disjoint) [Sambaa]

If an agreed-with object had to move in Sambaa, this wouldlr@sa structure where
the object appears in the middle of the verb, as shown in (28jas been argued
by a number of Bantuists that the subject marker and the t@spect marker form
one syntactic constituent and the object marker and thesterb form another (see
Barrett-Keach 1986; Henderson 2006b; Myers 1987), but iBawratu language can a
full DP or any VP adjunct intervene between the two parts.
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With an approach to morphosyntax which is different fromahe argued for in Julien
(2002), for example Checking Theory (Chomsky 1995; Ura 2000e could argue
that the verb raises to T (or Fin), past the hypotheticallyeaoobject in spec,AgrOP.
This would get the right word order in a structure like (23)Qhecking Theory, gen-
erally a verb is merged as a fully inflected form which will @mgo Checking after
Merge, rather than the individual heads and phrases we suenatsy here. This means
that under Checking Theory there is no relation between hwne order and the syn-
tactic heads. However, such an approach would encountérerymroblem. The word
order of the direct object and the indirect object would bedpsted to surface as SV

DO 10 when both objects agree and therefore move to specdi@tipns. Consider a
ditransitive verb likenka‘give’, as shown in (24).

(24) stella a-  i- chi- m- nk- iye ng’'wanakitabu.
1StellasmM1- PREDJ- OM7- OM1- give- PERECJ 1child  7book
‘Stella gave the child the book.” (disjoint) [Sambaa]

If the agreed-with objects raise to spec,AgrOP or any sgeafivP, a structure such
as (25) would result. Here the direct object appears befi@atirect object and each
object enters a spec-head agreement relationship withetereant projection. If both
objects agreed with the same Probe, one would still expeabttier of DO 10 with
object-marking, unless the direct object “tucked-in" inexend specifier projection
below the indirect object, which is theoretically undekiea
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(25) FinP

DP Fin’

| /\
Stella .
Fin

TP
|
aichimnkiye T AgrboP

DP AgrDO’
N
kitaby s50  AgrioP

TN

DP Agrlo’

| /\
ng’'wana

ArglO AspP
Asp vP
N /\

v Asptsieiia V'

But as discussed in chapter 3, this order is ungrammatisahawn in (26a). More-
over, recall that the order of morphemes which would cowasdgdo the grammatical
structure is also ungrammatical, as shown in (26b).

(26) a. *Stella a-  i- chi- m- nk- iye kitabung'wana.
1StellasM1- PREDJ OM7- OM1- give- PERECJ 7book1child
Int; ‘Stella gave the child the book.” (disjoint)

b. *Stella a- i- m- chi- nk- iye ng’'wanakitabu.
1StellasM1- PREDJ OM1- OM7-give-PERECJ 1child  7book
Int: ‘Stella gave the child the book.” (disjoint) [Sambaa]

If an agreeing object remains in situ under application ofe&g as discussed in
4.2, the correct word order and morpheme order can be dewitedut adding any
complications to the theory. This is shown in (27), corresfing to the sentence in
(22). Agreement with more than one object is discusseddurththe next section.
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27) FinP

DP Fin’

in/\

|
Stella

F TP
| /\
a
T AgrOP
| /\
i
/AgrO AspP
o
// chi /\
| Asp vP
| N /\
| v A|Sp tstella Vv’
\ PN
VY e ¢ v
® | : /\
~.oon tv _Kitabu

~ s
>~ -
- ~
~ -~

Since | treat the object markers as agreement morphemes thén incorporated
pronouns, | treat them as heads, following the structuiield2002) uses for subject
markers. Because there are a number of possible agreemmpttenzes which appear
in a consistent order, | label them based on the element tp@eavith. It would be
possible to label all projections simply as AgrP.

4.3.3 Double object constructions

Having discussed the basic application of Agree, | now tathé process of agreeing
multiple times. Recall that Sambaa is a so-called asymalaimguage. For asymmet-
ric applicative constructions in Bantu, Marantz (1993)gases a structure where the
applied verb takes an event argument as its complement arafféfcted object as its
specifier. This is shown in (28), where the object in spec ¥Rhat Marantz calls
the “affected object”. For example, a benefactive, whichrisargument of the entire
predicate, that is, the lower VP which includes the themedtgnd the event.

(28) VP
NP V’
—_
object v VP

— T~
APPL  predicate
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In terms of c-command asymmetries and distance from a Ptdkgr®, this structure
is equivalent to the Larsonian structure indroduced eaavdibich is repeated in (29).

(29) VP
/\
DP \
Indirect Object V DP

A

Direct Object

Marantz discusses c-command relations in applicativetoaet®ons in Swabhili
(data attributed to Vicki Carstens, p.c.). His exampleoépossessive pronouns being
bound by a quantifier. This works as a c-command test, be@aqgsantifier has to c-
command a pronoun in order to bind it. Marantz shows that tr@kle reading of
the pronoun is available when the quantifier is in the benigfaargument NP and the
pronoun in the theme. In (30a) this is also the linear orade®wahili the surface order
of the two arguments can be reversed, as shown in (30b), getaime c-command
relations hold.

(30) a. Ni- li- m- somea [kila mwandishi] kitabuchake.
SM1- PAST- OM1- readAPPL everylwriter 7book7his
‘| read for each author his book.’

b. Ni- Ii- m- somea kitabuchake [kila mwandishi}.
SM1- PAST- OM1- readAPpPL 7book7his  everylwriter
‘| read for each author his book.’ [Swahili, Marantz 1993711

In contrast, if the pronoun is contained within the benéfachP, the pronoun can-
not be bound by the quantified direct object irrespectivehefword order. This is

shown in (31a) where the quantifier precedes the pronounjra(@iLb) where the

pronoun precedes the quantifier. Marantz labels thesersmg@ingrammatical. How-
ever, my informant found both sentences in (31) completeteptable, but not with

the pronominal variable reading. This means there arerdiffees in word order but
not in the available scope interpretation.

(31) a. % Ni- Ii- m- somea [kila kitabu]; mwandishiwake, ;.
SM1- PAST- OM1-readAaPpPL every7book 1writer  1lits
‘I read [each book]for his/her authqy,.;.
* ‘| read for its author each book.” (reading discussed in ddr 1993)
b. % Ni- Ii- m- somea mwandishiwake [kila kitabul ;.
SM1- PAST- OM1-readAPpPL lwriter  1lits every7book
% ‘I read his/her author [each boqK]
* ‘] read its author each book.” (reading discussed in Mazdr@93)

[Swahili, Marantz 1993:117, modified]
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This means that in Swabhili the indirect object c-commanesdinect object, but
not vice versa, irrespective of surface word order. The ssrtoge relations hold in
Sambaa, as shown in (32). Since Sambaa does not allow the\oEe 10, there are
no differences between surface order and c-command.

(32) a. N- za- m- somea [kia mwandisi} kitabuchakwe.
SM1- PEREDJ- OM1-readAPPL everylwriter  7book7his
‘| read for each author his book.’
b. N- za- m- somea mwandisiwakwe; [kia kitabu]; /.;.
SM1- PEREDJ- OM1-readappL lwriter 1lits  every7book
V"'l read for his author every book.’
*| read for its author each book.’ [Sambaa]

We have established that the strict word order in Sambaagponds to the c-
command relations expected by an analysis to double objexdtieictions in Bantu
such as the structure by Marantz in (28). Now, turning to telability of object
marking for each object, recall the accessibility hierggshestablished in chapter 3:
IO > DO > Loc. Where the indirect object does not trigger obligatdsjeat marking
there are several grammatical patterns: no objects careagsein (33a); only the
indirect object can agree, as in (33b); both indirect anddliobject can agree, as in
(33c). Itis not grammatical for only the direct object to @gyras in (33d).

(33) a. N- za- nka ng’'wanakitabu.

SM1s- PEREDJ- give 1child 7book
‘| gave the child a book.’ (no OM)

b. N- za- m-  nka ng’'wanakitabu.
SM1s- PEREDJ- OM1- give 1child 7book
‘| gave the child a book.” (OM for 10)

c. N- za- chi- m- nka ng'wanakitabu.
SM1s- PEREDJ- OM7- OM1-give 1child 7book
‘| gave the child a book.” (OM for 10 and DO)

d. *N- za- chi- nka ng’'wanakitabu.
SM1s- PEREDJ- OM7-givelchild 7book
Int: ‘| gave the child a book.” (OM for DO but not 10) [Sambaa]

The fact that an intermediate stage is possible: agreeiog @s in (33b)), means
that this does not work with Multiple Agree, following Hixaa (2001), where Agree
happens simultaneously. Rather, it looks like severalesycdf Agree Closest take
place, one for each head. There is also no Defective Intéore&ffect. Only an un-
valued feature causes intervention effects.

The sentence in (33b), has the derivation shown in (34). Tolee? AgrO, searches
and finds the indirect objecig’'wanafirst and enters into an Agree relation with it.
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(34) ..TP
T AgrOP
|
za
AgrO AspP
| /\
 Miver
/ Asp vP
| PN /\
\\ s Asp ’
\ P | tsub; v
\ \Y \' a /\
A N |
~o onk v VP
~ - | /\
RN tnk
S o %
S~ ~ o ’, | /\
ngwananycij \% DO

| |
ok kitabL{Ncﬂ

The derivation in (35), corresponding to (33d), crasheseuri@iosest c-Command,
since the indirect objeetg’'wanais closer. This shows that Chomsky’s (2000) princi-
ple of Equidistance does not hold for Sambaa Agree. Undérdgfnition, the two
objects would be equidistant to the Probe. However, usingiWa’s (2001) restate-

ment of the constraint as applying to terms on the edge of asghthey would not be
equidistant.
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(35)

4.3. Object marking and Sambaa syntax

/'”TP\

=
|
za

AgrOP
AgrO AspP
|
rhi[NC?]
Asp vP

/\
\% Asp

PN tsubj v’

|
\Y \% a
|
v VP
| /\
tnk
10 V'

| s

ngwanayci  V DO

| |
thk kitabL{Ncﬂ
A

However, once the features of the indirect object are chietke features of the direct
object can be checked too, as in the sentences in (33c). §klsoiwn in (36). This

derivation would be expected to crash, following Chomsi/f€, as defined in (14).
The fact that it is grammatical shows that DPs with checkedufes do not block
Agree for DPs with unchecked features in their domain, wbilkes with unchecked
features do. Thus, the DIC does not hold for Sambaa. Moretivercondition on

only the edge of a phrase being visible for Agree in Chomsk@12 would rule out

agreement with the direct object. Not only in this case bsb & mono-transitives
such as (22).
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(36) TP
AgrDOP
| /\
za
AgrDO AgrlOP
Fthc7 /\
AngO AspP
m[NCH /\
Asp vP
/\ /\
\Y Asp touni v
P | g
V v a /\
|
nk \|/ VP
ok /\
10 V'
’ | /\
ngwanayciy VvV DO
Stepl A |
toe  Kitabuy ez
Step2 A

There is something more unusual about the features in SarRbaaouns such
asng’'wana the features do not need to be checked, as sentences si83apnst{ow.
Since there is a clear difference between agreed-with D&@saiagreed-with DPs in
double object constructions, insofar as a non-agreed®thblocks agreement with
a lower DP while an agreed-with DP does not, it is unlikelyt tthense features are
checked at all. Moreover, since Bantu languages which aflawe than one object
marker don’t tend to limit the number of object markers sgtitally, it makes sense
to assume that AgrO heads are not present when there is nzi oigeking. But what
happens with the DPs? According to Chomsky (2000), Agreuires|active features
on Probe and Goal. Since unchecked features are assumedse &alerivation to
crash, this is problematic. As shown in chapter 3, Agree t®apl for most nouns in
Sambaa. But for a number of nouns it is not; moreover, whelinttieact object has
not been object-marked it blocks object marking for thediobject.

4.3.4 Locative object marking

In chapter 3, sentences are discussed, where aside frorimeldeabject or an indirect
object a locative noun can also be object-marked. Locabij@odmarking is subject to
the same hierarchical restrictions as object marking fieadiobjects in double object
constructions. (37a), where the indirect object is markeatceptable, while without
object marking the indirect object, as in (37b) and (37c)ecbmarking the locative

phrase is ungrammatical. The judgements for, (37d), whehgtbe indirect object

and the locative are marked, are mixed, with most speakrstirgy the sentence.
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(37) a. N- za- ha- chi- m- nka ng'wanakitabuhaja.
SM1s- PEREDJ- OM16- OM7- OM1- give 1child 7book16there
‘| gave the child a book there.” (OM for IO, DO and Loc)

b. *N- za- ha- chi- nka ng'wanakitabuhaja.
SM1s- PEREDJ- OM16-0M7- give 1child 7book16there
Int: ‘I gave the child a book there.” (OM for DO and LOC but n@)l
c. *N- za- ha- nka ng’'wanakitabuhaja.
SM1s- PEREDJ- OM16-give 1child 7bookl16there
Int: ‘| gave the child a book there.” (OM for LOC but not IO or DO
d. %/* N- za- ha- m- nka ng'wanakitabuhaja.
SM1S- PEREDJ OM16- OM1- OM1- give 1child 7book 16there
Int: ‘| gave the child a book there.” (OM for Loc and 10 but no©p

[Sambaa]

Unlike double object constructions, locative object magkpatterns vary slightly in
terms of grammaticality judgements. Some speakers do ketchnstructions with
three object markers, and, occasionally, constructionh s1$ (37d) are judged ac-
ceptable. This is not too surprising, seeing as these aatigins are very complex
morphologically and are extremely rare in natural speedwever, there is a clear
and consistent contrast between (37a), on the one hand3@byignd (37c), on the
other.

For locatives Haya, Swahili and Sambaa have the same woed weditriction: a
locative must come after both objects or in clause initiadippon. Locatives are dif-
ferent from other DPs as they can be object-marked withoimgbeeflected in the
argument structure. In (37) the locative is not an appliggabnka ‘give’ is an un-
derived ditransitive verb. Locative object marking is afsmssible with intransitive
verbs which cannot be object-marked for any other kind ofad%hown in (38a), an
object-marked object can be licensed by an applicativeisncidise, as shown in (38b).
Locative object marking is grammatical in intransitivelvgras shown in (38c) and in
monotransitive verbs with object marking for the directeattj as shown in (38d).

(38) a. *N- za- m- bua (Juma).
SM1s- PEREDJ- OM1- arrivelJuma
‘| arrived (to) him/Juma.’
b. N- za- m-  buia (Juma).
SM1s- PEREDJ- OM1- arrive APPL 1Juma
‘I came across Juma’ (lit. I arrived (to) Juma.)

c. N- za- ha- lala.
SM1s- PEREDJ- OM16-sleep
‘| slept there.’

d A- za- ha- mu- ona.

SM1- PEREDJ- OM16-0M1- see
‘He saw him there.’ [Sambaa]
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In Swahili, Sambaa and Haya a postverbal locative must cdtaeelzth objects,
and is c-commanded by the direct object. This is shown foh éaeguage in (39).
Marantz (1993) also argues that in Bantu linear order matchkesommand relations.

(39) a. N- za- mu- onyeshamwanalkia mnyama] sehemuwakwe .

SM1s- PEREDJ- OM1-show 1child everylanimal 9place 9p0ss

‘| showed the child every animal in its place.’ [Sambaa]
b. Ni- - mw- onyeshantoto [kila mnyama] nyumbani kwake .

SM1s- PAST- oM1-show 1childeverylanimal 9house.lod7rP0Sss

‘| showed the child every animal in its place.’ [Swahili]
c. N- k- olekyaomwanabuli kigunju]; ekayakyg.

sM1s- PAST3-show 1child every7animal 9house.POSs

‘| showed the child every animal in its place.’ [Haya]

This indicates that, in Bantu, locative adjuncts are loviantdirect objects. Adger
and Tsoulas (2004) discuss c-command relations for lagstivEnglish and come to
the same conclusion. They discuss two proposals. In thefiestlocative objects are
generated in a specifier of vP, as shown in (40), which isbaitted to Cinque (1999).
In the second proposal, locatives are generated as a compieiv with the VP in
a specifier position of vP, as shown in (41), attributed tsélil (1998). However, in
neither of the proposals would the direct object c-comméeddcative. In (40) the
locative is higher than the direct object, and in (41) theedlirobject is too deeply
embedded to c-command the locative.

(40) vP
/\V’
PP
in the park Ad|VP /V\
quickly v vp
smoked banana skins
(412) vP
VP v’
/\
smoked banana skins ’ PP
in the park

The left adjunction structure proposed by Cinque is problein terms of word
order and c-command. An alternative structure, with thative adjoined to the right,
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as shown in (42), would also have the wrong c-command relatith the expectation
that it is the first DP which requires object marking.

(42) AgreelLocP

T

AgrLoc AgreeDOP

AgreelOP

DPloc
|

haja kaya

thra  Kitabu

They argue for a structure with a locative above VP but whieeedbject eventually
moves to an AgrO head above the locative. This is illustratgd3).
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(43) AsplP

Adger and Tsoulas (2004) argue that (43) is the right strediased on the interaction
of locative phrases with the aspect of a predicate. In Englisopping the preposition
changes the telicity. A preposition-less predicate, ag4a), denotes a completed ac-
tion, whereas the predicate with the preposition, as inYddbs not have this reading
(Adger and Tsoulas 2004:2).

(44) a. They climbed the mountain.
b. They climbed up the mountain.

The structure proposed by Adger and Tsoulas (2004) would fazrlanguages like
Sambaa. However, entities which have moved and therebyheidstructural case
checked are argued to be frozen for further syntactic ojpera{Chomsky 2000:123).
This would rule out object agreement.

A small clause analysis of the locative as being a predichtheodirect object
would get the right hierarchical relations for the word ardaorpheme order and
accessibility hierarchies. This is shown in (45).
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(45) AgreelLocP

TN

AgrLoc AgreeDOP
| /\
ha
AgrDO AgreelOP
|

chi

AgrlO vP

Marantz (1993:125) proposes one structure for locativdieatives in Chichewa
and Chaga, shown in (46). Note that this structure wouldraltr precisely the right
c-command relations and word order facts for Sambaa lasativ

/VP\

NP \A

—_
theme
\% VP
| /\
APPL
NP V'

—

locative V X

verb stem

(46)

However, this structure is for locative applicatives, butre is no applicative mor-
pheme with the Sambaa locatives discussed in this sectamative applicatives also
occur in Sambaa, and apparently have somewhat differepepies. The Sambaa-
type construction without an applicative is not dealt withtlhe Bantu literature on
object marking. Nor is it a pattern which is common crossliistically. Further in-
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vestigations into agreement with applicative and non4apfivVe locatives is needed
to determine which structure is best. This will be left fotute research.

4.3.5 Feature structure and obligatory object marking

In chapter 3, nouns which trigger obligatory object markimn§ambaa were discussed.
It was shown that this group includes proper names for hunfastsand second per-
son pronouns, kinship terms and titles but does not inclagigoarticular noun class,
nor does it apply to human, animate, definite or specific DPsergenerally. We can
say then, that the Person features [+1st] and [+2nd] anddmbination of [+hum,+
referential] require object agreement. With those featae object triggers object
marking. However, this is only required for the highest chjén a monotransitive
clause, a direct object with those features requires objacking, as shown in (47a),
but in a ditransitive the direct object does not require objgarking even if it has
those features, as shown in (4PbAs expected, object marking a DP with person
features which is embedded in a PP is ungrammatical. Thilsistrated in (47c) and
(47d).

(47) a. *Stella a- za- onaimi.
1Stellasm1- PEREDJ- seeme
Int: ‘Stella saw me.’
b. Jumaa- za- tambulishiza wavyaziwakwe Sauda.
1JumasMl1- PEREDJ- introduceAPPL 2parent2.,0Ss3s 1Sauda
‘Juma introduced Sauda to his parents.’
c. Stella a- za- (*ni-) iza na imi.
1StellasM1- PEREDJ- OM1S- comewith me
‘Stella came with me.’

d. Stella a- za- (*ni-) iza kwa imi.
1Stellasm1- PEREDJ- OM1S- comel7 ASsOocme
‘Stella came to me.!’ [Sambaa]

A derivation such as (48), corresponding to the sentencéin)( crashes at the
point where the object with person features is encounteyatdProbe.

6See the discussion in chapter 3 and section 4.3.3 for thessibiity restrictions on multiple object
marking.
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(48) FinP
DP Fin’
| /\
Stella Ein TP
| /\
a
T AgrOP
|
za
AgrO AgrOP
| /\
e
Asp vP
/\ /\
v A’|5p tsteila v’
S
V.oV a t/\\/P
| ! /\
on ty Iml[lp]

According to Chomsky (2000, 2001) both the Probe and the Geatl to be active
for Agree. It is not clear that this restriction is requirsihce active features on one
element seems to be enough to trigger the Agree operatianety, if both the Probe
and the Goal have active features, this would mean that gegtlhich is not object-
marked would cause a grammaticality violation. This praoblzan be avoided by re-
quiring only a Probe to have active features. In Sambaarehisirement would cause
most naturally spoken sentences (in terms of frequencyejftosbe ungrammatical,
because object marking is rare for most types of objectspauitiple object marking
is extremely uncommom-features on nouns are interpretable, this means they do not
require to be deleted as such. A Probe searchingffmatures will see them. This
allows for the grammatical Sambaa sentences with objettsdobject agreement.

For Sambaa, we do not want to let agreed-with objects bloski@bjects from
agreeing. If Agree deletes thefeatures of the Goal, an agreed-with object will be
invisible to a subsequent Probe, which would allow for cangtons with multiple
object markers. However, it would not explain the ungranicaéity of (48). If active
¢-features are taken to be like EPP features, some DPs wouddthem while others
do not. In a language like Sambaa first and second persorrdsadnd the bundle
[+hum, +referential] are active and cause a derivation &sktif unchecked. Again
this visibility seems to be restricted by locality sinceffeats only the object which
is closest to the Probe and only when the object is inside a BiEhvis not embedded
inside a PP.
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4.3.6 Agreement and case

Bantu object markers do not have morphological case. Trexbbjarker has the same
morphological form regardless of whether it agrees withraadiobject or an indirect
object. This is illustrated in (49a), where the object ispldent and in (49b), where
the object-marked object is the beneficiary; in both casesotiject marker for the
second person singular ksl In fact, only in a few cases, notably for second person
and class 1/2, is there a morphological difference betwleesubject marker and the
object marker. The shape of the subject marker for secorgbpesingular isu, as
shown in (49c).

(49) a. A- za- ku-  toa.(objectis the patient)
SM1- PEREDJ- OM2s- hit
‘He hit you.’
b. A- za- ku- toea  simu.(objectis the beneficiary)

SM1- PEREDJ- OM2s- hit.APPL Qwire
‘He called you (lit. hit the wire for you).’

c. U- za- bua.
SM2S- PEREDJ- arrive
‘You (have) arrived. [Sambaa]

There is no ambiguity for the thematic role of each argumenthse of the pos-
ition of the morpheme in the verbal morphology. The subjeatkar precedes tense
and the object marker follows tense. As was shown in chaptdre3object markers
in the vast majority of the Bantu languages are strictly oedewith regard to each
other. Arguably then, there is no real case syncretism irs¢émse of Adger and Har-
bour (2007). Objects are licensed independently of agragrei@ce agreement is not
always required and there are several cases of grammaliaite which cannot be
object-marked. This indicates that structural case angobbgreement are not related
in Bantu.

Prepositional phrases In section 4.3.4, | discussed the c-command relations, word
order and morpheme order of locative object-marked egt#ied other objects. In
this section, | will propose that the kind of locative phrssee syntactically not PPs
but DPs and show that PPs never enter Agree relations, antbeee reflected in the
argument structure of the verb.

Prepositional phrases can never be object-marked in Sarfihagorepositional
elementkwa, which is a locative-marked associative that could be caiipnally
translated as ‘at’ or ‘of’, has a benefactive or goal readirys is shown in (50a). A
DP complement okwa cannot be object-marked, as shown in (50b). A benefactive
is a bare noun and is the complement of an applicative vedaritbe object-marked,
or in the case of a proper name, has to be object-markeduasdted in (50c). Such
an applied benefactive cannot appear as a complemémtaand cannot be object-
marked, as shown in (50d).
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(50) a. N- za- somakwa Juma.
SM1s- PEREDJ-read 17AssoclJuma
‘| read to Juma.’

b. *N- za- m-  somakwa Juma.

SM1s- PEREDJ- OM1-read 17AssoclJuma
Int: ‘l read to Juma.’

c. N- za- m- somea Juma.

SM1s- PEREDJ- OM1-readAPPL 1Juma
‘I read to Juma.’

d. *N- za- (m-) somea kwa Juma.
SM1s- PEREDJ- OM1-readappL17AssoclJuma
Int: ‘'l read to Juma.’ [Sambaa]

In section 3.4.4, object marking and asymmetry in the passigre discussed.
Reconsider the data from example (99), which is repeatésiliy in (51akui ‘dog’ is
a beneficiary. However, as a bare noun in this constructiocaninot have a beneficiary
interpretation, as shown in (51b).

(51) a. Ng'ombezi- za- onyeshwakwa Kuli.

10cow sM10-PEREDJ- showPAssl7assbdog
‘The cows were shown to the dog.

b. Ng'ombezi- za- ji-  onyeshwakui.
10cow sM10-PEREDJ OM5-showpPAss5dog
v"‘The cows were shown a/the dog.’
* ‘The cows were shown to the dog.’

c. *Ng'ombezi- za- ji-  onyeshwakwa Kkui.

10cow sM10-PEREDJ OM5-showpPAssl7assbdog

Int: “The cows were shown to the dog.’ [Sambaal]

The datain (50) and (51) show that only DPs can interact \uggh/erbal argument
structure and only DPs can be object-marked. However, ibighe case, that only
objects which are reflected in the argument structure cardoked. Since non-applied
locatives, which look and behave like adjuncts, can alsodject-marked.

For locative nouns, again only DPs can be object-markedPRst A number of
motion verbs in Sambaa can take either a DP complement, &2&),(or a preposi-
tional complements, as shown in (52b), apparently in fregtian.” The DP form can
be object-marked with a locative object marker, as in (5&bjle the PP form cannot
be object-marked, as shown in (52d).

(52) a. A- za- bua kaya.
SM1- PEREDJ- arrivehome
‘He arrived home.’

71 could find no difference in meaning between the two variaBtsth are used frequently in natural
speech by the same speakers.
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b. A- za- bua na kaya.
SM1s- PEREDJ- arrivewith home
‘He arrived at home.’

c. A- za- ha- bua kaya.
SM1- PEREDJ- OM16-arrivehome
‘He arrived home.’

d. *A- za- ha- bua na kaya.
SM1s- PEREDJ- OM16-enterwith home
Int: ‘He arrived home.’ [Sambaa]

There is a difference between locatives and other DPs faobbjarking, but for
any noun phrase object marking is only possible if it is nobedded inside a PP.

Applicatives Pylkkanen (2002) proposes that Bantu applicatives are égause
they can be combined with unergative verbs. Pylkkdnen (R068s “high” in the
sense that the applicative head is structurally higher ¥anirrespective of its the-
matic function as introducing benefactives, instrumentaic, and proposes the struc-
ture shown in (54), corresponding to the sentence in (53).

(53) N- a- y- lyi- i- a mka keyla.
FOC SM1 PRES eat-APPL- FV 1wife 7food
‘He is eating food for his wife.’ [Chaga, Pylkkanen 2002:17]
(54) \VoiceP
He \oice’
\oice ApplP
wife Appl’

N

ApplBen VP

/\
eat food

Applicatives denote a relationship between an event anddividual, where the indi-

rect object asymmetrically c-commands the direct objegik{nen 2002). However,
as Marantz (1993) points out, there are clear differencBairtu between benefactive
applicatives and instrumental applicatives. He suggéststructure, in (56), for the

Chichewa benefactive in (55). The structure he proposeimstrumentals, shown in

(61), is discussed belofv.

8To account for word order variation with instrumentals amehkives in Chichewa and Chaga, Marantz
(1993:124) suggests two structures with different scofaioms. Sambaa does not show this variation, and
only the structure which is relevant for Sambaa is discubseed.
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(55) Chitsiruchi- na- gul- ir- a 2atsikananphatso.
7fool  SM7-PAST- buy- APPL- FV 2girl 3gift
‘The fool bought a gift for the girls.’ [Chichewa, Marantz9®%129]

A
chitsiru
Infl
NP V’
—
atsikana
VP

(56)

V
/\ /\
Vi \ NP v’

|
gul APPL mphatso V

|
t;

He argues that this is derived from a Larson-style VP-shirlcture where the verb
has been incorporated into the applicative, following Bgk888a). This is similar to
a modern structure, like the one used in this thesis, foligwiulien (2002), except for
the position of the direct object. For Marantz, the diregeobis located in a specifier
position, rather than in a complement position.

Instrumentals In Sambaa, instrumental applicatives are only robustlyngnatical
for most speakers with infinitives (see also Roehl 1911:18K)example of this is
shown in (57a). This construction is ungrammatical withthetapplicative morpheme,
asin (57b).

(57) a. tuni ja ku- shengeamkate
5knife 5ASSOCINF- cutAPPL 3bread
‘bread knife/knife for cutting bread’

b. *tuni ja ku- shengankate

5knife 5ASSOCINF- cut  3bread
‘bread knife/ knife for cutting bread’ [Sambaa]

Instruments can be expressed in a prepositional phrasenaithith’, as shown
in (58a). These must follow the direct object. The reversdepis ungrammatical
as shown in (58b). The same holds for applicative instruaienas shown in (58c).
There is a contrast between this order and the orderD@strumental, which is some
speakers accept, as shown in (58d). Instrumentals, thus, diffierent word order



Chapter 4. The syntax of object marking 121

preferences from benefactive objects, despite being etby the same morpheme:
the applicative marker.

(58) a. Ni- shengdiye nkuni na hamba.
sMls- cut- PERFRCJ9firewoodwith 5Smachete
‘| cut the firewood with a machete.

b. *Ni- shengiye na hamba nkuni.
sMls- cut- PERFRCJwith 5Smachet®firewood
Int: ‘I cut the firewood with a machete.

c. *Ni- shengee hamba nkuni.
SM1s- cutAPPL.PERECJI5machet®firewood
‘| cut the firewood with a machete.

d. % Ni- shengee nkuni hamba.
SM1s- cutAPPL.PERFCJ 9firewood5machete
‘| cut the firewood with a machete. [Sambaa]

Some speakers did not like these constructions unless thet dbject was dropped
or dislocated. This is shown in (59a) with a right-dislockdirect object and in (59b)
for a dropped (but object-marked) direct object. Slightipitar effects are reported
for Swahili in Ngonyani (1996), where the instrumentaloalsly grammatical with
extraction.

(59) a. Ni- u- shengee hamba, mkate.
SM1s- oM3- cutAPPL.PERRCJI5machets8bread
‘| cut it with a machete, the bread.’ [Answer to: What did yowwlith the
knife and the machete?]

b. Ni- u- shengea hamba.
SM1s- OM3- cUtAPPL.PRESCJ5machete
‘| cutit (the bread) with a machete.’ [Sambaal]

Unlike locatives, direct objects and indirect objectstimsientals cannot be object-
marked in Sambaa, as shown in (60c). This is ungrammaticahvaloth objects are
marked, with both the morpheme order InstDO, as shown in (60b) and with the
order DO> Inst, as shown in (60c).

(60) a. *Ni- ji- shengea (hamba) (mkate).
SM1s- OM5- cutAPPL.PRESCJ5machet8bread
‘| cutit (the bread) with a machete.’

b. *Ni- u- ji- shengea hamba mkate.
SM1s- OM3- OM5- cutAPPL.PRESCJI5machet8bread
Int: ‘I cut the bread with a machete!’
c. *Ni- ji- u- shengea.
SM1S- OM5- OM3- CUtAPPL.PRESCJ
Int: ‘I cut it (the bread) with it (the machete).’ [Sambaal]
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Marantz (1993:124) suggests a structure for Chichewa armgj&where the in-
strumental applicative is merged in the specifier of the ko (in a structure with
two VP projections instead of vP and VP). This is shown in (61)

/VP\

NP \A

—_
theme
\% VP
| /\
APPL
NP V'

A/\

instrument \/ X

verb stem

(61)

This structure can get the right order for the two complemént does not help in
explaining why Sambaa speakers strongly dislike instruedeonstructions with two
postverbal complements. Moreover, with this structures ieven less expected that
instrumentals would not be able to be object-marked.

Other Bantu languages such as Kinyarwanda and Haya allovexiacted instru-
mentals, as shown in (62).

(62) a. Umugor@&- ra- na- ha- ki-  zi- ba- ku- n-
1lwoman SM1- FOCG- ALSO- OM.LOC- OM7- OM10-0OM2- OM2S- OM1S-
someesheesherereza

readCAUS.CAUS.APPL.APPL
‘The woman is also making us read it (book) with them (glasseyou
for me there (in the house). (Los DO > Inst > Causee>
Goal> Beneficiary)

[Kinyarwanda, Beaudoin-Lietz et al. 2004:183]

b. Tu- lika- gi- mu- ba- chumbilila- mu.
SM2P- RMF- OM9- OM1- OM2- COOKAPPL.APPL- OM18
‘We will (in the far remote future) cook him in it on their bedha
(Inst> DO > |0 > verb> LOC)
[Haya, Rubanza 1988:117]

Applicative constructions are also restricted for reagipliaatives, which Sambaa
does not have. The detailed structural properties of thesgimal constructions are
beyond the scope of this thesis.
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4.4 Object agreement in other Bantu languages

| have argued for a Minimalist implementation of Agree basadChomsky (2000,
2001) for Sambaa. In this section, | reconsider the way thij@rking works in Haya
and Swalhili to see if the same analysis can account for objacking in all three

languages. | conclude that with some modifications it cath@gh the modifications
are rather far-reaching, it is shown that other accountseims of Agree for one
language and pronominal incorporation/clitic insertionthe other, run into equal or
bigger problems.

4.4.1 Haya object marking

As shown in chapter 3, in Haya either object can trigger dbjerking. However, the
basic word order and the order of morphemes are the same amipe®. Moreover, as
will be shown in the next chapter, the Person Case Consg#Hiatts work in the same
way in the two languages. As discussed in section 3.4.3 threr differences between
Haya and Sambaa double object constructions for passoizatd for object marking.
In Haya, the direct object can be marked when the indireaaibg not marked, as
shown in (63a). This is ungrammatical in Sambaa, as showsin)(

(63) a. N- ka- ki- ha omwana.
SM1s- PAST3- OM7-give 1child

‘| gave it to the child. [Haya]
b. *N- za- chi- nka ng'wana.
SM1S- PEREDJ- OM7- give 1child
Int: ‘| gave it to the child. [Sambaa]

There are no differences for c-command relations betwegectshin Sambaa and
Haya, which suggests that the underlying structures arsaime. In Haya, the indirect
object c-commands the direct object but not the other wapdoiihis is shown in
(64). In (64a), the indirect object c-commands the diregctand the pronoun inside
the direct object receives a variable reading. As shown 4i)6n this construction
the two objects cannot appear in the DO IO order, which, as/stin chapter 3, is
generally grammatical in Haya. With a quantifier in the dirggject DP the sentence
is judged ungrammatical, as shown in (64c).

(64) a. N- ka-  shomera [buli mwandiki]; ekitabokye;.
SM1s- PAST3-readAPPL everylwriter 7book 7posdl
‘| read every writer his book.’

b. *N- ka-  shomera ekitabokye buli mwandiki.
SM1s- PAST3-readaPPL 7book 7pP0osdl everylwriter
Int: ‘| read every writer his book.’

c. *N- ka-  shomera omwandikiwakyo buli  kitabo
SM1s- PAST3-readapPPL lwriter  1ASS.PROY every7book
Int: ‘I read its writer every book.’ [Haya]
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The word order preferences in double object constructioasaso not affected
by object marking. The preferred word order is still V IO D(héeTsentence in (65a)
shows the unmarked word order with object marking for therew object, which
was produced spontaneously; the order in (65b) is judgedsaked and not used. In
(65¢) and (65d) both objects are object-marked, again tterdpO 10 is preferred.
With object marking only for the direct object, the word ordf® DO is acceptable as
shown in (65€), while the order DO 10, as shown in (65f), ijed as degraded.

(65) a. N- ka- mu- ha omwanaekitabo.
SM1s- PAST3- OM1-give 1child 7book
‘| gave the child a book.’ (preferred word order)

b. N- ka- mu- ha ekitaboomwana.
SM1s- PAST3- OM1- give 7book 1child
‘| gave the child a book.’ (marked word order)

c. N- ka- ki- mu- ha omwanaekitabo.
SM1s- PAST3- OM7- OM1-give 1child 7book
‘| gave the child a book.’ (preferred word order)

d. N- ka- ki- mu- ha ekitaboomwana.
SM1s- PAST3- OM7-textscomlgive 7book 1child
‘| gave the child a book.’ (marked word order)

e. N- ka- ki- ha omwanaekitabo.
SM1s- PAST3- OM7-give 1child 7book
‘| gave the child a book.’ (preferred word order)

f. (?N- ka- ki- ha ekitaboomwana.
SM1s- PAST3- OM7- give 7book 1child
‘| gave the child a book.’ (marked word order) [Haya]

The order of the objects markers in Haya cannot be modifiatljike in Sambaa.
If the object marker corresponding to the direct object @6)(this is-ki-, class 7)
appears closer to the verb stem than the object marker fanthesct object-mus-,
class 1, the sentence is ungrammatical.

(66) * N- ka- mu- ki- ha omwanaekitabo.
SM1s- PAST3- OM1- OM7-give 1child 7book
Int: ‘| gave the child a book. [Haya]

The c-command relations indicate that Agree applies to dimeesstructural con-
figuration in Haya as in Sambaa, although there are no DPs ya Méich trigger
obligatory agreement, and Haya objects behave symméyrmalthe surface, as dis-
cussed in section 3.4.3. The fundamental difference isHhgh allows Agree to pass
over the indirect object as in (65€e). Consider the struatu(é7) where the Probe is
checked by the direct object, which as the c-command dathasid word order facts
show, is lower than the indirect object. This is probleméticthe theory of Agree
put forward so far because Agree skips the indirect objedtaamees with the direct
object.
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(67) FinP
/\
Fin’
/\
Fin TP
r|] /\

T AgrOP
| /\
ka

AgrO AspP

) Asp vP
| /\
ha
tsubj V'

\% VP
| /\
t
v 10 v’
| /\
omwanayci  V DO

|
ekitabqy o7

Based on such data one may be tempted to revert to the proabamalysis of
object marking in Haya. However, the same data would alsatlelgmatic for anal-
yses in terms of pronominal incorporation because incatjpmr is subject to the far
stricter locality conditions of the Head Movement Consttéollowing Travis (1984).
This is because incorporation involves head movement (BEX@&8a).

Let us consider the structure which pronominal incorporatvould involve for
Haya, starting with incorporation of the direct object ofilfze incorporation analysis
works fine in this case, as shown in (68). The prongddanis merged as the sister of V,
as the direct object. It head-moves to V and adjoins to theofef, following Kayne
(1994), forming a new head V, which moves to v and finally to ABpe co-indexed
lexical “object” ekitabois adjoined to CP in a right-dislocated position.
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For object-marking an indirect object, the pronominal iparation analysis is
slightly more problematic. The indirect object cannot &djo V as it would have to
lower to do so. Lowering is ruled out under the structure @nestion condition ap-
plied to head movement. This requires head movement to eavel-formed trace,
which means a trace which is c-commanded by its antecedebg(is 2003). A head
which lowers could never c-command its antecedent. Ingteagronoun in the indi-
rect object position moves up to v. In order to get the riglteorof morphemes, V

moves to v first ananu subsequently moves to v and left-adjoins to the it. This is
shown in (69).
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(69) CcP
cP DP
/\
C FinP omwanay 1]

ekitabq o)

However, if both pronouns incorporate it becomes imposdibHerive the right order
of morphemes via head movement. The only possible derivatauld put the direct
object closer to the verb stem. This problem would extendaml®a also, as well
as any other Bantu language with multiple object markersrevlige indirect object
is closest to the stem and which has the same c-commandnrsdtetween the two
objects are Sambaa and Haya. The desired structure is shqi@)i
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(70) cP
CP DP
|
/\ ekitabqy c7)
CP DP
|
C FinP omwangy ci]

The only possible derivation which would get the right mapte order would re-
quire lowering. Namely, if the indirect objestulowered to V, and the direct objekit
subsequently raised to V and left-adjoined to the complexii®-V. As stated above,
this would violate the conditions on proper head movemeny. gentences with more
than two object markers would create even bigger problemis.Means that the head
movement analysis cannot account for the order of multipjee markers in any
Bantu language, in any way which would not consistentlyatothe Head Movement
Constraint.

The third potential analysis is in terms of object markerdiéiss. This is shownin
(71). Here the object marker is treated as DP, in the same svayrae pronoun, which
moves to spec,vP. The structure we have argued for elsenibesiightly modified
here. The verb raises to v rather than Asp since v is genersdlyciated with checking
object case and treated as a site where clitics are merg&bfoance (Torrego 1998).
The idea that the tense marker forms a unit with the subjedtento the exclusion of
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the verb has been argued for by a number of Bantuists inajustamrett-Keach (1986)
and Myers (1987, 1990), for languages such as Swabhili and&Hdere are several
unresolved issues with this approach though. If one DP carenwothis position, why
can a lexical DP or a full pronoun not move here? How is thetstnidering of the
object markers and their mirroring of syntactic structuelained? And why does the
pronoun move? Why can it not appear in its base position?

(71) FinP
/\
Fin’
Fin TP
|
| /\
T vP
|
o /\
DO vP
| /\
k subj A
| /\
pro
v VP
| /\
ha DP v

| PN
omwanayci VvV DP

|
ty

If the mirroring of the word order of the full DPs by the ordéditloe object markers, is
explained by attraction by an unchecked case feature ofis\vatialysis again cannot
account for the Haya data either, because Attract wouldstie closest clitic in the
same way as agreement. Even base-generating the clitesaritace position would
run into the same problem. The only potential solution wdaddf the attracting head
had a special case feature for the direct object. This woalevork so well if the head
is simply v, but a dedicated functional projection (for eatitic) could potentially
have a direct object feature.

Recall the concept of Equidistance from (Chomsky 2000)&dimed in (10). Un-
der this definition, patterns such as (67) would be preditddie grammatical. Both
objects are part of the VP and therefore equidistant to anpd2rPassivization in
Haya works similarly to object marking, as discussed iniea@.4.3, either object in
a double object construction can be passivized in Haya. Aamgie of the symmetric
passive in Haya is shown in (72).
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(72) a. N- ka- ebwa  ekitabo.
SM1s- PAST3- give.PASS7book
‘| was given a/the book.’
b. Ekitaboki- ka- ebwa inye.
7book SM7-PAST3-givePASSMe
‘The book was given (to) me. [Haya]

As discussed in chapter 3, Haya also allows either orderedftb complements. How-
ever, as in Haya, the unmarked word order is V 10 DO, and intlagtit is no different
from Swahili where only the indirect object can be objectrked or passivized. We
are left with a puzzle. In Haya, although there are clearmoand relations and a
clear word order and an unchangeable morpheme order, gescesch as passiviza-
tion and object marking can apparently see both argumesigein/P. One solution
to this, albeit an undesirable one in terms of economy anghelee, would be to re-
introduce Equidistance as a parameter for the languageshwligplay such patterns.

Equidistance can account for the Haya passive as shown )n ¢@8esponding to
(100b).

(73) FinP
DP Fin’
/
s

/// ekitabo Fin TP

y I
) kit AspP
I | /\
. ka  Asp PassP
[ |
[ ebwa )
Lo Pass
Vo

\ \

AN Pass VP

\

\ N tl
N RN v 10 v’
N N N Pl | /\
RN Clinyever V DO
RN -7 |
- — e
T o7 Ly iekitabo
Move NP ———————=—

Equidistance is theoretically undesirable, as a sort otipliated exception to
minimality conditions. Equidistance is also no longer pafrthe current Minimal-
ist theory of Agree, since Chomsky (2001), because, as vgagdrfor Sambaa, the
two complements in a double object construction are cleaslyequidistant, unlike
in Haya. The data from Sambaa show that as least as a genedifiao on Agree,

Equidistance is unnecessary. Parameterizing Equidisteent allow us to account for
both types of system.
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4.4.2 Swahili

Turning to object agreement in Swahili, recall that aninditect objects in simple
transitives and indirect objects in ditransitives needadobject-marked. This is shown
in (74a) for a monotransitive and in (74b) for a ditransitilre Swahili, object mark-
ing is only possible for one object in a clause. However, aSambaa, a double ob-
ject construction is grammatical where only the indiregeob(in this casentoto is
object-marked, irrespective of the feature structure efdhrect object, as shown in
(74c). Note that, in Swabhili, most kinship terms are in cldaggammatically and the
possessive tends to agree with that class, but verbal aadtad] agreement for such
nouns are always with class 1/2.

(74) a. *Stella a- i onamtoto wake.
1Stellasm1- PAST- seelchild 1her
Int: ‘Stella saw her child.’

b. Stella a- Ii- m- pa mtoto kitabu pale.
1Stellasml1- PAST- OM1- give 1child 7book16there
‘Stella gave the child a book there.’
c. Stella a- Ii- mw- onyeshantoto mama yake.
1Stellasml1- PAST- oM1-show 1child 9motherhis
‘Stella showed the child his mother. [Swahili]

Swahili allows optional object marking of a direct objectisimple transitive clause,
as shown in (75a) or a locative in an intransitive, as showi ).

(75) a. Stellaa- i ki-  pendakitabu.
1Stellasml1- PAST- OM7-like  7book
‘Stella liked the book.’
b. Stella a- Ii- pa- fika mapema.
1StellasM1- PAST- OM16-arriveearly
‘Stella arrived there early.’ [Swahili]

In section 4.3.3, c-command relations in Swabhili were shtovhe like those of
Sambaa. As shown here, Swahili obeys the same restrictiorbject marking as
Sambaa, with a slightly different feature structure anddditeonal limit on the num-
ber of object markers to one. Considering the structure®), (¥looks as if the inter-
vening DP blocks agreement with the lower DP in spite of tlee thaat its features are
checked.
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MtotqymV DO

|
toe  KitabUy,qp)

Since object marking is possible for direct objects andtiges, it would be some-
what counterintuitive to argue that Swabhili never projeéhtse as Agree heads. How-
ever, the pattern could be explained by invoking the Defedtitervention Constraint,
as formulated in (14). Applied to a double object constarctive would have the
structure shown in (77), where the checked features of thieléCk checking of the

DO.
7
/\

Agr VP

/\

10, checked \YA

N

V DO, ur*checked

Removing conditions such as the DIC from the basic theorygreA and parame-
terising them instead can account for the variation betvileethree languages, while
allowing to account for the similarities between them in &iad system. Both con-
ditions were independently justified with data from othergaages. Sambaa has the
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most elegant and simple Agree mechanism. Agree is simpbraéned by closest
c-command.

4.5 Conclusions

In this chapter, | have argued that object marking in Sambaa iinstance of Agree.
Based on evidence from word order, | have argued that agsitbdsbjects stay in
situ. | have shown that object agreement in Bantu is a reldtetween a verb and a
DP, never a PP. | have shown that in Sambaa, person agreesmendifferent from
number and gender agreement with regard to movement, cBaker (2008), but
that person features differ from othe+features in terms of Agree. | have suggested
that DPs in Bantu languages have non-active gender feaamdshat this derives the
optionality of Agree for most types of objects.

Agree for a language like Sambaa can be explained with a raintineoretical
apparatus, where locality is reduced to closest c-commadidialy Probes necessarily
have active features and there is no zero morphology. Agr&wahili, is subject to
additional constraints on locality, namely the Defectintetvention Condition.

In spite of their differences in terms of the grammaticaface word orders, Sam-
baa, Swahili and Haya have the same c-command relationsharghte basic word
order. | argue that the order of the complements in a douljebtonstruction reflects
the underlying hierarchical structures of the constita@ven after Agree. This order
mirrors the order of Agree heads in all languages, makindpiigible that the same
process applies in all three languages.

The fact that either object in a double object constructamlze object-marked in
Haya remains problematic. However, | have shown that, arilile pronominal incor-
poration analysis, an analysis in terms of Agree can acdouttie data, provided the
concept of Equidistance is used. Because Equidistance®Hee absent in languages
such as Sambaa and Haya, Equidistance was removed fronsibebaceptualisation
of Agree and demoted to a parameter on syntactic relatiosgrimmetric languages
such as Haya.

The next chapter looks at a specific type of cases of Agreetwittobjects: sen-
tences with a direct object which is first or second person.






CHAPTERD

The Person Case Constraint in Bantu

In chapters 3 and 4, Bantu languages with multiple objeckeraron a single verb
were discussed, as were the special properties of pronoitimgisgt or second per-
son features. In this chapter, | discuss double object nactins where either one or
both objects have first or second person features. Crogsiditically, such construc-
tions are problematic when the direct object has first or se&querson features. In
languages with “weak” direct objects, a possibly univecsadstraint bans agreement
with or cliticization of weak direct objects with first or smwd person features in a
ditransitive constructions. Following Bonet (1994), thenstraint is generally called
the Person Case Constraint (PCC). In a number of languagels,as construction
is only ungrammatical if the indirect object has third per$eatures, while ditran-
sitives where both objects have first or second person fesatare acceptable. The
fact that agreement with one object depends on the featfitks other object makes
this constraint particularly problematic for syntactiethies of agreement based on a
Probe-Goal relation.

The PCC effects are problematic for two reasons: they argtsento (morpho-)
phonology and, more strikingly, they appear to show two elet® in syntax which
see each other although they are not connected in any feateoking relationship
with each othet.

Beyond the Romance language family and Greek (Anagnostop@003), PCC
effects have been discussed for a number of languages dfl Marerica from differ-
ent language families. Like the Bantu languages, some eétlamguages inflect verbs
for the ¢-features of their arguments. However, Bantu languagestakingly differ-
ent from some of the other languages with verbal object mgriar multiple comple-

1In a number of Romance languages, there are constructidh$uliDPs which are only grammatical
where the clitic-doubling version would violate the PCCz&e (2006) discusses this kind of data.
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ments, because in Bantu the relevant morphemes are visiparate morphemes with
a full set of ¢-features, not portmanteau morphemes as in most of the daegifor
which object agreement has been discussed from a thedgadicspective, including
Southern Tiwa, Kiowa and Mohawk (Adger and Harbour 2007;e8ak996, 2008).
There are also languages, such as Lakhota and Nahuatl wénieholbject agreement
morphology that is more similar morphologically to Bantiai@r 1996, 2008). How-
ever, apparently most of these languages, with the exaeptibakhota (Haspelmath
2004:10) also ban person agreement with more than one dbject

Based on PCC-violation data, several syntacticians wgrkim agreement have
argued that a verb can only agree in person features with lojeetd Adger and Har-
bour 2007; Baker 2008). This is generally derived via a negquent for the object to
move in order to agree and a missing functional feature PiC-violating object to
check. A distinction is made between first and second pemonne hand, and third
person, on the other hand, either in terms of having persainffes (Anagnostopoulou
2003), or in terms of locality (Adger and Harbour 2007; Bak@08). However, in a ty-
pological study of languages which allow person markingtenverb for two objects,
Gensler (2003) shows that this pattern is found in languageken across the globe
with the exception of South America. Moreover, Bantu largpsssuch as Sambaa and
Haya allow object marking for two objects with person featurBaker (2008) dis-
cusses such data and argues that the grammaticality isddtathe agreement versus
pronoun distinction. He suggests that the Person Case 1@onishight serve as a test
to distinguish syntactic agreement from pronominal objeatking. His suggestion is
that syntactic agreement always obeys the PCC while ciiti@g not. This analysis is
based on the claim made with reference to Duranti (1979)Hhagt violates the PCC
while Sambaa does not violaté’it.

In this chapter, | introduce the constraint and the curtembietical approaches to
it. | compare data from Haya and Sambaa, showing that thererdy minor differ-
ences between the two languages with respect to the PCQ:t)ifaya does obey the
PCC and, as shown in this chapter, Haya obeys it slightly rauietly than Sambaa.
Finally, | discuss data from a range of Bantu languages aod she extent to which
the patterns can be accommodated by a simple theory of agreaem

5.1 The Person Case Constraint

The PCC has received much attention in recent syntactiafites (Adger and Har-
bour 2007; Anagnostopoulou 2003; Nevins 2007; Rezac 2@8asiet (1994) proposes
the term PCC for this cross-linguistic restriction, whichsapreviously known as the
me-lui constraint for French.Based on data from typologically diverse languages,

2The example from Lakhota in Haspelmath (2004) has a thirdgmemdirect object and a second
person direct object, thus violating even the weak PCC, fisatkin (4).

Spuranti (1979) does not use the term PCC. He discusses tfests én terms of the animacy-case-
definiteness hierarchies.

4In Bonet (1991) this term, not PCC, is used for the constriairst number of languages other than
French.
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Bonet defines the PCC as applying to “agreement” in ditraesibnstructions (Bonet
1994:33), where agreement includes any elements that areofgdgically or morpho-
logically dependent or unable to carry stress. For Bonetgitoup includes agreement
morphemes (for example in Basque), pronominal cliticsé¢f@mple in Romance) and
weak pronouns (for example in English). For the purposelisthesis, her use of the
term “agreement” is too broad. Instead, | will call the relet/class of entities “weak
pronouns”.
The original definition of the PCC in (Bonet 1994:36) is:

(1) Person-Case Constraint: If DAT then ACC-3rd.

This means that the presence of a dative weak object bloahsofirsecond person
accusative weak objects.

An example of the kind of construction that the constraitéswout is shown in
(2a). However, if it is the dative object which is first persevhile the accusative
object is third person, the PCC is not violated and the seetéh grammatical, as
shown in (2b). The difference between clitics and full prone can be seen in (2c).
In this sentence, the dative object is a preverbal cliticlevthie accusative object is a
pronoun in object positiop.

(2) a. *Paulme lui présentera.
PaulmeAcc him.DAT introducerFuT
Int: ‘Paul will introduce me to him.’ [French, Bonet 199110

b. Paulme le présentera.
PaulmeDAT him.Acc introduceruT
‘Paul will introduce him to me.’ [French]

c. Paulme présentera a lui.
PaulmeAcc introduceruT to him.DAT
‘Paul will introduce me to him.’ [French, Bonet 1991:201]

In terms of the terminology used here, the indirect objectesponds to Bonet’s
dative and the direct object to the accusative. Bonet maesance to different types
of case systems. This is not relevant for the Bantu dataalsis clear that many other
languages which do not have morphological case marking $Ho@ effects (see for
example Adger and Harbour (2007)). | will not discuss case.hBonet also men-
tions different types of ditransitive verbs. In Sambaa, b ‘give’, causatives and
applicatives behave in the same way with regard to PCC sffactd object marking
in general). | treat all of these verbs as double object coasbns with the structure
proposed in Larson (1990). However, in the discussion ofdlim (Grassfields Bantu)
it will become clear that there are differences between thedw Bantu-style double
object construction, and the dative construction foundimdum.

To abstract away from case and different types of ditraresiterbs, | reformulate
the PCC, as shownin (3).

5In French, as well as in other Romance languages, there hefuestrictions on clitic combinations.
For example, if the accusative object was cliticized indtéee sentence would be ungrammatical (Bonet

1991:201).
6Thanks to Muhsina Alleesaib for providing this example.
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(3) Person Case Constraint (strong version): For weak prasiin ditransitive
constructions: the direct object has to be third person.

Bonet notes that there are languages which violate (3) (B@@4:33). These in-
clude dialects of French and Catalan. To account for thinglBalso proposes a weaker
version of the constraint. The so-called weak version bassdi second person di-
rect objects from co-occurring with third person indirebjexts (Bonet 1994:40-1).
An adjusted version of the constraint is shown in (4).

(4) Person Case Constraint (weak version): For weak prasiowditransitive con-
structions: If there is a third person indirect object, tivect object has to be
third person.

The key difference between the two versions of the condtimthat the weak ver-
sion allows person agreement for two objects (when first andrsd person are treated
as persons while third person is not, as in Adger and Hart2007); Baker (2008)).
However, for the Romance languages it is not clear how raiisviolations of the
strong version of the PCC are (Ormazabal and Romero 200'¢gedand Harbour
(2007) criticise the distinction between the weak and gtregrsion as too arbitrary.
In Bantu, as shown here, the data is very clear. The strong iB@®lated and the
weak PCC is obeyed.

Aside from Bonet’s definition, there have been other attertgpformulate the con-
straint. Rezac (2006:99), for example, defines the PCC amgyralit agreement with a
first or second person pronoun in the presence of an interyenthe occurrence of
such a pronouf He defines the relevant contexts as the environments whetbex
DP intervenes between a first or second pronoun which nedssassigned structural
case or undergo Agree, ardthe assigner of case and locus of the Probe for Agree).
For Rezac, Case assignment requires Agree. This definiti@s out violations of
the strong PCC. Because Bantu languages obey the weak @€}, ttean the strong
version, Rezac’s definition is too strict to account for tteni data. Ormazabal and
Romero (2007) reformulate the PCC as a constraint on objadting based on an-
imacy. This approach also does not work for the Bantu datzause there are clear
differences between objects with first or second personifeatand other animates in
double object constructions. | discuss their data in se&id. Bonet’s generalizations
about the PCC effects, particularly the weak PCC, fit the Bdata better. | will adopt
them here, using my own definitions, as stated in (3) and {4hduld be noted that
any sentences which violate the weak PCC necessarily atdatevithe strong PCC.
The strong PCC is needed to account for languages which dalloat combinations
of first and second pronouns in ditransitive constructions.

In (5), the same effects are seen as in the French®dafith the acceptable com-
bination of a third person accusative and a third persorvelalioth objects can be
realised as clitics, as shown in (5a). If the direct objediri person, however, the

"Where the occurrence is ungrammatical, structural cade isroblem. This allows for the exceptions
for quirky case in Icelandic (Rezac 2006:100).
8Thanks to Camelia Constantinescu for providing the Ronmaei@mples and discussion.
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sentence is ungrammatical, as shown in (5b). This congtruist ruled out by (3), as
well as (4). When the indirect object is spelled out as a fidhpun rather than a clitic,
as in (5c¢), the construction is grammatical in Romanian.

(5) a. Li I- a prezentat.
thembDAT him.Acc- have.3sntroduced
‘S/he has introduced him to them.’

b. *Li m- a prezentat.
thembDAT meAcc- have.3sntroduced
Int: ‘'S/he has introduced me to them.’

c. M- a prezentat lor.
meAcCcC- have.3sntroducedhembDAT
‘S/he has introduced me to them.’ [Romanian]

The same effect can be observed in the Spanish data as welinsh (6a) and
(6b). Again, as in the Romanian sentence in (5c), the PC@twi can be avoided by
using a strong pronotuh.

(6) a. *Me le recomendaron porque era el mas influyente.
ACC-1s DAT-3s recommended Bbecausavasthe mostinfluential
‘They recommended me to him/her because s/he was the mastntifil.’

[Spanish, Bonet 1994:43]

b. Me recomendaron a él porque era el mas influyente.
ACC-1s recommended3to him becausevasthe mostinfluential
‘They recommended me to him because he was the most inflientia

[Spanish, Bonet 1994:43]

The three Romance languages show that PCC effects disappeathere is only
one weak pronoun. We will see that this does not hold for Bariguages.

5.2 PCC effects in Haya and Sambaa

The PCC (at least its weak version) is generally claimed tartieersal, as origin-
ally argued in Bonet (1994), but Haspelmath (2004) argues ithis a preference
rather than a universal constraint. Baker re-examines sdihe languages which are
claimed to violate the PCC and proposes that the strongoredodithe PCC is obeyed
by languages with “real” agreement, but not by languagel wliect clitics (Baker

2008:98/99). According to Bonet'’s broad use of agreeméaetysuld most likely not

make the split between Bantu languages that Baker makesefityittbn of the PCC,

using the term “weak pronoun” does not make a difference detvweak pronouns
and syntactic agreement, with the consequence that aluB#ject markers should
be subject to the PCC, irrespective of how they are analygsddtically.

9This is ungrammatical without clitic doubling in other certs (Bonet 1994:43), see also Rezac (2006)
on these types of phenomena.



140 5.2. PCC effects in Haya and Sambaa

Baker (2008:98/99) claims that Sambaa does not allow firseoond person di-
rect objects in double object constructions. However, my data is different. First
and second person can co-occur as the two objects of a dobjglet @onstruction
without any degradation of grammaticality, as shown in &f&) (7b). In this sentence,
the objects are expressed by object marking alone, as isayfigir non-contrastively
focussed pronouns, with the object function, in Sambaas fit@ans that Sambaa vio-
lates the strong version of the PCC. As (7b) also shows, iBaxtso no requirement
for the first person singular object marker to be immediatelipacent to the verb stem.

(7) a. A- za- ku-  ni- onyesha.
SM1- PEREDJ OM2S- OM1s- show
‘He pointed you out to me.’

b. A- za- ni- ku-  onyesha.
SM1- PEREDJ- OM1S- OM2S- show
‘He pointed me out to you.’ [Sambaa]

Both versions of the PCC allow cases, such as (8a) where tbet dibject (cor-
responding to the accusative-marked object in Romanceuayes) is third person,
while the indirect object (corresponding to the dative nedrkbject in Romance lan-
guages) is first person. The inverse of this configuratiomgrammatical, as shown
in (80)1° Thus, Sambaa does obey the weak version of the PCC. To expfass
person direct object in verbs with a third person benefadival (“indirect object”),
the “indirect object” must appear inside a non-argumensBRBhown in (8c}*

8 a A- za- m-  ni- onyesha.
SM1- PEREDJ- OM1- OM1s- show
‘He pointed her/him out to me.’
b. *A- za- ni- mu- onyesha.
SM1- PEREDJ- OM1S- OM1- show
Int: ‘He pointed me out to her.

c. A- za- ni- onyesh&wakwe.
SM1- PERFDJ- OM1s- show 17ASSOCPOSS3S
‘He pointed me out to her’ [Sambaa]

In Sambaaiwe ‘you’ cannot appear as a full pronoun in the direct objecitms
following the indirect objeciuma as shown in (9a). Like in Romanian, the first person
pronoun requires doubling, as shown for Romanian in (9b) @a)l In Sambaa, a
full pronoun is only grammatical when it is doubled by an @bjmarker. However,
even in this case the construction is still ungrammatictdef first person pronoun is

10pyranti (1979), Hyman and Duranti (1982) and others tre@attmarking in terms of animacy hier-
archies on morpheme orders, such hierarchies would ale@utlthis construction because the first person
singular object marker is higher and therefore needs todsecto the stem than the third person.
11Although in Bantu the argument structure of a verb is gehesasible from its morphology, there
is no overtly marked difference in the argument structure¢hefverb in (8a) and (8b), compared to the
structure of the verb in (8c). However, the verb in (8c) ismame transitive, not a ditransitive verb. This
syntactic difference becomes clear with verbs sudglesa‘send’, as illustrated by the paradigm in (20).
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interpreted as the direct object, as shown in (9d). In Rométguages, it is possible
to cliticise only the accusative object. However, in Sambaavas shown in chapter 3,
itis never possible to only object-mark the direct object double object construction.

(99 a. *N- za- mw- ighaiya Juma iwe.
SM1Ss- PEREDJ- OM1-sendaPPL 1Jumayou
Int: ‘| sent you to Juma.’ [Sambaa]

b. *A prezentat pemine lor.
hasintroducedo meAcc thembDAT

Int: ‘S/he has introduced me to them.’ [Romanian]
c. M- a prezentat pe minelor.

meAcc hasintroducedacc me thembDAT

‘S/he has introduced me to them.’ [Romanian]
d. N- za- ku-  ighaiyaiwe Juma.

SM1s- PEREDJ- OM2s- send youlJuma
*‘l sent you to Juma.’
v'‘lI sent Juma to you.’ [Sambaa]

Since Sambaa violates the strong version of the PCC, faligBaker’s proposal
introduced above, Sambaa would not have object agreemeweV¢r, based on dif-
ferent data Baker claims exactly the opposite, namely thatilfha is a language with
“real” agreement Baker (2008:98 fn. 25). Moreover, as showl0b), Haya, which
Baker claims to have pronominal clitics, obeys the weakivarsf the PCC just like
Sambaa. Duranti claims for (10a), that both readings areilples the expected one
and the reading which would violate the PCC (which the firgsspe morpheme is
interpreted as the direct object). This is because the P@Gtia restriction on mor-
pheme order as much as a restriction on an interpretatiomafragheme as the direct
or indirect object. In any case, my informant did not allow teading which violates
the PCC. Bonet reports a similar effect for Catalan wherethmestruction is also am-
biguous for two readings but has only one order of the proedBonet 1994:41)).
Crucially, this reading is not available with violationsthie weak PCC but only the
strong PCC in Catalan. If there are indeed speakers of Hayehvget the second
reading, this is problematic for the PCC as a universal camgt but it would support
Baker’s argument.

(10) a. A- Kka- mu- ndeetela.
SM1- PAST3- OM1- OM1s.bringAPPL
‘He brought him to me.
or: % ‘He brought me to him.’ [Haya, Duranti 1979:40]

b. *A- ka- n- mu- leetela.
SM1- PAST3- OM1S- OM1- bringAPPL
Int: ‘He brought him to me.
or: ‘He brought me to him. [Haya, Duranti 1979:40]
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However, in fact, for the strong version, Haya is more rettd than Sambaa, by not
allowing a reordering of first and second person singulashasvn in (11a) and (11b).
Yet, both readings are possible. This is similar to what hesntreported for some
dialects of Catalan.

(11) a. A- Kka- ku-  ndeetela.
SM1- PAST3- OM2S- OM1S.bring APPL
‘He brought you to me.’ or
‘He brought me to you.’ [Haya, Duranti 1979:40]
b. *A- ka- n- ku- leetela.
SM1- PAST3- OM1S- OM2S- bring APPL
Int: ‘He brought you to me.’ or
‘He brought me to you.’ [Haya, Duranti 1979:40]

Thus, both languages pattern in essentially the same walgdd?erson Case Con-
straint. Both languages violate the strong version, whidleying the weak version.
Recall that Bonet’s definition makes reference to “agredinelowever, her concept
of agreement does not match that used in Baker (2008). Ungexnalysis of both
languages as having agreement, Sambaa and Haya are expdtaed the same pat-
tern. If the PCC is interpreted as applying to weak pronotlris,cannot be used as
a test, because no differences would be expected betwedBaaty languages with
object marking.

In spite of the syntactic differences between the two laggsaas discussed in
chapters 3 and 4, they pattern essentially in the same way@spect to the PCC. We
can establish that the weak PCC definition is the one whiclespo the Bantu data,
and that our system of agreement needs to allow for agreemignperson with two
objects.

5.3 PCC effects and the syntax of agreement

Baker (2008) tries to incorporate PCC effects into his thedrthe syntax of agree-
ment. In this system, Baker tries to unify verbal and adi@ttgreementinto one gen-
eral theory. Most of the conditions Baker proposes are ratamdard assumptions,
the exception being the ability for agreement to be able tamwards (if the Goal
c-commands the Probe) or downwards (if the Probe c-comnthedSoal). Those c-
command relations are most standardly defined as the Probmuianding the Goal
following Chomsky (2000, 2001). Baker’s deviation from ra@tandard theories of
agreement is not relevant here, as none of the cases diddusseinvolve upward
Agree. Baker’s general conditions on agreement followihgi@sky (2000) are listed
below:

e Probe c-commands Goal OR Goal c-commands Probe
e no intervening XP withp-features

e Probe and Goal are inside same phase
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e XP has active (unchecked) features

To these, Baker adds a condition on person agreement. Thipgsed to account for
the differences between verbs and adjectives. Verbs cae &gperson but adjectives
never do (Baker 2008).

(12) Structural Condition on Person Agreement (Baker 2088)unctional cate-
gory F can bear the featuresl or +2 if and only if a projection of F merges
with a phrase that has that feature, and F is taken as thedatied resulting
phrase.

This requires objects with person features to agree in dodee able to move, unlike
other types of objects.

Baker (2008) proposes a structure for object agreemeng wsinexample from
Swabhili, as shown in (13).

(13) Jumaa- |li- ni- ambiakwamba...
1Jumasml- PAST- OM1s-tell  that
‘Juma told me that. .’ [Swahili, Baker 2008:54]

Baker (2008:54) provides a syntactic structure for (13nai&nglish words, which is
shown in (14). This structure is conservative in terms olfofeing standard assump-
tions about agreement, namely that T andre the relevant functional projections,
where T is the Probe for subject agreement aiiglthe Probe for object agreement.
Baker (2008) follows thevP-internal subject hypothesis and moves the subject to
spec,TP. There are several specifiersyBfresulting in a configuration where both
the subject and the object end up in a Spec-Head relatiomsthighe agreeing head,

v. Since the subject is base-generated above the final lasdm@f the object, no
intervention effects are found, becaws#oes not c-command the subject at any point
in the derivation.
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(14) TP
NP T
| /\
‘]umq&sg,anim] T[B,sg,anim] vP

me; s /\
81,54] Vi1ag] VP
NP V'

| N
<me> \Y CP
| —_—
tell that ...

Baker argues that his Structural Condition on Person Ageser(iLl2) predicts
that no language can express full agreement with three agtsmFull agreement
for Baker means person agreement. He analyses languagasiag two and a half
agreement, meaning that one object and the subject caniagresson with the verb
but any other objects can only agree in number or gender.Buba shown in chapter
3, this does not hold for Sambaa, nor for Haya, as shown in) @ (15b). In both
examples, the subject is third person. Although Baker luthpghree arguments to-
gether, the person features of the subject do not affectatterps for object marking
in Bantut?. However, it is clear that he is ruling out agreement with thgects in per-
son, not agreementin person with one object and the subpeapse the latter pattern
is well-established as grammatical cross-linguisticéiyce there are only two per-
sons for participants, it would be hard to construct any edamwhere this is not the
case, but the fact that subjects can agree in person in Bantt disputed. Crucially,
the verb shows person agreement for each object in both dayegu

(15 a. A- za- ku-  ni- onyesha.
SM1- PEREDJ- OM2S- OM1s- show
‘He pointed you out to me’ [Sambaa]

b. A- ka- ku-  ndeetela.
SM1- PAST3- OM2S- OM1S.bring APPL
‘He brought you to me. [Haya]

Other approachesto PCC effects, such as Anagnostopoul68)and Adger and
Harbour (2007) build a ban on person agreement with two thjeto the feature

12But see Béjar and Rezac (2009) where languages are disdnssbith the feature structure of the
subject and and the object affect which argument will agree.
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structure of the Goal or the Probe. Neither of those can déal tive strong PCC
violation data. Having shown that Baker’s restriction ongo@ agreement incorrectly
rules out (15a), | will discuss the restrictions on persoreament in Sambaa and
related languages in more details.

5.4 The PCC and object marking across Bantu

Turning to the possible syntactic derivations of the patdound in Sambaa, consider
the examples in (16).

(16) a. Stellaa- za- m-  ni- ighaiya.
1Stellasm1- PEREDJ- OM1- OM1S- sendAaPPL
‘Stella sent him to me.” (no PCC violation)
b. *Stella a- za- ni- mw- ighaiya.
1StellasM1- PEREDJ- OM1s- OM1- sendaPPL
Int; ‘Stella sent me to him.” (weak PCC violation)
c. Stella a- za- ku-  ni- ighaiya.
1StellasmM1s- PEREDJ- OM2S- OM1S- sendAPPL
‘Stella sent you to me.’ (strong PCC violation) [Sambaa]

The grammatical construction, in (16a), with a first persatiriect object, has the
structure in (17), where the dotted arrow stands for Agrather than Move. Accord-
ing to Baker (2008), this configuration is generally accblgan languages which
allow agreement with more than one object.
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a7 FinP
/\
DP Fin’
| /\
Stellagin P
|
a g AgrDOP
| /\

za
AgrDO AgrlOP

// m[aP /\

| AngO AspP

\ 7

\\ // [1P] /\

vy Asp vP
N\ /\ /\
LN v Asp :
(N o~ | Stella \Y
\\ N \% % a /\
AN | | ty VP
“igha i
\\ g } y /\,
S < pro p \
~ S~ A PN
<~ ~ e tv DP
\\\§:ﬁ\\/// /1|

The ungrammatical construction, in (16b), with a third pergdirect object, has the
structure in (18).
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(18) FinP
N

DP Fin’

|
Stellagin

o —

The grammatical construction with only first or second pe@gjects, shown in (16b),
has the structure in (19).
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(29) FinP
/\
DP Fin’
| /\
Stellagin P
| /\
a g AgrDOP
| /\
AgrDO AgrlOP
s
7 Kugp
| /AngO AspP
\ , |
\ )/ Ninp
vy Asp vP
N\ /\ /\
N /V\ A| P tsrena v
\\ ’ h Ny V v a /\
\ N | ty VP
\\ \igba ly /\
A
S RN pro p v
~ S~ A PN
<~ ~ e tv DP
I /1|

This makes it appear as if third person agreement of thedntobject blocks first
person agreement of the direct object. This would, furttegemrequire that agreed-
with features remain visible to syntax.

However, when looking at more verb types in Sambaa, therdiffee between
Sambaa and the Romance languages become apparent. In Bdike jn Romance
languages, the PCC does not apply to strong/weak pronotitrs &yparticular syntac-
tic configuration. To avoid a PCC violation in Sambaa, thel gusst be expressed as
a prepositional phrase, and thus be in a configuration whiatvisible to agreement
and the verbal argument structure. Furthermore, the vesi briin the appropriate
form, without the applicative suffix, as shown in (20a). Witle applicative suffix the
sentence becomes ungrammatical, as shown in (20b). Whadl Wweuthe equivalent
of the Romanian, Spanish or Catalan constructions, is nmgtical in Sambaa. A
grammatical example from Romanian is shown in (20c) with@pr name for the
direct object. The corresponding sentence is ungramnaiiG&mbaa with the rele-
vant reading, as shown in (20d). However, with the readingr@Bumais the direct
object, the PCC is not violated and the construction is aetd@. The PCC does not
rule out (20d), since there is no weak third person object.

(20) a. N- za- ku-  ighaakwa Juma.
SM1s- PEREDJ- OM2s- send 18AssoclJuma
‘| sent you to Juma.’ [Sambaa]
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b. *N- za- ku- ighaiya kwa Juma
SM1s- PEREDJ- OM2S- sendAPPL 17AssoclJuma

Int: ‘| sent you to Juma.’ [Sambaa]
c. M- a prezentat Mariei.

meDAT has.3 introducedVaria DAT

‘S/he has introduced me to Mary.’ [Romanian]
d. N- za- ku- ighaiya Juma.

SM1s- PEREDJ- OM2S- sendAPPL 1Juma

*‘l sent you to Juma.’

v'‘l sent Juma to you.’ [Sambaa]

Without the applicative suffix and with a preposition, adhirerson goal can also
be expressed in Haya. This is shown in (21) which is the etgnv#o (10).

(21) Ba- ka- ndeeta omwe.
SM2- PAST3- OM1S.bringLoC.POSSL
‘They brought me to him. [Haya]

This means that the PCC is not just a restriction on weak tbjad on double
object constructions in Sambaa and Haya. In fact, even lesslyg related languages
without object marking display this effect. The PCC effealiso appear in Limbum,
a Grassfields Bantoid language of Cameroon, which has dobiget constructions
(DOCs) and dative constructions. As shown in (22a), a sepensbn indirect object
can be expressed in a DOC. If the second person object is tlireéh object, the
construction is ungrammatical, as shown in (2%b).

(22) a. Mbe dungshiwe ye.
| FuTlshow youhim
‘| will show him (to) you.’
b. *Mbe dungshiye weé
| FuTlshow himyou
Int: ‘I will show you to him.’ [Limbum]

To express the proposition intended in (22b), a dative cootbn, with the prepo-
sition ng, must be used, as shown in (23a). This construction is fieaailable for the
other meaning expressed by (22a), as shown in (23b). Thiarédlel to the construc-
tions used to circumvent PCC violations in Sambaa, show®0a)and (8c) above.

(23) a. Mbe dungshiwé néye.
| FuTlshow youto him
‘| will show you to him.
b. Mbe dungshiye néwe.
| FuTlshow himto you
‘I will show him to you. [Limbum]

13Thanks to Francis Ndi for providing this data.
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This is surprising, since in Limbum these are all full DP albgenot clitics or agree-
ment markers, as can be shown by the word order effects in T4)indirect object
appears immediately after the verb, as shown in (24a). Mpthe direct object into
this position is ungrammatical, as shown in (24b). HoweiNehe pronoun is used
with the prepositiomé, the direct object (with a full lexical item or a pronoun)ent

venes between it and the verb as shown in (24c).

(24) a. E sangméngwa.
hesendmebook
‘He sent me a book.’
b. *E sangngwameée
hesendbook me
Int: ‘He sent me a book.’
c. E sangngwaneme.
hesendbook to me
‘He sent a book to me.’ [Limbum]

In Limbum a first person object pronotfrmust appear in the immediate post verbal
position, or as the complementoé& This is interesting since this is the same imme-
diate postverbal position effect found with slight vareis across the Bantu family.
The indirect object must appear in this position in langsalijjee Sambaa as well
(as discussed in chapter 6). Moreover, it mirrors the ordeh® object markers in
Bantu. Again, this shows that the PCC effect is not relatetth¢osyntactic status of
pronominal elements, since the patterns found with fuleots are the same as those
of agreement markers across Bantu.

As | have shown in this section for a number of typologicakyydifferent Bantu
languages, and the Bantoid language Limbum, violationsh1efRCC can only be
avoided by reducing the valency of a ditransitive verb in Bawhere the goal argu-
ment is demoted to a prepositional phrase.

PCC effects are observed more widely in Bantu, as they carhdersto also
apply to languages with only one object marker. An exampl¢haf comes from
Nyaturu (Rimi)!® The Nyaturu data related to PCC effects is also discusseevinisl
(2007) and Ormazabal and Romero (2007). According to Huéld89), Nyaturu
object-marked animate objects must be definite, while ukethobjects cannot be
definite (Hualde 1989; Woolford 2000%) This causes problems in double object con-
structions. As shown in (25a), a double object constructith one indefinite ani-
mate object is grammatical (note that the indirect objetliésone object-marked). If
both complements are definite animates the constructioonbes ungrammatical, as
shown in (25b). To rescue the construction, the second sggtineeds to be demoted
to a prepositional phrase while valency of the verb stemasgld from a three-place

14There is no overt case marking on pronouns, with subjeatreict objects and direct objects having
the same form.

15More general facts about Nyaturu object marking are dismigschapter 3.

18woolford explains this with a requirement of definite objettt move out of the VP, following Diesing
(1992).
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predicate to an applicative-less two-place predicate eastin (25c). The grammati-
cal and ungrammatical examples in (25a) and (25b) are batlicagive verbs.

(25) a. N- a- va- eteaa ancamshusmba.
SM1s- TNS- OM2- bring APPL 2girl 1boy
‘| brought the girls a boy. [Nyaturu, Woolford 2000:108]

b. *N- a- va- tomiaa alimu Yohanna
SM1s- TNS- OM2- sendAPPL 2teachefl Yohanna
Int: ‘| sent the teachers Yohanna. [Nyaturu, Woolford 20018]

c. N- a- mu- tomaaYohanna ko alimu.
sM1s- TNS- oM1-send l1lYohanndor 2teacher
‘| sent Yohanna to the teachers. [Nyaturu, Woolford 20081

The same pattern is observed with an actual PCC violatioR8a), which is repaired
with the same structure as shown in (26b).

(26) a. *N- a- mu- eteaa muncaveve
SM1s- TNS- OM1- bringAPPL 1girl  you
Int: ‘| brought the girl you’ [Nyaturu, Woolford 2000:110]

b. N- a- kuv- etaa veveks munca.
SM1s- TNS- OM2s- bringyou for 1girl
‘| brought you for the girl.’ [Nyaturu, Woolford 2000:108]

Ormazabal and Romero (2007) discuss the Nyaturu data ahayging that the
PCC effects are due to a more general restriction, which tadiythe object agree-
ment parameter. However, PCC effects are different froneg@ranimacy effects in
most Bantu languages. In Sambaa, combinations of two abyeleich both require
object marking are grammatical with one object marker. Tdraesholds for Swalhili,
as shown in section 4.4.2, and by examples such as (27a),ilBafmws sentences
with one object marker but two objects both having the festinat trigger obligatory
object marking. Like Sambaa, Swahili does not allow doublject constructions that
involve a direct object with first or second person featufdsese would not violate
the PCC since they involve only one clitic. Moreover, likex@ea, Swahili allows a
first or second person direct object with a first or secondqueiredirect object. This is
shown in (27c¢) for a second person direct object and in (23ida fiirst person direct
object.

(27) a. N- - ku-  onyeshauma.
SM1s- PAST- OM2s- show  1Juma
V"'l showed Juma to you.’
*| showed you to Juma.’
b. *Ni- |- mw- onyeshaluma wewe.

SM1s- PAST- OM1-show 1Jumayou
Int: ‘l showed Juma to you.
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c. A- li- ni- onyeshavewe.
SM1s- PAST- OM1S- show you
‘He showed you to me.’

d. A- li- ku-  onyeshamimi.
SM1s- PAST- OM1s- show me
‘He showed me to you.’ [Swahili]

The Swahili and Limbum data show that PCC effects in Bantuirsdlependent of
object marking. Languages with one object marker pattemilaily to those with
several, while languages without object markers show theesfects as those which
have object marking. Interestingly, in Bantu, both weaknmans and lexical DPs
display PCC effects. Furthermore, PCC effects in Bantu atlomreduced to animacy
effects in the way suggested by Ormazabal and Romero (2007).

5.5 Conclusions

Verbal agreement with person features is possible for nf@e bne object in Bantu.

None of the languages discussed here obey the strong PCGvdnwall languages

considered here obey the weak version. The PCC effectswausier Bantu are robust.
Apart from the shared patterns, no inter-speaker variatias found for morpheme

orders. This is evidence in support of Bonet's two versi@onet 1991, 1994). More-

over, the fact that weak PCC effects are found in languagdivasse as Sambaa and
dialects of Catalan and French lends credibility to the we@lC as a cross-linguistic

constraint.

There is no evidence that objects with person featuresmequivement in Bantu.
However, person features are different from othefeature bundles in Bantu lan-
guages in terms of triggering grammaticality violations.ldnguages like Sambaa
and Swahili, most types of objects which require object rmayrkn simple transitive
clauses do not require object marking if they appear as tleetdbbject of a ditran-
sitive verb, but first and second person pronouns triggeatiams in this kind of
configuration. However, even for person features, beinigéna prepositional phrase
blocks any agreement violations. These facts show that@iP clearly syntactic in
Bantu, because it is not sensitive to phonological strength

The fact that Haya does not require agreement for first omgkperson in mono-
transitives but requires it in ditransitives is confourgliMore problematic is the fact
that an Agree relation between a Probe and a Goal with a tlkeirsbp feature blocks
a subsequent Agree relation between a Probe and a Goal with arfsecond person
feature. There is no elegant solution to this at this poirinre.

Another special class for object agreement patternsadirelements. The next
chapter looks at the agreement patterns with objectehiquestions, relative clauses
and clefts across Sambaa, Swahili and Haya.
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Object marking invh-environments

In chapters 3 and 4 of this thesis, | discuss object markirtepe in declarative
clauses, showing that object marking in Sambaa is optiamahbst semantic classes
of objects and how these may be accounted for in terms of agmee Howeverwh-
questions display a different pattern. In Sambaa, objeckimgis generally not op-
tional inwh-questions.

Object marking patterns iwh-questions are different from those in propositional
main clauses in a number of other Bantu languages (BresrmaiMahombo 1987).
Across Bantu, there is also variation for object markinggiiative clauses, with some
languages requiring it, some allowing it and others baniitirgienderson 2006b;
Marten et al. 2007). In the Bantu literature, these diffeemnhave been attributed to
differences regarding the syntactic status of the objeckergBresnan and Mchombo
1987; Duranti 1979; Henderson 2006b).

Object markers which are pronominal are predicted to beamgratical when
doubling awh-element which appears in situ. This is because a pronoroijaktt
marker should not be able to double a local argument. In tee cdwh-elements,
right-dislocation should be impossible. This is becaugbtrdislocated elements are
generally considered to be topical, wheredselements are focal. Focus and topical-
ity are generally treated as mutually exclusive properfie®llows from that, that
awh-element should not be able to be right-dislocated. Thusnéf analyses object-
marked objects as right-dislocated for a particular lagguiéike Bresnan and Mcho-
mbo (1987) do for Chichewa, one would predict object marlahgvh-elements to
be ungrammatical in that language. Whereas in languageesevaiigect marking is
agreement, no such effect is expected.

Bresnan and Mchombo (1987) use object markinglirguestions as a diagnostic
for the pronoun/agreement marker distinction. They arpae$wabhili, which allows
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awh-object to be object-marked, has object agreement; whilei@wa, which does
not allow awh-object to be object-marked, has pronominal object markinganti
(1979) similarly argues that Haya object marking is prontahbecause it is ungram-
matical in questions. However, if one looks at languages Skvahili more carefully,
a somewhat different pattern emerges. Object marking noattie wh-environments
cannot always be predicted based on the object markingrpstteund in other syn-
tactic environments, neither for Swabhili nor for Bantu laages in general. It can also
be observed that there are differences between the vasipas bfwh-environments
which cannot be predicted based on their morphologicallaiities. For example,
cleft questions and relative clauses in Sambaa have diffefgect marking patterns,
in spite of showing the same kind of morphological markingeghan and Mchombo
(1987) do not distinguish between different typeswfobjects. They also do not ex-
amine cleft questions, or the differences between d-lirdeetinon-d-linked questions.
Lastly, they do not look for parallels or differences betwepiestions and relative
clauses with regard to object marking patterns in Bantu.

Henderson (2006b) makes a connection between object ngarkialative clauses
and doubling in non-relative clauses. He argues that Baamiguages which allow
doubling have object agreement, while Bantu languageshahicnot allow it have
pronominal object marking. With regards to doubling he wssesnilar test to the test
for right-dislocation used in chapter 3, namely the abitifyan object-marked object
to appear before a temporal adverbial. Using this kind obtfiag as a diagnostic, he
concludes that Chichewa has object agreement, rather tbanminal object marking
as argued in Bresnan and Mchombo (1987). Amongst the lareguagt Henderson
discusses, the ones which allow doubling also allow objerking in relative clauses
while the languages which do not allow doubling do not. Basedhis, Henderson
argues that there these properties are related. It will bavstbelow that this general-
ization does not hold for Haya.

Beyond the implication for the agreement/pronoun distimgtobject marking in
guestions may give us more insights into the syntax of ageaéas well as the syntax
of questions in Sambaa. In many Bantu languagdselements appear in a partic-
ular syntactic position. This position is commonly referte as the IAV position
(immediate postverbal position), which is argued to be theu$ position in many
Bantu languages (Buell 2009b; Hyman and Polinsky 2006; Hyamal Watters 1984;
Ndayiragije 1999; Sabel and Zeller 2006; van der Wal 20061&1979). This pos-
ition is argued to be below TP. In the Bantu languages whiefe laaconjoint/disjoint
distinction, the distribution of conjoint and disjoint fas interacts with the 1AV. In
fact for Makhuwa, it has been argued that the conjoint forrthefverb indicates that
a structural position corresponding to the 1AV linear piositis filled (van der Wal
2006).

The analysis which has been proposed for Sambaa and Haya iprévious
chapters, would not predict systematic differences foectanarking patterns iwh-
environments between the two languages. Similarly, thiysisgproposed by Bresnan
and Mchombo (1987) would not predict there to be any diffeesrbetween Swabhili
and Sambaa and cannot easily account for the agreememngdtiend in the two lan-
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guages with different types of elements. However, therelaa differences between
all three languages regarding object marking/ilmcontexts. In Sambaa, there are dif-
ferences betweewh-questions and cleft-questions on one hand and relativeseta
on the other hand. In Haya, object marking is impossibletirenvironments.

In this chapter, | discuss object marking patternsvibrelements in Swahili and
Sambaa. The discussion starts by looking at simyiequestions. Section 6.1.3 dis-
cusses relative clauses. Section 6.1.4 discusses cleftign®e Having described the
patterns found across a rangewdfenvironments in those two languages, | examine
the syntax of those types of constructions in Sambaa. | thepare Haya to Sambaa
and Swabhili. In search for a unified analysis of the three laiggs, the final section
examines the effects of specificity and the cross-linguistirelations between speci-
ficity and object agreement.

6.1 Object marking in wh-environments

6.1.1 Wh-questions

In Swahili and Sambaa, object marking is obligatory witht@erkinds ofwh-words.
However, the semantic class of nouns this applies to isrdiffifrom the class of nouns
which trigger obligatory object marking in non-questioas,described in chapter 3.
Moreover, in Sambaa, there is a classvbfelements which cannot be object-marked.
In Swahili, there is a strong dispreference for object nraglgertain types ofvh
objects as well.

Human Objects In Swahili, object markingvhoin object questions is obligatory.
This is shown in (1). For Swalhili this might be expected siaieanimates must be
object-marked in non-questions as well.

Q) uU- i *(mw)- onanani?
SM2s- PAST- OM1- seewho
‘Who did you see?’ [Swahili]

However, in Sambaa object markingvao-object is also obligatory, as shown in (2).

(2) U-  *(mw)- ene ndayi?
SM2s- OM1- seePERRCJWhoO
‘Who did you see?’ [Sambaa]

In Sambaa, the obligatory object marking fano-objects is unexpected, since, as
shown in chapter 3, in non-questions only a small subset ofdmiobjects requires
object marking and the question word ‘who’ does not neatipfit that category. How-
ever, the same object marking pattern is reported for othatuBlanguages which also
have obligatory object marking only for a subset of nounenréig to humans. Exam-
ples of this are Ruwund (Nash 1992) where only specific hurbgtts require object
marking, and Makhuwa, where all class 1/2 nouns requirectijarking regardless
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of their animacy status (van der Wal, p.c.). In Makhuwa, B includes animates
and many inanimates, and therefore not as closely assdeidtte humans as in other
Bantu languages.

Inanimate Objects For inanimate objects, object marking is ungrammaticabms
baa inwh-questions. (3a) shows a grammatiwélatquestion. Its object-marked coun-
terpart is shown in (3b). With object marking the ‘what’ reaglis unavailable, but
becausenbwaican also mean ‘why’ in Sambaa, the sentence is grammatitatie
interpretation of ‘Why did he see it?".

(3) a. A- ene mbwai?
SM1- seePERECJwhat
‘What did he see?’

b. A- i- ene mbwai?
SM1- OM9- seePERRCJwhat
* ‘What did he see?’
v‘Why did he see it?’ [Sambaa]

As discussed in the section on obligatory object markinghapter 3, certain
types of nouns trigger obligatory agreement in Sambaa. iBogtoupndayi ‘who’
can be added. Unlike in non-questions, a new semantic cladgert nouns becomes
apparent: objects which cannot agree. These inahioleai‘what’.

The fact that some types of objects can be object-markecevdtiiers cannot,
shows that whether object marking is grammaticahimquestions cannot be used
as a test for the status of the object marker, as suggesteceam& and Mchombo
(1987).

The sentence in (3b) has a class 9 object marker.Witetreading does not be-
come available with any other object marker for a class usemfer to inanimate
entities either. However, typically, in Bantu languagé® ISambaa, class 1/2 is for
human objects. The question word ‘who’ questions only huotgacts, whereas non-
human objects can belong to a number of different noun cdas3®e could think that
this may be the reason for the difference betwwbatandwho-questions in Sambaa.
Namely, that a non-humanh-word cannot be assigned to a noun class because its
gender is lexically unspecified. However, there are complexelements referring to
inanimate objects which overtly show noun class agreemeinictude a head noun,
such as the d-linked/h-element-hi ‘which’. But, as shown in (4), these are equally
ungrammatical with object marking in Sambaa. In section% [2show that d-linked
wh-elements are different from non-d-linkedh-elements in terms of word order in
Sambaa, even though they show the same object markingrmatter

(4) U-  (*chi)- ghul-iye kitabu chihi?
SM2s- OM7- buy- PERFCJ 7book7which
‘Which book did you buy?’ [Sambaa]

In Swabhili, unlike in Sambaa, object markingvli-word referring to a questioned
inanimate entity is grammatical. Not all speakers judgé §Saacceptable, but in clear
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contrast to Sambaa, there are speakers of Swahili who juslfersces like (5a) as
completely acceptable. Moreover, in Swabhili, there is ded#nce betweemwhich
questions an@vhatquestions. In contrast to the Sambaa sentence in (4), tahibw
sentence in (5b), with avhich-phrases was judged as perfectly grammatical by all
speakers consulted.

B a %U- - (ki)- patanini?
SM2S- PAST- OM7-get what
‘What did you get?’
b. U- - (ki)- patakitabukipi?
SM2S- PAST- OM7-get 7book7which
‘Which book did you get?’ [Swahili]

For two languages which are generally argued to have objgeement, we have
so far seen four different gradients of grammaticalityimquestions: obligatory, ac-
ceptable, dis-preferred and ungrammatical object markieghave also seen that the
Swahili data is more complex than implied in Bresnan and Nicho (1987).

Animacy hierarchy effects In Sambaa and Swahili, object marking for human ob-
jects inwh-questions is subject to animacy effects. In Swabhili, tremes apparently
also some definiteness effects. These apply somewhatetifferwhen compared to
object marking in non-questions but show similar effectst, Burprisingly, for non-
human objects, Sambaa does not allow object marking at almAcy is more deci-
sive in Sambaah-questions than in other contexts.\m-questions, the large group
of objects which can optionally be object-marked in assegiloses this property. In
chapter 3, animacy and definiteness hierarchies (AisseB) 201 (Croft 2003) were
introduced. These are repeated in (6).

(6) a. Animacy: human- animate> inanimate
b. Definiteness: definite indefinite specific> non-specific

c. Definiteness and Animacy (Croft 2003): first/second pers@nouns>
third person pronour- proper names-
human common noui non-human animate common noxn
inanimate common noun

In Sambaa, it appears that wh-environments, the differential object marking
hierarchy is bidirectional, determining both what must hd swhat cannot be object-
marked. Whereas in nowh-environments, it is unidirectional, determining only wha
must be object-marked. In questions, the relevant hieyaecthe animacy hierarchy.
Whwords are indefinite, and categories such as proper namsnrnz pronoun and
common noun do not apply at all. If specificity is taken to bespipposition of exis-
tence (Bhatt and Anagnostopoulou 1996; Diesing 1992nkkllwh-elements might
be considered more specific than non-d-linkddelements, since they presuppose the
existence of a known set of entities from which the answdrhveitaken. Other defini-
tions of specificity require a unique reference as well aeaypposition of existence
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(Sio 2006). Under such a definitiowhich-phrases would not be specific. However,
E. Kiss (1993) treatahich-phrases as specific, while for Englisthich-phrases have
even been argued to be definite (Beck and Rullmann 1999; Ratirand Beck 1998).
Without discussing the semantics which-phrases and other types wh-elements,
one can say thathich-phrases are higher on the definiteness scale than othardfpe
wh-phrases. The Swabhili data can be analysed as showingigiysit the definite-
ness hierarchy in (6b), as well as the animacy hierarchyai (6

In the Sambaa data discussed here, there are no differestvesdn d-linked and
non-d-linkedwh-questions with respect to object marking. However, inisad.1.2,
I examine human objects more closely, and shown that thers@ne definiteness
effects in Sambaah-questions as well.

6.1.2 Sambaa human objects

Having discussed the differences between human and nomshahbjects, let us look
at some more fine-grained grammaticality judgements for tiB@rhuman objects
in wh-questions. The data presented here show that Sambaa oigéddng inwh-
questions is not only affected by animacy but also by defiei¢s, rather like the
Swabhili non-human objects. Sambaa has an alternative fotheayuestion word for
‘who’, wandayj which is morphologically marked as plural. Unlikelayi this wh-
word does not require object marking, as shown in (7).

(7) U-  (wa)- ene wandayi?
SM2sS- OM2- seePERFCIWhOPL
‘Wholpl] did you see?’ [Sambaa]

Ndayican be used with class 2 object marking, as shown in (8a). Henuean-
dayi cannot be used with class 1 object marking, as shown in (8lappears that,
while wandayiis marked as plurahdayiis unmarked for number.

(8 a. U- wa- ene ndayi?
SM2S- OM2- seePERFCJWho
‘Wholpl] did you see?’
b. *U- mw- ene wandayi?
SM2s- OM1- seePERECIJWhoO.PL
Int: ‘Whol[pl] did you see?’ [Sambaa]

For objects questioned witlhich-phrases, object marking is optional in Sambaa.
This is shown in (9).

(9) U-  (mw)-ene ng’'wanayuhi?
SM2s- OM1- seePERECJ1child 1which
‘Which child did you see?’ [Sambaa]

The same effect is shown by otheh-phrases with an overt head noun, such as
‘how many’, as illustrated in (10). Although ‘how many’ is ha whichphrase in
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English, it has some semantic and syntactic similaritie$t gestricts the possible an-
swers to a similar set asnhich-phrase. Moreover, in Sambaa the same morphological
elementhi, is used in both. We can therefore treat this kind of coniznd¢ogether
with which-phrases.

(10) U- (wa)-alik- e wantu wangahi?
SM2S- OM2- invite- PERECJ 2people2how.many
‘How many people did you invite?’ [Sambaal]

The data in this section seems to indicate that the defirsgehierarchy does play
a role in Sambaavh-agreement. However, unlike in Swabhili, in Sambaa this rake
object marking non-obligatory. This might be generalizedthe two languages by
saying that more definiteh-phrases in Sambaa and Swahili behave more like non-
questioned objects. In Sambaa, this effect is restrictéaitnan objects. We can also
generalize that with alivh-words referring to human objects, object marking is gram-
matical in Sambaa (with obligatory or optional presence).

6.1.3 Object marking in relative clauses

Relative clauses are generally argued to involve heachraisi current syntactic the-
ory, following Kayne (1994). Relative clauses are commanriyued to have a kind
of operator feature, similar tah-questionsWhclefts, which are discussed in sec-
tion 6.1.4 also involve relative clause morphology. Thigeigvant for Sambaa, where
clefts and relative clauses differ in terms of object magkpatterns. But more im-
portantly, relative clauses involve movement of the rela¢id element to a position
outside of the clause. This can be expected to affect objacking patterns in the
cases where the moved element is an object. According to ¢tsod (2006b), ob-
ject marking in relative clauses could be used to diffeetatbetween pronominal and
agreement type object marking. This makes it relevant tal@maussion here to exam-
ine when object marking is possible, required or ungrantahith object relatives.

In Swahili object relative clauses, object marking is regdifor animates and is
optional for inanimates. This means that the object margatterns are the same as in
non-relative clausesAn example of an animate object is shown in (P1&ithout the
object marker, native speakers of Swahili reject this ser@es ungrammatical. The
fact that object marking is optional with an inanimate objsdlustrated in (11b) and
(11c). The verb and object and relativization strategy @wsedhe same in both cases,
the only difference is the presence or absence of the objadten The sentences
in (11b) and (11c) are taken from the same newspaper, whénevadants come up
multiple times in an archive search.

1As Thilo Schadeberg (p.c.) points out, there are some diffegs in frequency. For inanimates in
Swahili, object marking is rare in non-relative clause eatg. In object relative clauses, it is much more
frequent to the extent that it has been claimed to be obliggfesshton 1944).

2|n Swabhili, nouns likeaskari which refer to humans but grammatically belong to classksrahan
1/2, trigger class 1/2 agreement on the verb.
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(11)

6.1. Object marking imvh-environments

a. Wachezaja- li- o- wa- ita kwa ajili ya
2player sM1- PAST- RM2- OM2- call 17AsSoC 9purpose9ASsocC
mechihiyoni ...
9DEM COP

‘the players that he called for the match are...
[Swahili, source: Nipashe, 10 March 2009]

. ... ku- ombamsamaha kwa makosa wa- li- yo- ya-

INF- beg 3forgivenesd 7Assoc 6mistakesmM2- PAST- RM6- OM6-

tenda..
do
‘to ask forgiveness for the mistakes that they made...’

[Swahili, source: Tanzania Daima, 3 February 2008]

. ..wa- ta kiri makosa wa- li- yo- tenda...

SM2- FUT- admitémistakesm2- PAST- RM6- OM6- do
‘they will admit the mistakes that they made....

[Swahili, source: Tanzania Daima, 13 July 2008]

In Sambaa object relative clauses, object marking is optiorhis is shown in
(12a) for the inanimate objentatonte Object marking is also optional for the human
direct objectin (12b).

(12)

a. Matonten- (ya)- m- nk- iye- yo vya- aa- izZw-
6banan@M1s- OM6- OM1- give- PERF-RM6 SM6- REM.DJ- lipeNPASS
iye.

PERFECJ

‘The bananas which | gave him are ripgiag@izwiyes disjoint)

. Mvyee a- ye- (m)- nka lifti a- a- tamiwa.

lwomansMl1- RM1- omM1- give PRESIIift SM1- CONT.DJ- pleaserAss
‘The woman who she gives a ride is happy. [Sambaa]

The class of objects which trigger obligatory object magkimnon-relative clauses
(proper names of humans, first and second person pronouhsnégue titles or kin-
ship terms) do not appear in restrictive relative clauseanl appositive construction
with a head noun from this class, object marking is obligatas shown in (13).

(13) Juma ti- ye- *(mu-) ondeza a- za- ki-  fisha. ‘Juma,

1JumasMm2pP- RM1- oM1- searchPRESSM1- PEREDJ- REFL- hide
the one we are looking for, is hiding (himself). [Sambaa]

For Swabhili and Sambaa, Henderson’s test appears to wotk. 8e agreement
languages, according to the criteria used by Hendersor6{®0&hd those used by
Bresnan and Mchombo (1987), and both freely allow objeckmgiin relative clauses.
However, when the results are compared to the patternwhitjuestions, the results
of the two tests do not match.
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6.1.4 Object marking in wh-clefts

Agreement patterns with clefts have not been discussed neghrd to the agree-
ment/pronoun distinction. Cleft questions in both langes@quire verbs marked with
relative clause morphology. We might therefore expect ¢jeéstions to behave like
relative clauses. However, this is not what we find in Sambaa.

In Swabhili, cleft questions pattern with relative clausasexpected, object mark-
ing is required for human objects, as shown in (14a) and pgtir inanimate objects,
as shown in (14b). The object marking judgement in (14b)is that found in rela-
tive clauses insofar as the object marker is robustly graticaldor all speakers. For
relative clauses there is no grammaticality differencavbeh object marking for non-
d-linkedwh-elements, as the sentence in (14b), and object markinglfoked ones,
asin (14c).

(14) a. Ni naniu- li- ye- *(m)-pa kitabu?

COPWhO SM2S- PAST- RM1- OM1- give 7book
‘Who was it that you gave a book?’

b. Ni nini u- li- cho- (ki)- nunua?
copPwhatsM2s- PAST- RM7- OM7- buy
‘What was it that you bought?’

c. Ni kitu gani u- li- cho- (ki)- nunua?
cop 7thingwhich SM2s- PAST- RM7- OM7- buy
‘What (lit. which thing) was it that you bought?’ [Swahili]

In Sambaa cleft questions, object marking is required fon& objects, as shown
in (15a), but ungrammatical for non-humans, as shown in )Ibhis is the same
pattern as in non-clefth-questions.

(15) a. N’ ndayiu- *(mw)- ene- ye ghulo?
copwho sm2s- oM1- seePERF RM1 yesterday
‘Who was it that you saw yesterday?’
b. M’ mbwaia- (*ya)- ghul-iye- yo?
copwhat sM1-0M6- buy- PERECJ} RM6
‘What thing was it that he bought?’ [Sambaa]

In Swabhili, then, cleft questions pattern like relativeudas and non-cleft ques-
tions; whereas in Sambaa cleft-questions pattern likeateft-questions, rather than
like relative clauses, in spite of their shared morpholabacoperties. The fact that, in
Sambaa, cleft-questions pattern unlike relative clausghtrbe evidence that object
marking is sensitive to a [+/-wh]-feature. But even withlsan analysis, the fact that
in Sambaa somwh-objects must be object-marked remains problematic, dinise
pattern cannot be explained by adding the relevant featogesher.
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6.2 Structural implications

In the first section of this chapter, we discussed object mgnatterns across a range
of wh-environments. They were found to differ with respect toegbjmarking. In
Sambaa, cleft questions patterned with non-cMftquestions, and relative clauses
patterned with non-questions. In chapters 2, 3 and 4, it Wwag/s that object agree-
ment is between the Probe and its closest c-commanded objestsyntactic config-
uration is different in cleft-questions and relative clesisvhich have a gap where an
object would be. The element which is interpreted as theabligenot c-commanded
by AgrOP in either type of construction. Mosh-elements do not at first sight seem
to move in Sambaa. However, | will show here that non-d-lthkEements appear to
have moved even when they appear in postverbal positionle\ifis cannot explain
the differences between human and non-human objects, bastuwbse facts it is at
least to be expected that Agree might function differentithwh-questions.

6.2.1 Conjoint/disjoint forms in wh-questions

In chapter 2 and section 3.3.2, the conjoint/disjoint aléion was introduced. It was
shown that a conjoint form in Sambaa cannot appear in pHiaalgposition. However,
unlike in Zulu, there was no interaction between the conjdisjoint distinction and
object marking. In a number of Bantu languages, the corigligjbint alternation in-
teracts with focus. A focal element must be preceded by aoaarfprm (Buell 2005,
2006; Ndayiragije 1999).

In Sambaa avh-element which appears postverbally must be preceded bp-a co
joint verb form, as shown in (16a). With a disjoint form of therb, the sentence
becomes ungrammatical, as in (16b). Since Sambaa has maeydisfint forms
than conjoint forms, only a very small number of its tenspeas distinctions can be
expressed iwh-questions.

(16) a. U- mw- ene ini Juma?
SM2s- OM1- seePERRFCIWhenlJuma
‘When did you see Juma?’

b. *U- za- mw- onaini Juma?
SM2S- PEREDJ- OM1- seewhenlJuma
Int: ‘When did you see Juma?’ [Sambaa]

If the wh-element is not postverbal, the disjoint form will be useddathing fol-
lows the verb, as shown in (17).

(17) a. Kwaifua i- Za- gwa?
why 9rainsm9- PEREDJ- fall
‘Why is it raining?’
b. *Kwaifua i- gweye?
why 9rainsm9- fall.PERECJ
‘Why is it raining?’ [Sambaa]
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In languages like Zulu or Rundi, the conjoint form must algoused with other
types of focus (Buell 2006; Buell and Riedel 2008; Ndayi@dP99). This is not the
case in Sambaa. For example, in a question-answer pairjeheert which fills in
for the wh-element is the focus of the sentence. As the sentence ir) &lws, in
Sambaa the disjoint form can be used here.

(18) a. Q: Mw- inuke zeze?
SM2P- arisePERECJhow
‘How did you wake up?’

b. A:Ti- za- inukawedi.
SM1P- PEREDJ- arise 2well
‘We woke up well! [Sambaa]

The disjoint form is not only used with adverbials like ‘wddlt also with objects, as
shown in (19).

(19) a. Q:W- ita hii?
SM2s- go.PRESCJIWhere
‘Where are you going?’

b. AAN- a- ita kaya.
SM1s- PRESDJ- go9home
‘I'm going home.’ [Sambaa]

These kinds of effects show thatrobjects are different from other types of ob-
jects in Sambaa. In the next section we look at the positien &ppear in.

6.2.2 The Immediate After the Verb (IAV) Position

In many Bantu languages, focal elements must appear in thidigroimmediately
following the verb. 1AV effects are not systematic across\8a but the languages
that show them seem to share some core properties. In SalAkasffects are very
clear withwh-words but very weak with other types of focal elements. |1Aéets
in Bantu have been discussed in the Bantu literature sindeei¥a(1979) paper on
focus in Aghem. They are frequently linked to a particulanctural position. The
linear IAV position has been argued to correspond to a strattocus position below
TP for a number of Bantu languages (Ndayiragije 1999; vavd®dr2006). There are
also arguments against such an analysis (Buell 2009b; HameéRolinsky 2006). An
alternative analysis to the structural IAV position caniaet the focus-effect by right-
dislocating or extraposing all non-focal elements. Thiangued for Zulu in Buell
(2009b) and in Cheng and Downing (2009). In Zulu, all the p#ements have to
move out of the vP inwh-questions, and must be object-marked. | will show that
Sambaa is different from Zulu and argue for a structural 1A&ifon for Sambaa.
Across Bantu, focal elements in 1AV position must follow anf@int verb in most
Bantu languages (Buell 2009b; Ndayiragije 1999; van der2ua).

In Ndayiragije’s (1999) analysis, the 1AV is a syntactic pios between TP and
VP, as shown in (20). In his account, the verb raises to T (@eofor the focal element
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to be postverbal) and the focal element moves to the specifitie FocP. Note that,
unlike all other phrases, the FocP has its specifier on ti.rig

(20) TP

AN

A very similar structure, but with the specifier of FocP onlgfe has also been argued
for questions in Malayalam by Jayaseelan (2002, 2003).

In van der Wal (2006), the FocP (FocP, which she calls FP) rgettbelow vP, follow-
ing Baker and Collins (2006). She argues that the verb doesise to T but remains
in vP. Her structure is shown in (21).

(21) TP

T

Spec T

/\
T vP
/\

Spec v’
/\
Y FocP
N
Spec K
Foc VP

AN

I will suggest a slight variation on the structures suggestevan der Wal (2006) and
Jayaseelan (2003) below.

6.2.3 Word order effects

In Sambaa, there are different word-order requirementsvfeguestions and non-
questions. This is particularly noticeable in double ob@mstructions or other con-
structions with more than one postverbal constituent sac¢heasitive verbs followed

by an adjunct. As argued in chapters 2 and 3, the word ordérecdamplements in a
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DOC and the order of the objects with respect to any adjusdiged, with the order
shown in (22).

(22) Non-question:V 10 DO XP

However, in Sambaa wh-element typically has to appear in the IAV position. This
is irrespective of its syntactic status, as indirect objdirect object or adjunct. The
basic word order invh-object-questions is shown in (23).

(23) Question:V wh XP

The differences in word order are evidence for a structu®el position. There
is some variation between speakers for the grammaticalitygments for these con-
structions. Not all speakers judge sentences wherevthelement does not appear
in the IAV position as ungrammatical, but there is alwayseacipreference fawvh-
element in the 1AV position, and the contrast between gaestand non-questions is
clear. This is illustrated in (24) with a double object coustion.

(24) a. U- m- nk- iye mbwaiStella?
SM2s- OM1- give-PERRCJWhat Stella
‘What did you give Stella?’
b. *U- m- nk- iye Stellambwai?
SM2s- OM1- give- PERECJ Stellawhat
Int: ‘What did you give Stella?’ [Sambaa]

Non-argumenwh-items also appear in the IAV position in Sambaa, as shown in
(25a) and (25b). These kindswh-phrases are somewhat more free to appear in a pos-
ition other than the 1AV position than objest-elements. This has also been reported
for Zulu locatives (Buell 2009b).

(25) a. U- mw- ene ini Juma?
SM2s- OM1- seePERECIJWhenlJuma
‘When did you see Juma?’

b. U- dik- iye zezezia nkande?
SM2s- cook-PERECJhow 10DEM 10food
‘How did you cook this food?’ [Sambaa]

When the question worgezeappears in sentence-final position, it has a different
reading. In (25b), where it appears in IAV position, the iptetation is of manner,
while in (26), where it appears in sentence-final positibhas a ‘how come’ reading.
Apart fromzezewith the ‘how come’-reading, there are a two othdrelements which
do not tend to appear in 1AV position: subjects and the qaestiord ‘why’.

(26) U-  dik- iye zia nkandezeze?
SM2s- cook-PERFCJ10DEM 10foodhow
‘How come you cooked this food?’ [Sambaal]
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D-linked wh-elements The word order is different with d-linkedh-elements. If a
d-linkedwh-phrase is the direct object of a double object constructiecannot appear
in the IAV position, preceding the indirect object, as (23l@ws. Instead, the d-linked
direct object appears after the indirect object, as in (ZVhis is the same word order
as in non-questions.

27) a. *U- m- nk- iye kitabuchihi  Stella?
SM2s- OM1- give- PERECJ 7book7which1Stella
Int: ‘Which book did you give Stella?’
b. U- m- nk- iye Stella kitabuchihi?
SM2s- OM1- give- PERECJ 1Stella7book7which
‘Which book did you give Stella?’ [Sambaa]

Subject questions In Sambaa, as in many, but not all, Bantu languages (Sabel and
Zeller 2006), a subject may not be questioned in spec,TP,ave menerally prever-
bally. Instead, clefts are used to question a subject. Ungratical subject-questions
with preverbalWwhoare shown in (28). These are not affected by the conjoifidis
alternation, since both the conjoint and the disjoint fofrthe verb are ungrammatical
here.

(28) a. *Ndayia- kund-iye?
1who sm1-want- PERECJ
Int: ‘Who wanted (it)?’ (conjoint)
b. *Ndayia- za- kunda?
1who sm1- PEREDJ- want
Int: ‘Who wanted (it)?’ (disjoint) [Sambaal]

Subject questions must be clefted, as shown in (29a). Fanisitives, the question
word in a subject-question can also appear postverbalshawn in (29b). With the
postverbal subject-question strategy there is no agreenedéween thevh-word and
the verb, instead the verb is marked with a class 17 subjedtanavhich might be
analysed as a kind of expletive.

(29) a. N’ ndayia- iz- iye- ye?
coplwhosml- come-PERECF RM1
‘Who is it that came?’
b. Ku- iz- iye ndayi?
SM17-come-PERECIWhO
‘There came who?’ [Sambaa]

Why-questions In Sambaa, the question wokdai ‘why’ also cannot appear in the
IAV position. Instead it appears to be fronted to the seraenitial position or merged
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there, as shown in (30a). Other question phrasdxsch are used to askhy-questions
also appear in this position, as shown in (30b).

(30) a. Kwaiu- Za- uka?
why SM2s- PEREDJ- leave
‘Why did you leave?’
b. Kwa mbwaia- ku- etea matagi?
17assocwhat sm1- om2s- bringAPPL.CI6egg
‘Why did s/he bring you eggs? (lit. of/for what)’

c. A- ku- etea- i matagi?
SM1- OM2s- bring APPL.C> WHAT 6egg
‘Why did s/he bring you eggs?’ [Sambaa]

We can conclude thdvai, either undergoesh-movement, is merged in clause-initial
position. Marginally, for some speakédtwai can also appear after the verb. If this is
the case, the verb must be in the conjoint form, as shown in (31

(31 a %A- iz -iye kwai?
SM1-come-PERECY why
‘Why did he come?’

b. *A- za- iza kwai?
SM1- PEREDJ- comewhy
‘Why did he come?’ [Sambaa]

Conclusions The data presented in this section show that certain nonked wh-
elements have to appear in a position immediately afteré¢hie \hese include objects
and most adjuncts. Subjects have to be clefted, while highnats appear in sentence-
initial or sentence-final position. A structural 1AV is therplest solution to account
for these effects. In the next section, the structural iogtlons of this analysis are
discussed.

6.2.4 Evidence for a structural 1AV

The 1AV has been argued not to be a structural position in Zlihe strongest evidence
for this view of Zulu morphosyntax are what Buell (2009b)lgdahe “no-crossing
effects” and the “no postfocal material effects”. The nossing effect appears when
an object moves across an element which would follow it in-mwrguestion word
order, in order to appear in the 1AV position, whereas the ostfocal material effect
appears when other material follows an element in |AV positBoth configurations
are ungrammatical in Zulu within the verb phrase. Thesekaf@ffects are consistent
with an analysis where an element appears in |AV positiombse the other elements
have moved outside of the VP (the view taken in Buell (2009tgbher than one

SNote thatkwai consists okwa, the associative form of class 17, which is used as a prépositeaning
for or of, and thewh-clitic -i which means ‘what’. This means the two forms consist of theesavo
elements ‘for’ and ‘what’.
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where an element moves to the 1AV position. In Buell's anialyis Zulu, verb-phrase-
external objects are those which are not object-markedevaject-marked objects
are not inside the verb phrase. Object marking interacts thiese effects in Zulu.
Constructions which are ungrammatical without object rimaykre often grammatical
with object marking. The no-crossing effect is illustrate@32). In Zulu, ‘how’ in 1AV
position cannot be followed by a direct object.

(32) *Ba- bhak-a kanjaniisinkwa?
SM2- bake-Fv how  7bread
‘How do they bake bread?’ [Zulu, Buell 2009b:168]

In (32), an example of the ungrammaticality of postfocalredats in Zulu is
shown. Here the indirect object is questioned and is foltblg the direct object,
which is not object-marked. Since in Zulu, as in Swahili aran®aa the basic word
order is SV 10 DO, no crossing-over would be necessary herhéfocal element to
appear in the 1AV position, yet the sentence is ungrammiatica

(33) *U- zo- thwal-is- a banileli tafula?
2S- FUT- carry- CAUS- FV who 5that5table
‘Who will you help carry that table?’ [Zulu, Buell 2009b:1p9

Unlike in Zulu, in Sambaa there are no crossing-over or pastfeffects. In Sam-
baa, the object, which is not object-marked, can followwheadjunct, as shown in
(34). To get to this position it would be crossing over thediobject. There are clear
differences between inanimate (direct) objects in ZuluiarSiambaa.

(34) U- dik- iye zezezia nkande?
SM2s- cook-PERFCJhow 10DEM 10food
‘How did you cook this food?’ [Sambaa]

For human indirect objects, Sambaa also requires objedintaiThe pattern here is
affected by the order of the complements. As was shown inteh8pit is generally not
obligatory to object-mark a noun referring to a human, siehgwana‘child’. For
the speakers who allow variation in the word ordewmquestions, this is maintained
when it appears as an indirect object in its base positioshasn in (35a). However,
when thewh-word appears in the 1AV position, it is ungrammatical topltbe object
marker as shown in (35b).

(35) a. Hu- (m)- ghul-iye ng’'wanambwai?
SM2S.NEG- OM1-buy- PERECJ1child what
‘What didn’t you buy for the child?’
b. Hu- *(m)- ghul-iye mbwaing'wana?
SM2S.NEG- OM1- buy- PERECJwhat 1child
‘What didn’t you buy for the child?’ [Sambaa]

“Note that the relevant reading here is a d-linked reading. ckmtext for this sentence is that a set of
things needed to be bought for the child and the speaker isgagie hearer which of the things in that set
were not bought. This might make this word order more acbépta
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In Zulu, this sentence would also be grammatical with ohjegiking. The difference
between the two languages becomes clear with inanimatetsbje

In Sambaa, the word order effect on object marking, for a goestioned object
which follows awh-element, does not appear with non-human objects. There is a
strong preference for theh-word to appear in the 1AV position, as in (36a), over
(36b), where it appears after the object, but both sentemeegrammatical without
object marking.

(36) a. U- ghul-iye hii  matonhte?
SM2s- buy- PERFwhere6banana
‘Where did you buy bananas?’
b. U- ghul-iye matonhtenii?
SM2s- buy- PERF6bananawhere
‘Where did you buy bananas?’ [Sambaa]

With animate non-human objects, object marking is also bégatory, as shown
in (37a).

(37) a. U- ink- a mbwaing’ombeyako?
SM2s- give-PRESCJwhat 9cow  9your
‘What did you give your cow?’
b. U- ink- a ng’'ombeyako mbwai?
SM2s- give-PRESCJ9cow  9yourwhat
‘What did you give your cow?’ [Sambaal]

The data in examples (36) and (37) indicate that the nontigumes! object is not
right-dislocated. With right-dislocation, object margiims required for all kinds of
nouns in Sambaa, irrespective of their animacy status.eTisano ungrammaticality
in Sambaa either with postfocal elements or with crosswgy-d herefore, in contrast
to Zulu, there is no evidence that any other elements movedier dor thewh-element
to appear in the 1AV position in Sambaa.

Multiple wh-questions If there is one structural position wherend-item can ap-
pear, we would expect multipleh-questions to be ungrammatical, since no position
might be available for the second element to move to, unledpie structural focus
positions are assumed. Moreover, there should be a granatiigtidifference between
sentences with twavh-elements that target the 1AV position and sentences whdye o
one of thewh-elements does. Both predictions turn out to be true for Samb

In Sambaa, multiplevh-questions are generally judged as degraded. TwanfoH|
words following the verb are judged as severely degradedhasn in (38). This is
the case, irrespective of the order of thie-elements.

(38) a. *U- ghul-iye hii  mbwai?
SM2s- buy- PERECJwherewhat
Int: ‘What did you buy where?’
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b. *U- ghul-iye mbwai hii?
SM2s- buy- PERECJwhat where
Int: ‘What did you buy where?’ [Sambaa]

Where multiplewh-questions are judged acceptable, constructions whertavtheh-
words do not both appear postverbally are used. Ifwhevord follows the verb and
one appears preverbally the equivalent of the sentenc8)rbgomes acceptable, as
shown in (39).

(39) Hii u- ghul-iye- i?
wheresMm1- buy- PERECJF WHAT
‘Where did he buy what?’ [Sambaa]

However, cases wherenh-clitic appears in combination with a fulh-word are also
preferred to those with two fulvh-words, as in (40).

(40) U-  ghul-iye- [ hii?
SM2s- buy- PERECJ} WHAT where
‘What did you buy where?’ [Sambaa]

These facts are expected if there is a single syntacticiposithere thevh-word
must appear. It is less clear why the questions withwieclitic are judged more
acceptable. The syntax afh-clitic in Sambaa, is unfortunately beyond the scope of
this thesis.

Conclusions The data presented in this section support a view of the |1Aitjpm as
a structural position in Sambaa. The lack of crossing-owpostfocal effects indicate
that any other elements do not need to move in Sambaa, whlgittyements for
multiple wh-questions indicate that there is only one position avélédr an element
which needs to be in IAV.

6.2.5 Representing the AV position in syntax

For Rundi, Ndayiragije (1999) argues for a structure whbesd is a low focus pro-
jection, which he labels FocP, immediately below TP. ThecEge of FocP is on the
right. In Ndayiragije’s account, as shown in (41), the ventves to T and the focal
element, in (41) this is the subject, moves to spec,FocRahfidysis is for OVS struc-
tures, where the focal element is the final element in theseladowever, the FocP on
the right cannot account for any 1AV effects where the elenmemAV is not clause
final, unless all other elements were argued to be rightdided to a higher positioh.

5This may in fact be a possible analysis for languages likei Belcause of the no cross-over effects
described in Buell (2009b).
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(412) TP
spec T
/\
T FocP
| T
) Foc’ spec
/\ |
Foc VP Subj
/\
tSubj \A
}V Obj

A specifier on the left for FocP would not cause this problem.efement could
raise to the 1AV position while the other elements stay in.sWvith the additional
structure assumed in this thesis to account for the agreeamehaspectual heads,
there are multiple projections that could be merging witke.Fdowever, for the 1AV
to be immediately postverbal while preceding any objettseéds to be located below
AspP and above VP. An appropriate structure is shown in ([B8).IAV position here
is the specifier of FocP. This account is very similar to tlecttire proposed in van
der Wal (2006). However, for Sambaa, the verb appears te higher than v because
there are aspectual markers which are suffixed suclyas -

(42) FinP
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Conclusions

The data and structures discussed in this section implyShatbaa is not a trugh-

in situ languageWh-objects and the lower adjuncts move to the IAV position,levhi
subjects need to be clefted. The only elements which realbear to be in situ are
subject-questions with expletive agreement. wbr-questions either movement to
spec,CP or merging at sentence-initial position are plesaialyses. In the next sec-
tion we will look at the structure of relative clauses. Thidl support the structure in
(42) by providing evidence for lexical material merged atiFo

6.2.6 Sambaa relative clause structure

As illustrated in section 2.3.6, Sambaa has a number ofrdiftestrategies for relative
clause formation. The relative markers, which exist in twarpmological types, can be
prefixed or suffixed to a verb or be attached to a preverballagpucomplementizer.
One of these strategies has no subject marking morpholagyeikr, where that is the
case, the relative marker still shows full agreement withghbject. The word order
with a relativized object is either SV or VS with a preferefi@eSV. The distribution
of the relative morphology in Sambaa is similar to that foim8wabhili. However, the
analyses for Swabhili relative clauses do not fit our analys&ambaa clause structure.
There are also word order differences between Swahili anth8a.

For Swabhili, several people have argued that the relativek@nattaches to the
highest verbal element (Barrett-Keach 1986; Ngonyani 280A&rt 1997), which fol-
lowing Barrett-Keach (1985, 1986) is argued to include ¢gmefixes. For synthetic
relative clauses in Swabhili, it is argued that the verb migeC, resulting in VS(O)
word order (Ngonyani 2001; Zwart 1997). This would resulail'S word order. In-
deed this is the word order for Swahili prefixed relative skaa) although Krifka (1995)
has examples of SV order as well.

Examples of the relativization strategies available in [Slivare shown in (43).
The amba strategy, which is marginal in Sambaa, appears to workenstime way
in both languages. The Swahili example is shown in (43a).walsli, SV order is
judged as severely degraded or ungrammatical, this is siro@8b). The grammati-
cal sentence, with VS word order, is shown in (43c).

(43) a. kitabuamba-cho Ali a- li- ki- soma(SV)

7bookamba RM7 1Ali sM1- PAST- OM7-read
Int: ‘the book which Ali read’

b. ??kitabtAli a- - cho- ki- soma(SV)

7book1Ali sM1-PAST- RM7- OM7-read

Int: ‘the book which Ali read’

c. kitabua- li- cho- ki- somaAli (VS)
7booksM1- PAST- RM7- oM7-read 1Ali
‘the book which Ali read’
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d. kitabua- soma-cho Ali (VS)
7booksm1-read- RM7 1Al
‘the book which Ali reads’ [Swahili]

In Sambaa, both VS and SV word orders are grammatical in deesative clauses,
while SV is generally preferred. The two orders are illugtdan (44). For VS, there
is no reason to assume that the verb raises to . Using thewtufor the verbal
morphemes we have been using here, it would also be a néal-tratter to raise the
verb. Remnant movement, where all other elements move abedfP before the TP
raises to C would be required. However, the verb will be adigoeraise higher than
Asp for some of the relativization strategies discussee.hstill, these can derived
without using remnant movement, or an analysis like the sopgsed for Swahili by

Ngonyani (2001) and Zwart (1997). Since, the VS order is theked order, | will not
discuss it further here.

(44) a. kitabuSteve a- ghul-iye- cho (SV)
7book1Stevesml- buy- PERF RM7
‘the book which Steve bought’

b. kitabua- ghul-iye- cho Steve (VS)
7booksm1-buy- PERF RM7 1Steve
‘the book which Steve bought’ [Sambaa]

Let us now consider each relativization strategy in Sambadarn. In Bantu, rel-
ative clauses are head external. The current theoretieysis, following Kayne
(1994), can be used to derive the basic structure of thavelelfause. To derive the
analytic type of relative clause is unproblematic. In (4%),example of the copular
strategy is shown. The appropriate tree diagram for thisesee is shown in (46).

(45) Kiti ndi- cho ng'wanane- a- ghul-e m’ bei jedi.
7chaircor RM7 1child  FuT- sm1-buy- suBJcoP5price5good
‘The chair which the child will buy is cheap.’ [Sambaa]
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(46) DP

/\D’
/\

D CP
|
kit FinP
| /\
ndicho .
DP Fin’
|
ngwana i TP
| /\
a
T AspP
|
a
Asp vP
/\ /\
v ASD tng’wana 4
PN |
VoV o a o e
| U
/\
ghul tv o kit

The synthetic type is harder to derive in a system where eaxhmeme is gener-
ated in a particular syntactic head. It appears that we rfeee different structures.
Consider a prefixed relative clause with a subject marken &&7).

(47) kiti  ng'wanaa- cho- ghula
7chairlchild sm1-RM7-buyPRES
‘the chair that the child buys’ [Sambaa]

In the corresponding structure, in (48), the relative maikéhe head of an XP which
is attached just below TP and the verb raises to Asp, as weangued for all Sambaa
sentences.
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(48) DP
/\D’
/\
D CP
|
kiti /\
C FinP

DP Fin’

Fin TP
| /\
a
T XP
|
@
X AspP
|
cho
Asp vP
/\ /\
v ASp tngwana V’
P |
Voov o a < Vb
| U
ghul tv o thi

For the suffixed relative clause type, as in (49), a diffestnicture is necessary.
In the appropriate structure, shown in (50), the verb woualkto raise all the way to
X and left-adjoin to it, in order to get the right order of mbgmes.

(49) kiti ng'wanaa- ghul-iye- cho
7chairichild sm1-buy- PRES RM7
‘the chair that the child buys’ [Sambaal]
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(50) bp
D'
D CP
|
kit ¢ FinP
DP Fin’
| /\
ng'wana
Fin TP
| /\
a
T XP
|
@
X AspP
S S /\
tas vP
T | P
v Asp cho /\
P | thgwana v’
\% \ iye /\
ty VP
ghul P

tv kit

It is undesirable in theoretical terms to use two derivatifar such similar structures.
However, similar patterns are cross-linguistically wislesad.

A third structure is necessary for the initial relative nerkhat appears without
the subject marker, as in (51).

(51) ng'wanamwe-ghula  Kkiti
1child RM1- buyPRES7chair
‘the child that buys the chair’ [Sambaal]

In the corresponding structure, shown in (52), the relatiseking morpheme is in-
serted in Fin to avoid projecting unnecessary structurés Kimd of structure, with
the relative marker inserted in Fin, following Rizzi (199ig) also proposed for Zulu
in Henderson (2006b). However, the Zulu data would haveaepbal subject in these
cases. Whereas, in Sambaa, because this structure is anly¥ath subject relatives,
the subject has always been extracted to a position outsitie €P.
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(52) DP

D’
D CP
| /\
ngwana - FinP
DP Fin’
| /\
Fin TP

tng’wana
mwe /\

T AspP
|
@
Asp vP
PN /\
v Asp tngwana %
P |
V. v a t/\VP
| U
PN
ghul ty kit

The number of structures necessary to account for the viglation patterns in
Sambaa, can be reduced somewhat by comparing relativeeslgughe |AV position.
In section 6.2.2, | argued that there is a FocP just abovesv$hawn in (53).
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(53) FinP

N
Fn TP
/\

AspP
/\
Asp FocP
/\
1AV Foc’
/\
Foc vP

spec,vP \

v VP

AN

This structure can easily also account for the prefixedivelamarker, if the relative
marker is inserted at Foc. This is shown in (54).
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(54) DP

| /\

ng'wana ,:m

/\

FocP
Foc AspP
|
cho
Asp vP
/\ /\
v Asp tngwana V’
PN | PN
V. v a t, VP
| PN
ghul

tv thits

The suffixed relative marker does not follow immediatelynfrthis structure. How-
ever, the suffixed relative marker does not have a morphetheimorphological slot
associated with T. This means that nothing prevents theragsing to T, after moving
through Foc where the relative marker is attached, whilentaaiing the approach to
morphology we have used throughout. The relevant strugigieown in (55).
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(55) bp
/\D
/\
D CP
kilti /\
C FinP

DP Fin’
|
ng’'wana
Fin TP
|

a

T FocP
Foc T troe AspP
/\
Asp Foc taspp vP
| PSS
\" Asp cho thgwana V
\Y Vv iye ty VP
| PN
ghul tv o kit

Relative markers that appear in low positions in Bantu doamdy exist in Sam-
baa and Swahili but have also been described for Zulu, wheepparently cognate
invariable suffix yo sometimes appears on relative verbs.

In this section, | have argued that relative clausesahdjuestions in Sambaa
share many of their syntactic properties. This does deheedifferences in object
marking patterns discussed at the beginning of this chapiere is movementin rel-
ative clauses, as well aswhatquestions, yet in the former object marking is possible
while in the latter it is not. The best way to explain the Saabata inwh-contexts is
the animacy hierarchy. Having discussed the data and stasctor Sambaa, the next
section will look at Haya.

6.3 Questions and relative clauses in Haya

In chapters 3 and 4, Haya and Sambaa were compared in terhesraflhject marking
patterns. Although the two languages showed many diff@®imctheir morphosyntax,
it was argued that both languages have object agreememteiog to support this
came from the fact that object-marked objects in Haya do ctoidly seem to be right-
dislocated, as well as structural and word order paraltlstbject marking in the two
languages. Invh-contexts the differences between Haya and Sambaa are nareh m
marked than elsewhere. In this section, | will briefly lookra structural properties of
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questions in Haya and then discuss Haya object marking. Forggards to 1AV and
conjoint disjoint effects, Haya shows roughly the samegpatas Sambaa. However,
the object marker patterns are entirely different, whilenBaa sometimes requires
object marking invh-contexts, Haya bans it throughout.

6.3.1 Structure

In Haya, the conjoint/disjoint system is much more limitedri in Sambaa. Unlike in
Sambaa, Haya has several tenses which are neutral in tethesaifnjoint/disjoint alt-

ernation. As introduced in chapter 3, a conjoint/disjoiistidction has been reported
for only one tense in Haya (Hyman 1999). An example of thi©@a in (56).

(56) a. Y- a- kom-a Kato.
SM1-PASTl.C}tie- Fv 1Kato
‘He tied Kato.’
b. Y- &a&- mu- kém-a.
SM1- PAST1.DJ- OM1-tie- Fv
‘He tied him.’ [Haya, Hyman 1999:160]

Just like in Sambaa and Zulu, the conjoint form must be usadiquestions in Haya.
The disjoint form is ungrammatical, as shown in (57).

(7)) a. Y- a- kom-a owa?
SM1-PASTl.cX*tie- FV who
‘Who did he tie?’

b. *Y- &4a- kbm-a owa?
SM1- PAST1.DJ-tie- FV who
‘Who did he tie?’ [Haya]

However, unlike Sambaa, Haya has multiple tenses whicheutal with regard to
the conjoint/disjoint distinction. These are usedvin-questions but can also be used
before a pause, as shown in (58).

(58) a. A- Kka- kom-a owa?
SM1-PAST3-tie- Fv who
‘Who did he tie?’
b. A- ka- kom-a.
SM1- PAST3-tie- Fv
‘He tied.’ [Haya]

As discussed in chapter 3, in Haya, unlike in Sambaa, the water of the direct
and indirect object is flexible in non-questions, as show(bia) and (59b). This is
not the case for the order of arguments and adjuncts, as siitvithe example of
‘the day before yesterday’ in (59¢) and (59d).

(59) a. N- ka- guliraomwanaekitabo.
SM1s- PAST3-buy 1child 7book
‘I bought the child a book.’
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b. N- ka guliraekitaboomwana.
SM1s- PAST3-buy 7book 1child
‘I bought the child a book.’

c. N- ka- guliraomwanaekitaboijo.
SM1s- PAST3-buy 1child 7book day.before.yesterday
‘I bought the child a book yesterday.’

d. *N- ka guliraijo ekitaboomwana.
SM1s- PAST3-buy day.before.yesterdagbook 1child
Int: ‘I bought the child a book the day before yesterday.’ Yy

However, when an adjunct is questioned it can appear imnedgifter the verb. This
is shown in (60). As (60b) shows, the IAV effect is weak, besgglooth orders are gram-
matical. However, if Haya had no 1AV effects, the order whitre temporal modifier
precedes the object, as in (60a) would be entirely ungrainatat

(60) a. O- ka- gulamaki ekitabo?
SM2s- PAST3- buy when7book
‘When did you buy the book?’

b. O- ka- gulaekitabomaki?
SM2S- PAST3- buy 7book when
‘When did you buy the book?’ [Haya]

The data in (60b) shows that in Haya, as in Sambaa, there ateossing-over
or postfocal effects with inanimates, while the word oraewh-questions appears to
be much freer than in Sambaa. However, we see the same basiower pattern in
both languages.

As in Sambaa, subjects cannot be questioned in situ. Thisoisrsin (61a). A
cleft, as in (61b), or a reduced cleft, as in (61c), must beluse

(61) a. *Owaia- iz- ile?
who sM1-comePAST2
Int: ‘Who came?’

b. N owaie- ya- iz- ile?
copPwho RM- SM1-comePAST2
‘Who came?’

c. N owaia- iz- ile?
coPwho SM1-comePAST2
‘Who came?’ [Haya]

Whyquestions are also formed as in Sambaa, with a sentertid-guiestion word,
asin (62).

(62) Kubaki o- ka-  gulaekitabo?
for whatsm2s- PAST3-buy 7book
‘Why did you buy the book?’ [Haya]
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As in Sambaa, when an indirect object appears aftavtheord it must be object-
marked, as shown in (63a). Without object marking, the ser@és ungrammatical,
(63b). Object marking the direct object as well as the irdibject, as shown in
(63c) is optional, though preferred.

(63) a. O- ka- guliraomwanaekitabomaki?
SM2s- PAST3-buy 1child 7book when
‘When did you buy the child a book?’
b. *O- ka- guliramaki omwaneekitabo?
SM2s- PAST3-buy whenlchild 7book
Int: ‘When did you buy the child a book?’
c. O- ka- m-  guliramaki omwanaekitabo?
SM2S- PAST3- OM1-buy whenlchild 7book
‘When did you buy the child a book?’
d. O- ka- ki- m- guliramaki omwanaekitabo?
SM2S- PAST3- OM7-OM1-buy whenlchild 7book
‘When did you buy the child a book?’ [Haya]

The behaviour ofvh-questions is rather similar structurally to that in Sambaa
However, just like in non-questions, Haya allows more wadko flexibility.

6.3.2 Object marking

In terms of object marking, Haya is very different from Samba Haya, object mark-
ing wh-elements is altogether ungrammatical. Unlike in SambakaSaahili, object
marking awho-object is ungrammatical, as shown in (64).

(64) W- a- (*mu)- bonaowa?
SM2s- PAST1.C} OM1- see who
‘Who did you see?’ [Haya]

In Haya, there is no difference between animate and inarirabjects inwh-
questions. For allvh-elements, object marking is ungrammatical. This is shawn i
(65a). The non-questioned counterpart to (65a) is conlplateeptable with object
marking, as shown in (65b).

(65) a. O- ka- (*ki)- bonaki?
SM2s- PAST3- OM7-see what
‘What did you see?’
b. O- ka- ki-  bonaekitabo.
SM2s- PAST3- OM7-see 7book
‘You saw the book.’ [Haya]

Likewise, in Haya relative clauses, object-marking a reita#d object is ungrammat-
ical, as shown for a noun referring to a human in (66). In Haghtive clauses are
marked with a demonstrative not with verbal morphology.sTiattern is very com-
mon across Bantu.
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(66) Omuntwwo n- a- (*mu)- letela eshokolate . .
1personlDEM SM1s- PAST1- OM1- bringAPPL9chocolate
‘The person who | gave chocolate ...’ [Haya]

This holds even for non-restrictive relative clauses, wlike head noun is interpreted
as given, as shown in (67).

(67) Juliette owo n- a- (*mu)- ha- ile eshokolaten- a-
1JuliettelDEM SM1- PAST1- OM1- GIVE- PAST2 1lchocolateCONT- SM1-
ba- keisa.

OM2- greet
‘Juliette, who | gave (the) chocolate, sends her greetings. [Haya]

Object marking is also ungrammatical for animate and inatéwh-objects in
Haya clefts, as shown in the examples in (68). Note that tisen® overt copula in
these constructions, but unlike other typeswbfquestions, these questions have the
relative morphology that is typical of Bantu clefts. In thesxamples, this is marked
by the demonstrativewoandekyorespectively.

(68) a. Mwan&ki owo w- a- boine?
1child whatlDEM SM2S- PASTL- SeePAST2
‘Which child was it that you saw?’
b. *Mwanaki owo w- a- mu- boine?
1child whatlDEM SM2S- PASTL- OM1- SeePAST2
Int: ‘Which child was it that you saw?’
c. Kintu ki  ekyo w- a- boine?
7thingwhat7DEM SM2S- PAST1- SEePAST2
‘Which thing was it that you saw?’
d. *Kintu ki ekyo w- a- ki-  boine?
7thingwhat7DEM SM2S- PAST1- OM7- SEEPAST2
Int: ‘Which thing was it that you saw?’ [Haya]

Haya has a clear pattern with regard to the criterion used@sigan and Mcho-
mbo (1987). However, for the test suggested in Hendersod6{0the results are
contradictory because Haya would be an agreement langbageuse it allows an
object-marked object to appear before a temporal advethiait does not allow ob-
ject marking in relative clauses.

Chichewa and Haya, as discussed in chapter 3, display a iveitsistone pattern
with object marking and a co-indexed lexical object (Bresaad Mchombo 1987;
Byarushengo et al. 1976). Moreover, like Haya, Chichew&nmquires object mark-
ing with an overt object. However, Haya is different from €hewa for relativization:
object marking is allowed and sometimes required in redatlauses. In Henderson’s
system, Chichewa counts also as an agreement language, Bvbgnan and Mcho-
mbo (1987) argue it has has pronominal object marking, bpaeiihlly on the fact
that Chichewa does not allow object marking in questionge@bmarking in rela-
tive clauses is illustrated in (69). In (69a) the object-kealr variant is shown. The
degraded version, without object marking, is shown in (69b)
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(69) a. Njovu ziménéanyani a- ku- zi- patsamikandazi-
10elephantd 0 REL 2baboonsM2- PAST- OM10-give 4beads sm10-
ma- dyanzimbe.

HAB- eat 10sugar.cane
‘The elephants, that the baboons are giving beads to, eat sage.

[Chichewa, Mchombo 2004:41, commas added in translation]

b. ?? Njovu ziménéanyani a- ku- patsanikandazi- —ma-
10elephant&0.REL 2baboonsm2- PAST- give 4beads SM10-HAB-
dyanzimbe.

eat 10sugar.cane
‘The elephants, that the baboons are giving beads to, eat sage.

[Chichewa, Mchombo 2004:41, commas added in translation]

In Swahili, relative clauses pattern like questions anéisss, while in Sambaa,
relative clauses pattern like non-relativized assertinoslike questions. In Haya, rel-
ative clauses pattern like questions. Furthermore, HageCdmichewa have the same
pattern for assertions and questions but a different paftarrelative clauses. The
fact that Chichewa and Haya pattern together for sarguestions but not relative
clauses, while Swahili and Sambaa pattern together fdivelelauses but not consis-
tently for questions shows that a grouping based on the pnorad or agreement-like
properties of object marking in a Bantu language cannotrid&d to a particular pat-
tern in relative clauses avh-questions.

For Haya, Duranti (1977) argues that not allowing object kimay in relative
clauses is evidence for the pronominal status of the objacken. He has two pieces
of evidence for this: the tone patterns discussed in se8ti@u3 and the relative clause
data. Because Haya and Chichewa share the other propeityn @hranti uses to de-
cide that Haya is a pronominal object marking language géigralization is already
flawed. Moreover, there are languages which appear to fitriteria for agreement
but, like Haya, do not allow object marking in relative classAn example of this
is Bemba (Marten et al. 2007). Bemba has different propeftam Haya for object
marking. It is asymmetric for passivization, word order arject marking, and al-
lows only one object marker (with the exception of the firstspa singular in some
cases). Bemba also allows doubling of the object marker la@dbject in normal af-
firmative clauses, which does not trigger any tone changeshawn in (70) (Marten
et al. 2007).

(70) a. N- &li- md- mén-a Chisanga.
SM1s- PAST- OM1-see- Fv 1Chisanga
‘| saw Chisanga. [Bemba, Marten et al. 2007:261]
b. N- ali- moén-a Chisanga.
SM1s- PAST- see- Fv 1Chisanga
‘| saw Chisanga. [Bemba, Marten et al. 2007:262]

Bemba could therefore potentially be treated as an objesteagent language.
Bemba does not allow object marking in relative clauseshaws in (71).
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(71) a. ici-punaicO umu-anakasha- mweene
7- chairreL7 1-  girl SM1- SeePERF
‘the chair which the girl saw... [Bemba, Marten et al. 20094]
b. *ici- punaicd Umu-anakasha- ci- mweene
7- chairreL7 1-  girl SM1- OM7- SEeePERF
Int: ‘the chair which the girl saw... [Bemba, Marten et al(7:294]

We have seen that there is no clear correlation between therpain relative
clause and questions and what looks like object agreemsst/kere. This bring us
back to considering the role certain features of the objéghtiplay in object marking.
This is discussed in the next section.

6.3.3 Definiteness and specificity

In chapter 3, it was shown that in (Kiunguja) Swahili and SambIPIs can be object-
marked. In Haya, this is not the case. An inherently definfiiect noun phrase can
receive a definite reading without object marking, as in (72)

(72) N-  ka- gulaekitabokya omwana.
SM1s- PAST3-buy 7book 7Associchild
‘I bought the child’s book (lit. the book of the child).’ [Hay

It is difficult to test whether all object-marked objects e definite or specific in
Haya. However, in negative clauses the evidence is quite. ¢leHaya, it is impossible
to get the NPI reading with object marking. A sentence withN#l reading and
without object marking is shown in (18a). The augment do¢gppear in this context.
The augment has been linked to definiteness but the relatfpissnot one to one. As
in many Bantu languages, the augment is not used in NPI cniexaya. Object
marking without the augment is generally ungrammaticashasvn in (18b). With an
object marker only the definite reading is available, as show(18c). With object
marking andkyona kyonaany’ the sentence is ungrammatical, as shown in (18d).

(73) a. Ti- n- a- bonakintu kyonakyona.
NEG- SM1s- PAST1-see 7thing7any
‘| didn’t see anything.’ [Haya]
b. *Ti- n- a- ki-  bonakintu.
NEG- SM1S- PASTL- OM7-see 7thing
* ‘] didn’'t see anything.’ [Haya]
c. Ti- n- a- ki-  bonaekintu.
NEG- SM1s- PAST1- OM7-see 7thing
* ‘] didn’t see anything.’
vl didn’t see the thing.’ [Haya]
d *Ti- n- a- ki-  bona(kintu) kyonakyona.
NEG- SM1s- PAST1- OM7-see 7thing 7any
Int: ‘I didn’t see anything.’ [Haya]
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The data introduced in this section shows that object-nehnkins in Haya can-
not have a non-specific indefinite interpretation. This isthe case in Sambaa and
Swahili, where object-marked nouns can have a non-speaotfécgretation. Since
wh-elements are typically non-specific and indefinite, therangnaticality of object
marking ofwh-objects in Haya may be caused by a feature incompatibility.

6.4 Conclusions

In Haya, object marking is incompatible with objects intetied as indefinite or non-
specific and can therefore never appeanirquestions. Cross-linguistically this fits
into a widespread pattern of associating specificity witteamarking and agreement.
However, it is less clear why object marking is ungrammatitaelatives clauses as
well. Haya would be a language with pronominal object maglaacording to both
Henderson (2006b) and Bresnan and Mchombo (1987) for theidath-contexts.
However, for Henderson (2006b), Haya would count as a lagpguwehich allows
doubling and therefore be predicted to allow object markingelative clauses. This
means that Haya is a counterexample for the correlationrdiaenderson (2006b)
between doubling and the acceptability of object markingeiative clauses. As we
have seen, neither test is conclusive in isolation.

Swabhili generally allows object marking imh-contexts. But although the accept-
ability of object marking for inanimate objects is diffetém questions, the same fea-
tures trigger the same object marking patterns as inmiecontexts. In Sambaayh-
questions differ from other relative clauses and mdgreontexts for object marking.
The animacy hierarchy applies more strictlyh-environments than in other environ-
ments. In nonwh-environments, the hierarchy only works in one directianfdrce
object marking. Inwh-environments, the hierarchy is bidirectional: it reqaiieat
one end and bans it at the other end. In non-questions, $eveperties are relevant,
namely, definiteness/referentiafitgnd animacy, whereas in questions only animacy
matters. The definiteness hierarchy only appears to aftentin objects as a subgroup
in Sambaa.

Although relative clauses and cleft-questions involveghme morphology, they
have different object marking patterns in Haya and SamhaaeS$nanimate objects
pattern the same way in Sambaa and Haya questions, it ilyntitat this is caused by
an agreement/pronoun distinction, but rather due to tkaiufral composition and syn-
tax. In both Sambaa and Hayah-questions have a particular object marking pattern.
As the examples of Sambaa and Chichewa show, at least in sante Bnguages, the
different types ofwh-environments do not have the same properties for objedt-mar
ing. Based on these facts, the acceptability of object mgrki questions cannot be
used as a diagnostic for agreement-like or pronominal ¢bhjecking, as proposed in
Bresnan and Mchombo (1987) and Duranti (1979).

The final chapter discusses object marking in coordinatimrcires.

6Proper names and first/second person are part of the defisitestale introduced in chapter 3, based
on Croft (2003).






CHAPTER [

Object marking and coordination

In chapters 3 to 6, the behaviour of object marking acrossmgeaaf construction
types in Sambaa, and Bantu more generally, has been didcudse chapter deals
with the agreement patterns which are found with coordistigctures. There are
two general agreement patterns for coordinate structfuésagreement and partial
agreement. Full agreement is agreement with the entiredowaiion phrase, while
partial agreement is agreement with one of the conjuncté.agueement does not
mean that all features will be reflected in the agreement hadggy but rather that
the entire CoP is agreed with, rather than a subpart.

Here, agreement with the first conjunct will be referred téfiast conjunct agree-
ment” (FCA) and agreement with the second conjunct will Herred to as “second
conjunct agreement” (SCA).

Within Bantu linguistics, coordinated noun phrases withjoacts belonging to
different noun classes and the agreement patterns theetrigere a popular topic
during the 1970s and 80s. Most of this literature deals withjects in one particular
language, but there are several papers which provide a neoerg overview includ-
ing Givon (1970), Bokamba (1985) and Katamba (2003). Thieiohg subject and
object marking patterns with conjoined noun phrases inBare reported (Kageyama
1977; Marten 2000, 2005; Marten and Ramadhani 2001; Nash; 2% and Botne
1998):

e plural agreement (if both conjuncts belong to the same ntassyt
o first conjunct agreement (FCA)

e second conjunct agreement (SGA)

1SCA means agreement with the last conjunct, which in a coatidin structure with two elements is
the second one.
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e agreement with a default plural noun class

e NO agreement

First and second conjunct are instances of partial agregeméile default and
plural agreement are instances of full agreement. Secanjdroct agreement is much
more rare than first conjunct agreement and has only beenildeg@s a possibility
for subject marking — for example in Swahili (Bokamba 198%rddn 2000), Luguru
(Marten and Ramadhani 2001) or Dzamba (Bokamba 1985) — nobfect marking.
The most commonly mentioned default class is class 8. Classe&ms to be less
common. Schadeberg (1992) notes class 10 as a strategyextbgpsome speakers
of Swahili. In Zulu, class 17 is used (Buell 2009a; Nyemb&#8Q). For coordination
phrases containing human conjuncts, class 2 is used. Thaigtimes extended to
other animates, such as animals, even in languages whenalardire generally not in
class 1/2. In Swahili and Luguru, there is a difference betwamimates and inanimate
noun phrases with regard to allowing partial agreement {®a2000; Marten and
Ramadhani 2001).

There is an extensive literature on the syntax of coordistitectures in the lan-
guages of the world, some of this literature discusses aggaepatterns, including
Corbett (2006), Johannessen (1998) and van Koppen (2008)e€ (2006) argues
that coordinate structures are problematic for agreemsisis because they can be
built from elements which are singular but are part of a sgtitestructure which is
plural. Corbett refers to these configurations as mismatbkéveen the meaning and
the form. Coordinated plural elements do not create thid kihnmismatch, since all
elements are plural. However, in languages with gendeindtgins, for example the
Bantu noun class system, coordinate structures with noglosging to different gen-
ders produce mismatches. Cross-linguistically, in sutiltbns, coordinated DPs
typically allow either plural or singular agreement. Frontypological perspective,
Corbett argues that agreement tends to be with the neanejsinct, citing a num-
ber of languages which allow agreement with the second oehjtdis examples for
second conjunct agreement come from Swabhili subject coatidin.

From a Generative syntax perspective, second conjunctiammet is problematic.
This is because in the standard Generative analysis of atich? as shown in (1),
the second conjunct (DP2) is the complement of the cooridim@hrase and is more
deeply embedded than the first conjunct (DP1) in the spegi@isition of CoP. For a
range of syntactic constructions, it is assumed that theifspreposition of a phrase
remains visible to syntax but not its other subconstituents

Q) CoP
DP1 Co’
/\
Co DP2

2See Borsley (2005) for arguments against the standardsisaly
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Johannessen (1998) proposes an additional structure. Agasvihe structure in
(1), she proposes a second structure where the specifiergec® the right and the
CoP is head-final, shown in (2).

(2 CoP
Co’ DP2
/\
DP1 Co

This means that the second conjunct is in the specifier of @bik the first conjunct
is the most deeply embedded, as the complement of Co. Shesditgat which struc-
ture a language has depends on whether it is head-final orihigadl particularly
with regard to the order of the verb and the object. She aria¢ ©V languages have
the specifier on the right, while VO languages have the spedafi the left (Johan-
nessen 1998:55).

Beyond the question of accessibility, the coordinate stinecagreement patterns
discussed here pose a problem for syntactic theory becameeraent is optionally
with one conjunct or with the entire phrase. A similar patter Dutch dialects is
discussed in van Koppen (2005).

For the purposes of distinguishing agreement from pronahiitorporation, co-
ordination structures provide further evidence. Pron@himcorporation of one con-
junctwould be ruled out under the Coordinate Structure €aim (Ross 1967), which
rules out moving one conjunct out of a coordination phraseoiporated pronouns
would either have to “agree” with both conjuncts or with tmtiee CoP. However, as
shown in this chapter, in all languages under discussiaeemgent with one conjunct
is possible, while agreement with both conjuncts is ungratival.

If the object marker were to be analysed as an anaphoric pmgram the other
hand, it would not need to have syntactic access (localigedimed by c-command)
to its co-referential DP at all. This ought to allow for free-imdexing between the
object marker and any conjunct. However, in all of the lampsaconsidered here,
there are no environments where either FCA or SCA would bsiples The choice,
where there is optionality, is always between one particodamjunct and the entire
CoP.

For object agreement, as argued for in this thesis, syntactiess is necessary,
while movement is not. This fits the patterns described Héoeever, as will be dis-
cussed further below, the coordination structure dataablpmatic for the theory of
agreement proposed in chapter 4. If agreement is deterrbinetbsest c-command
alone, we would predict only the features of the entire coatibn phrase (CoP) to
be able to be object-marked. This is illustrated with the wlegram in (3). In this
structure, the Probe AgrO finds the CoP first and can agredtwitht agreement with
DP1 and DP2 would be ruled since CoP is closer to the Probesifueture repre-
sented here corresponds to a direct object in the compleposiiton of V. However,
a specifier in the subject position (subject) or a specifiér ¢ihdirect object) would
have the same embedding structure and therefore behave $are way.



192 7.1. Coordination agreement

\Y oPFiF]

DP1[iF] Co’

4 NS
Co ?PZ{lF]

However, the agreement pattern predicted by closest c-@miis not the pattern
that we generally find with objects or subjects in situ in SambAs shown in this
chapter, first conjunct agreement is possible in certaiiremments, where full agree-
ment is also possible. When the relative order of the verbitsnakguments is taken
into account, the following descriptive generalizatioas be made:

e Subject marking and object marking pattern in the same wagdordination
agreement.

e Agreementis affected by the position of the coordinatecstme with regard to
the verb (see also Marten 2000, 2005).

e Semantic hierarchies do not affect coordination agreemesambaa.

e Coordination affects agreement patterns for objects msef obligatory agree-
ment.

In this chapter, agreement patterns with coordinate strastare discussed. The
relevant data includes both subject marking and objectimgrection 7.1 introduces
the Agree mechanism for FCA and full agreement as argued f@mn Koppen (2005).
The subsequent sections discuss the Sambaa data in detaibrs7.6 discusses the
patterns found in Haya. Finally, 7.7 discusses the impbeatof the data introduced
in the chapter for the approach to syntactic agreement driguién this thesis.

7.1 Coordination agreement

Van Koppen (2005) discusses agreement patterns in Duttdgctiawhere there are
two potential Goals for each Probe. As she argues, a Proliadiaccoordinate struc-
ture as its Goal will see two equally local Goals. Those asee@oP and the first
conjunct, but not the second conjunct. This is based on thetate illustrated in (4).

) />\
Probe

Goal 1

Goal 2 Goal 3
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If we use Agree as defined in Chapter 4, Goal 1 will be more Ittah Goal 2.
Based on this, we would predict that in a language like Samihare agreement is
strictly local,FCA should be ungrammatical. Only full agneent should be possible.
If Agree works the way it does in Haya, using EquidistancehtfeCA and SCA
would be predicted to be grammatical. Van Koppen (2005) do¢sse Equidistance,
but derives the appropriate visibility by creating the ogpioof “Equally local”:

(5) Equally local
Y and Z are equally local to X iff, (i) X c-commands both Y andif the set
of nodes that c-command Y is identical to the set of nodescttatmmand Z.

T >

YP
/\
ZP  YP

S
Y WP

If one uses a standard definition of c-command, as stated,ith@ first conjunct
(ZP in (6)) would be in a mutual c-command relation with theédo YP, but CoP (the
highest projection of YP) would not be c-commanded by ZP.ré&toee, YP and ZP
would not be equally local.

(7) C-command (standard):
X c-commands Y iff, the first nodes that dominates X, also datas .

Van Koppen (2005) proposes a modified definition of c-commuaith is shown
in (8).

(8) C-command (van Koppen 2005):
X c-commands Y iff, (i) X excludes Y (X excludes Y if no segmaaftX
dominates Y.) (ii) the first nodes that dominates X, also datas V.

In this definition, YP is a segment of YP but not a segment of hsTallows for a

head to c-command its complement (thus allowing for Agretake place at all), but
it does not allow the lower YP projection to c-command thecfjar of YP, that is ZP.
It furthermore allows Y to c-command WP, making WP not equlgtal. Adopting

this definition enables us to account for FCA without chaggdire way Agree works
in Sambaa.

7.2 Object marking in coordinate structures

Of the subject/object marking patterns with coordinatedmphrases listed above,
Sambaa make use of four strategies: no agreement, firstrairggreement (FCA),
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plural agreement or class 8, the default class. Which glydteused depends on the
properties of the conjuncts.

When non-human but animate objects of the same noun classoardinated,
three of these strategies are possible. This is shown forgneement in (9a), for
partial agreement (here one cannot see whether it is thefitse second conjunct)
in (9b) and for class 10, the plural of class 9, in (9c).

(99 a. N- za- onashimbana shui.
SM1s- PEREDJ- seeflion and9leopard
‘| saw the lion and the leopard.’

b. N- za- i- onashimbana shui.
SM1s- PEREDJ- OM9- see9lion and9leopard
‘| saw the lion and the leopard.’

c. N- za- Zi- onashimbana shui.
SM1s- PEREDJ- OM10-see9lion and9leopard
‘| saw the lion and the leopard.’ [Sambaa]

The same patterns are possible when two human objects axdirtated: no agree-
ment, in (10a), first conjunct agreement, in (10b), and plgeeement, in (10c).

(10) a. N- za- onamwaimuna ng'wana.
SM1s- PEREDJ- see lteachermndlchild
‘| saw the teacher and the child.’

b. N- za- mw- onamwaimuna ng'wana.
SM1s- PEREDJ- OM1- seelteacherandlchild
‘I saw the teacher and the child.’

c. N- Za- wa- Onamwaimuna ng’'wana.
SM1s- PEREDJ- OM2- see lteacherandlchild
‘| saw the teacher and the child. [Sambaa]

Where both nouns belong to the same noun class, it is noteleether any sin-
gular agreement is first conjunct agreement, rather thamnseconjunct agreement.
However, where two coordinated nouns belong to differentnrncasses the distinc-
tion becomes clear. FCA and plural agreement are possibkhawvn in (11a), while
second conjunct agreement (SCA) is ungrammatical, as siro@iib). The plural
of either noun class is also ungrammatical, as shown in (A4d)(11d). The default
class can be used, as shown in (11e). However, when both aceiasimate, animate
agreement, that is class 2, is often preferred, as illuestria (11f).

(11) a. N- za- ji-  onakui na shimba.
SM1s- PEREDJ- OM5- see5dogand9lion
‘| saw the dog and the lion.

3The way the nominal classes in Bantu work in general, in tesfrngular plural pairings, and the
list of the noun classes in Sambaa are explained on page 20.
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b. *N- za- i- onakui na shimba.
SM1s- PEREDJ- OM9- see5dogand9lion
Int: ‘| saw the dog and the lion.

c. *N- za- ya- onakui na shimba.
SM1s- PEREDJ- OM6- see5dogand9lion
Int: ‘| saw the dog and the lion.

d. *N- za- zi- onakui na shimba.
SM1s- PEREDJ- OM10-see5dogand9lion
Int: ‘| saw the dog and the lion.

e. N- za- vi- onakui na shimba.

SM1s- PEREDJ- OM8- see5dogand9lion
‘| saw the dog and the lion.

f. N- za- wa- onakui na shimba.
SM1s- PEREDJ- OM2- see5dogand9lion
‘| saw the dog and the lion. [Sambaa]

The same pattern holds when the order of the nouns is reyexgath FCA is gram-
matical, as shown in (12a), while SCA is ungrammatical, asvshin (12b). Default
object marking is also possible, as shown in (12c).

(12) a. N- za- i- onashimbana Kkui.
SM1s- PEREDJ- OM9- see9lion and5dog
‘| saw the lion and the dog.’
b. *N- za- ji-  onashimbana kui.
SM1s- PEREDJ- OM5-see9lion and5dog
Int: ‘| saw the lion and the dog.’

c. N- za- vi- onashimbana kui.

SM1s- PEREDJ- OM8-see9lion and5dog
‘| saw the lion and the dog.’ [Sambaa]

It is never possible to agree with both conjuncts, as showh3hn
(13) a. *N- za- i- ji- onakui na shimba.

SM1s- PERF OM9- OM5- see5dogand9lion
‘| saw the dog and the lion.

b. *N- za- ji- - onakui na shimba.
SM1s- PERF OM5- OM9- see5dogand9lion
‘| saw the dog and the lion. [Sambaa]

This is not surprising in terms of agreement since, as showhapters 3 and 4, object
agreement is dependent on the position and syntactic sthtbe object (as indirect
object, direct object or locative), and since each positian only be filled once, it
is expected that only one object marker corresponds to #iveder, this data is ev-
idence against the pronoun incorporation analysis sinisentioving both elements
would be the only kind of movement (Across the Board Movemettich would be
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allowed from inside a coordinate structure, without vimlgtthe Coordinate Structure
Constraint.

The pattern does not change when two nouns of a very diffarentacy status are
coordinated, for example with a proper name and an inaniotgéet, as shown in (14).
Even if the human object is the second conjunct, object mgrid only grammatical
with the inanimate object, as shown in (14a), while agredmth the human object

is ungrammatical as shown in (14b).

(14) a. N- za- ji-  onaiwe na Joni.
SM1s- PEREDJ- OM5- see5stoneand1John
‘| saw the stone and John.’

b. *N- za- mw- onaiwe na Joni.
SM1s- PEREDJ- OM1- see5stoneand1John
Int: ‘| saw the stone and John.’ [Sambaa]

If a first person singular and a third person singular prorevercoordinated, FCA
or plural agreement is also maintained. In feature hiefascfAissen 2003; Duranti
1979) (as discussed in chapter 3 and elsewhere in this Yrsesisnd person ranks
above third person, animate above inanimate and definiteeaibdefinite, but these
do not affect the agreement pattern for coordinate strasturhis is shown in (15).
If the third person pronoun (in Sambaa the demonstrativedasts 1/2 are used as
third person singular and plural pronouns) precedes, dlasgreement is possible,
as shown in (15&).Class 2 agreement is also possible, as shown in (15b). W&erea
second person singular agreement is ungrammatical, anshqdse).

(15) a. Jumaa- za- mw- onauja na iwe.
1JumasMl1s- PEREDJ- OM1- see 1DEM andyou.SG
‘Juma saw him and you.’
b. Juma a- za- wa- onauja na iwe.
1JumasM1ls- PEREDJ- OM2- see 1DEM andyou.SG
‘Juma saw him and you.’

c. *Juma a- za- ku- onauja na iwe.
1Jumasm1ls- PEREDJ- OM2S- see 1DEM andyou.sG
Int: ‘Juma saw him and you.’ [Sambaal]

If the second person pronoun precedes, object marking caedmnd person sin-
gular as shown in (16a) or second person plural as shown i) (L4 not class 1 (third
person singular), as shown in (16c).

(16) a. Jumaa- za- ku- onaiwe na uja.
1JumasM1- PEREDJ OM2S- seeyou.sGand1lbDEM
‘Juma saw you and him.’

4Class 1 corresponds to third person singular for animatbiie wlass 2 corresponds to third person
plural for animates.
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b. Jumaa- za- mi-  onaiwe nha uja.
1JumasMml1- PEREDJ OM2P- seeyou.SGand1DEM
‘Juma saw you and him.’

c. *Juma a- za- mw- onaiwe nha uja.
1Jumasml- PEREDJ- OM1- seeyou.SGand1DEM
Int: ‘Juma saw you and him.’ [Sambaa]

The data in this section have shown that in order to be ablégietr object mark-
ing, the object must be the first conjunct. Animacy or persendnchies are less im-
portant than thematic role and the order of the complemardasbordinate structure
in determining object marking patterns in Sambaa.

7.3 Subject marking in coordinate structures

Subject marking for coordinated subjects where the comgumelong to different noun
classes only allows two agreement patterns: plural anduittefgreement. Neither first
nor second conjunct agreement is possible. This is showR@a in (17a) and for
SCAin (17b).

(17) a. *Shimbara kui i- i- laliye.
9lion and5dogsM9- PEREDJ- SleepPERFECJ
Int: “The lion and the dog slept.’ (disjoint)
b. *Shimbana kui ji- i- laliye.
9lion and5dogsM5- PEREDJ- sleepPERECJ
Int: * The lion and the dog slept.’ (disjoint) [Sambaa]

Agreement with class 8, that is, default agreement, istitiisd in (18a). With
coordinated nouns that refer to non-human animates, naamétyal terms, agreement
with class 2, as shown in (18b), is preferred to agreemeft elétss 8. Class 2, then,
functions as a second default class for non-human anindégs.that this is in clear
contrast to the pattern with non-coordinated animal teamgliscussed on 47, where
class 1/2 agreement is ungrammatical.

(18) a. Shimbaa kui vi- i- laliye.
9lion and5dogsM8- PEREDJ- sleepPERFCJ
‘The lion and the dog slept.’ (disjoint)

b. Shimbana kui wa- i- laliye.

9lion and5dogsM2- PEREDJ- sleepPERFCJ
‘The lion and the dog slept.’ (disjoint) [Sambaa]

In elicitation, sentences such as (18) were produced, witteference for the pattern
in (18b). However, Bantu language speakers are often urartebie with such con-
structions, particularly for animates in languages wheseds for animal terms do not
take class 1/2 agreement. In natural speech, both class @aswd8 are also used but
they are used somewhat differently. Both patterns can be insthe same utterance
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by the same speaker. This is shown in (19). There seems teebdartcy for class 8 to
be used with the lexical noun, while class 2 is used “anaphtiyl’ (co-indexed with
an entity that is present in the discourse). Since thesdrmrumtisns are not very com-
mon, my corpus of spoken Sambaa does not include enough éeatogstablish this
pattern with certainty. Nevertheless, several speakdrese utterances are included
in my corpus, used the pattern illustrated here.

(19) Uja ng'wanana jia kui vi- te- ikaadu mja mwe
1peM 1child and 5DEM dog SM8- NPST.DJ- sit only 18DEM 18L0C
mazi. [...]Miyaushemja mwe mazi wa- aa- teghezanna
6water  but now 18DEM 18.0C watersm2- PRESDJ- listen 18having
Vuz0 vuzo.
10noise
‘The child and the dog just sit there in the water. [....] Botu there in the
water, they are listening, there is noise. [Sambaa]

Note that the agreement pattern is affected by whether oth@CoP is syntacti-
cally expressed. This is evidence against an analysis objgicomarking as being
“anaphoric” in general, in this language.

Sambaa has only one strategy for subject marking with coatdd noun phrases
in the subject position, namely full agreement with the appiate default class, de-
pendent on the animacy status of both conjuncts. Thus, kslas if there was a dif-
ference between how objects and subjects behave for agnéeordlict resolutions.
However, as shown in the next section this difference disagponce the relative
order of the coordination phrase and the verb is taken intowatt.

7.4 Comparing pre- and postverbal coordinate NPs

The apparent difference between subjects and objectspdiaep when one allows
for word order alternations. In SVO, the basic word order afstrBantu languages
(Bearth 2003), subjects are preverbal while objects arevpdsal. However, objects
can be topicalized and subjects can appear postverbatlgreas in situ subjects or
right-dislocated elements. In contrast to the patternritesd in section (7.3) for pre-
verbal subjects, postverbal subjects allow FCA, as show@@a). SCA is ungram-
matical, (20b). Plural agreement is also grammatical eithith the default class, as
in (20c), or, in the case of animates, also with class 2, a&dd)(

(20) a. I- i- laliye shimbana kui.
SM9- PREDJ- sleeppERFCJ9lion and5dog
‘The lion and the dog slept.’ (disjoint)
b. *Ji- - laliye shimbana kui.
SM5- PREDJ- sleeppERFCJ9lion and5dog
Int: “The lion and the dog slept.’ (disjoint)
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c. Vi- - laliye shimbana kui.
SM8- PREDJ- sleeppERFCJ9lion and5dog
‘The lion and the dog slept.’ (disjoint)

d. Wa- i- laliye shimbana kui.
SM2- PREDJ- sleeppERFCJ9lion and5dog
‘The lion and the dog slept.’ (disjoint) [Sambaa]

When the object appears in preverbal position, for examjile tepicalized ob-
jects, plural agreementis required, as shown in (21a). BGAgrammatical, as shown
in (21b). In the corresponding sentence where the objecbtigapicalized FCA is
grammatical, as shown in (21c).

(21) a. Imina wana, Juma a- za- ti- etea mazi.
me and2childrenlJumasM1- PEREDJ- OM1P- bring APPL 6water
‘Me and the children, Juma brought us water.’
b. *Imina wana, Juma a- za- ni- etea mazi.
me and2childrenlJumasm1- PEREDJ- OM1s- bring APPL 6water
‘Me and the children, Juma brought us water.’

c. Jumaa- za- ni- etea mazi imi na wana.
1JumasMl- PEREDJ OM1s- bringAPPL 6waterme and2children
‘Juma brought me and the children water.’ [Sambaa]

Agreement with postverbal and preverbal conjunct NPs ink&emnis summarized
in the table in (7.1).

Table 7.1: Agreement with conjoint NPs
postverbal preverbal
object | FCA or plural/default| plural/default
subject| FCA or plural/default| plural/default

For both subjects and objects, FCA is grammatical when tppgar postverbally. In
contrast, neither subjects nor objects allow FCA when thmear preverbally. Both
allow plural agreement.

7.5 Coordination and obligatory agreement

Coordination affects whether or not agreement is obligator objects. When two

nouns which trigger obligatory object agreement are coateid, object marking is
optional. Recall that object marking is obligatory with pes names, as illustrated in
(22).

(22) Ni- ta- *(m)- dikiya Martini.
SM1S- PRESDJ- OM1- cOOKAPPL 1Martin
‘| cook for Martin.’ [Sambaa]
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But when two proper names are coordinated, object markinogpti®nal. Either full
agreement or FCA are grammatical, as shown in (23a) and (23pgctively.

(23) a. Ni- ta- (wa)- dikiya Martini na Maria.
SM1S- PRESDJ- OM2- cOOKAPPL 1Martinand1Maria
‘| cook for Martin and Maria.’

b. Ni- ta- (m)- dikiya Martini na Maria.
SM1s- PRESDJ- OM1- cookAPPL 1Martinand1Maria
‘| cook for Martin and Maria.’ [Sambaa]

The same pattern is observed with other nouns which obligyatdgger object agree-
ment, such as kinship terms, as shown in (24).

(24) N- za- (wa)- onatate na mame na wau.
SM1s- PEREDJ- OM2- see my.fatherandmy.motherandsister
‘I saw dad, mum and sister.’ [Sambaa]

As discussed in chapter 6, in objegh-questions about humans, object marking
is also obligatory in Sambaa, as shown in (25).

(25) U-  *(mw)- ene ndayi?
SM2s- OM1- seePERRCJIJWhO
‘Who did you see?’ [Sambaa]

In Sambaa, exhaustive list questions are formed by codidgavo wh-words. These
pattern similarly to the nouns which trigger obligatory ettj marking due to their
semantic features. FCA, shown in (26a), is grammaticals a®i having agreement,
shown in (26b). However, unlike with nomk-items, plural agreement is ungrammat-
ical, as shown in (26¢), even though there is no mismatcts iEtparticularly surpris-
ing because, as was shown in chaptemdayi‘who’ allows both singular and plural
agreement on the verb.

(26) a. U- mw- ene ndayina ndayi?
SM2Ss- OM1- seePERECJwWho andwho
‘Who all did you see?’
b. U- ene ndayina ndayi?
SM2s- seePERECJwho andwho
‘Who all did you see?’
c. *U- wa- ene ndayina ndayi?
SM2S- OM2- seePERFCIJwho andwho
Int: ‘Who all did you see?’ [Sambaa]

In Sambaa, object marking is never obligatory with coortiorastructures. Al-
thoughwh-items differ slightly from other objects, the same effacbligatory agree-
ment is observed.
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7.6 Coordination in Haya

According to Kageyama (1977), in Haya, the default classaffreement with ani-
mates is class 2, while class 8 is used with coordinated nmateis of different noun
classes. He proposes a hierarchy: hunaanimate> inanimate. In this system, the
higher ranking element determines the shape of the agraememker. In his data,
shown in (27a), class 2 is used when a human and a non-hunraatamoun are co-
ordinated, while class 10 (the plural of class 9) is ungratiwakh as shown in (27b).

(27) a. Omushaija’ embwaba- a- genda.
1man and9dog sm2- PAST1-go
‘The man and the dog went.’ [Haya, Kageyama 1977:134]
b. * Omushaijan’ embwaza- a- genda.
1man and9dog sm10-pPAST1-go
Int: “The man and the child went. [Haya, Kageyama 1977:134]

My data differs from this. With preverbal subject coordinatof a human with a
non-human animate, class 2 is ungrammatical, as illustiaté28a). Only class 8 is
acceptable. This is illustrated in (28b).

(28) a. *Ekihukan’ omushaijeba- ka- nagira.
7insect and1lman SM2- PAST3- sleep.
Int: ‘The insect and the man slept.

b. Ekihukan’ omushaijebi- ka- nagira.
7insect andlman SM8- PAST3- sleep.
‘The insect and the man slept. [Haya]

This pattern holds irrespective of the noun class the nanamibelongs to. For exam-
ple withentare'lion’, which is class 9/10, the same pattern holds: class&ceptable
while class 2 is ungrammatical. This is shown in (29a) and)}29

(29) a. Entar@’ omushaijebi- ka- nagira.
9lion andlman SM8- PAST3- sleep.
‘The lion and the man slept.’
b. *Entaren’ omushaijeba- ka- nagira.
9lion andlman SM2- PAST3- sleep.
Int: ‘The lion and the man slept.’ [Haya]

When the coordinated subject appears in postverbal ppsda®in Sambaa, FCA
and default agreement are acceptable. SCA is never acteeprais is shown for the
order class 7 followed by class 9 in (30a) and (30b) and fasc@afollowed by class
7 in (30c) and (30d). Default (class 8) agreement is showB0e)

(30) a. Ki- ka- nagiraekihukan’ entale(FCA)
SM7- PAST3-sleep 7insect and9lion
‘(There) slept the insect and the lion.’
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b. *E- ka- nagiraekihukan’ entale (SCA)
SM9- PAST3-sleep 7insect and9lion
Int: ‘(There) slept the insect and the lion.

c. E- ka- nagiraentalen’ ekihuka.(FCA)
SM9- PAST3-sleep 9lion and7insect
‘(There) slept the insect and the lion.’

d. *Ki- ka- nagiraentalen’ ekihuka.(SCA)
SM7- PAST3-sleep 9lion and7insect
Int: ‘(There) slept the insect and the lion.

e. Bi- ka- nagiraekihukan’ omushaija(default)
SM8- PAST3-sleep 7insect andlman
‘(There) slept the insect and the man.’ [Haya]

Although not discussed in the literature on Haya, we canmsdhat the standard
analysis of Haya subject marking would be as agreementefdrey; partial agreement
with the coordination phrase is not unexpected.

Turning now to object marking, Kageyama (1977) further aggthat, in Haya,
objects of two different noun classes do not allow objeceagrent. My own Haya
data shows a different pattern. Just like in Sambaa, for &uaitfects and objects, FCA
is grammatical with postverbal conjuncts, as shown in (3dA)le plural or a default
class are acceptable with preverbal elements. One differeatween Haya and Sam-
baa is that the default class, class 8, is less establisla@ohgatically. Occasionally it
is rejected, as shown in the example in (31b). When the coatelil NP is topicalized,
the default pattern is grammatical, as shown in (31c), wh@& is ungrammatical, as
shown in (31d).

(31) a. N- ka- li- gulaeiuli n” omfuko.(postverbal, default)
SM1s- PAST3- OM5- buy 5eggand3bag
‘| bought the egg and the bag.’

b. *N- ka- bi- gulaeiuli "’ omfuko.(postverbal, FCA)
SM1s- PAST3- OM8- buy 5eggand3bag
Int: ‘I bought the egg and the bag.’

c. Eiulin” omfukon- ka- bi- gula.(topicalized, default)
5eggand3bag SM1s- PAST3- OM8- buy
‘The egg and the bag, | bought them.’
d. *Eiulin’ omfukon- ka- li-  gula.(topicalized, FCA)
5eggand3bag SM1s- PAST3- OM8- buy
Int: ‘The egg and the bag, | bought them.’ [Haya]

The same holds for humans when combined with non-humans.ig fillustrated in
(32a) and (32b).

(32) a. A- Kka- gi- bonaembwananye. (postverbal, FCA)
SM1- PAST3- OM9-see 9dog and.me
‘He saw the dog and me.’
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b. A- ka- m- bonainyen’ embwa.(postverbal, FCA)
SM1- PAST3- OM1s- see me and9dog
‘He saw me and the dog.’ [Haya]

The fact that agreement with one of the conjuncts is possibtevs that Haya
object marking, just like Sambaa object marking, cannotrmysed as pronominal
incorporation.

In my data, there is no evidence of any hierarchies affeqimgsible agreement
patterns with conjoint noun phrases. Proper names, firssaoond person pronouns,
and common nouns referring to humans all display the sanerpatgreement is
determined by the order or the conjuncts and the positioh@tbnjunct with regard
to the verb. This is shown for proper names in (33a-c).

(33) a. *Kato na Kakulu a- ka- nagira.(preverbal, FCA)
1Katoand1Kakulusml1- PAST3- sleep
‘Kato and Kakulu slept.’

b. Kato na Kakulu ba- ka- nagira.(preverbal, plural)
1Katoand1Kakulusm2- PAST3- sleep
‘Kato and Kakulu slept.’

c. A- ka- nagirakato na Kakulu. (postverbal, FCA)

SM1- PAST3-sleep 1KatoandlKakulu
‘(There) slept Kato and Kakulu. [Haya]

The pattern with a personal pronoun is illustrated in (34wa) @4b).

(34) a. Inyena omukazitu- ka- bonaKato. (preverbal, plural)
|  andlwomansMmlp- PAST3-see 1Kato
‘The woman and | saw Kato.’
b. *Inyena omukazin- ka- bonaKato. (preverbal, FCA)
I andlwomansmls- PAST3-see 1Kato
Int: “‘The woman and | saw Kato.’ [Haya]

This section shows that agreement with coordinate strasttollows the same
patterns in Haya as in Sambaa. Available strategies areltiefass agreement and
first conjunct agreement with preverbal elements.

7.7 Swahili coordinate structures

Corbett (2006) cites Swahili as a language with second catjagreement. This is
illustrated in (35) with data from Bokamba (1985). In (35tg second conjunct is
mguu wa mezdable leg’ which takes the class 3 gender feature of its headh and
determines the agreement on the verb. When the word ordewvéssed, again the
subject agrees with the second conjunct, which is the classkiti ‘chair’.

(35) a. kiti na mguuwa meza u- me- vunjika
7chairand3leg 3Assoc9tablesm3- PRF break
‘the chair and the leg of the table are broken’
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b. *kiti na mguuwa mezaki- me- vunjika
7chairand3leg 3Assoc9tablesm7- PRF break
‘the chair and the leg of the table are broken’
C. mguuwa mezana kiti  ki- me- vunjika
3leg 3Assoc9tableand7chairsm7- PRF break
‘the leg of the table and the chair are broken’

[Swahili, Bokamba 1985:45]

Based on data from Bokamba (1985), Johannessen (1998 xdtmieSwahili co-
ordination has the structure with the second conjunct irsgieifier position, which
was introduced in (2), and is repeated in (36). This wouldljgtethat second con-
junct agreement would be possible for objects, and postvstibjects as well as for
preverbal subjects, while first conjunct agreement wouldigrammatical.

(36) CoFjiF]

co’ DP2jiF]

N
DP1iF] Co

However, as van Koppen (2005) also notes, based on data fiemeiv(2000), Swabhili
allows first conjunct agreement with postverbal coordirsdtactures. This is illus-
trated in (37), where the agreement is with the postverligésti

B37) ..a- |- mw- ombaBibie Shali na jamaa  wote...
SM1-PAST- OM1-beg 1Bibie.Shaliand9company2all
‘he asked [of] Bibie Shali and the whole company...

[Swahili, Marten 2000:87]

Cross-linguistically, as Corbett points out, while there Eanguages which allow
agreement with a distant first conjunct (the first conjuncaipreverbal coordinate
structure), there are no languages which allow agreemehtanilistant second con-
junct (the second conjunct in a postverbal coordinate siray (Corbett 2006:170).
In Swabhili, second conjunct agreement is only possible wittwverbal subjects, not
with postverbal subjects or objects. Moreover, as Mart@®0(22005) shows, second
conjunct agreement is also restricted to inanimate nou@wiahili, while first con-
junct agreement is less restricted. A lot of variation isoréed for coordinate structure
agreement in Swabhili, and not all Swabhili speakers allovosdconjunct agreement.
Second conjunct agreement is a rather marginal pattern antiywhile for the most
part Swahili behaves like Sambaa and Haya. Just like SamizhBlaya, Swabhili al-
lows first conjunct agreement with postverbal subjects dnjelats of any kind, but not
with preverbal subjects.

Johannessen derives the structure in (36) from the word afdewabhili, which
she claims to be SOV. This claim is taken from Bright (1992)gve there appears
to be a mistake, because, while Bright claims that the basia wrder is subject
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object verb, none of the examples presented match this.oktlexamples shown
are SVO. In fact, Swahili, like the vast majority of the Barnd&mguages, has SVO
word order, and therefore should not allow SCA, accordinipttannessen’s analysis.
Even if one were to assume that Bantu languages have unug®®V (analysing
the object marker as the object), this assumption would teatie prediction that
Bantu languages generally allow SCA but not FCA. In fact,dpposite holds: FCA
is widespread in Bantu, while SCA is very rare, with SwahilddNdebele (Corbett
2006) as only well-known examples.

Beyond the objection regarding the grammaticality of FCSwahili, as raised in
van Koppen (2005), Johannessen’s analysis also fails tator the fact that FCA
or SCA agreement are one option for agreement with partieutad orders but that
they are never the only option in the languages under digmugere. In her model,
the conjunct which is in the specifier position enters a dpead agreement relation
with the head of the CoP. This transfers the features of th2 tORhe Co head and
then from the head to its maximal projection (CoP). Thislissirated in (38).

(38) COP[”:DPQ]

Co’ P2iF pp2]

P
DPIjiF] 0

Her analysis only allows for the CoP to have the features efaamjunct, namely
of the conjunct which appears in the specifier position of. ble CoP cannot have its
own set of features. However, the data from Bantu does n@atipuch an analysis.
Recall that in coordination structures, such as the one %a)(and (39b), repeated
from (11)), both default agreement and FCA are grammatids. fact that there is
a default gender form in (39b), indicates that the CoP doebae a gender feature.
Whereas using the plural form of class 5, namely class 6,gsammatical, as shown
in (39b).

(39) a. N- za- ji-  onakui na shimba.
SM1s- PEREDJ- OM5- see5dogand9lion
‘| saw the dog and the lion.

b. N- za- vi- onakui na shimba.
SM1s- PEREDJ- OM8- see5dogand9lion
‘| saw the dog and the lion.

c. *N- Za- ya- onakui na shimba.

SM1s- PEREDJ- OM6- see5dogand9lion
Int: ‘| saw the dog and the lion.

d. Ni- ta- (wa)- dikiya Martini na Maria.
SM1S- PRESDJ- OM2- cOOKAPPL 1Martinand1Maria
‘| cook for Martin and Maria.’ [Sambaa]

Furthermore, as discussed in section 7.5, (39d, repeated 28), coordinate struc-
tures containing DPs that trigger obligatory agreementithey are not coordinated
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do not trigger obligatory agreement when they appear ingsi@®P. This could also
not be explained by an analysis where CoP has the same feasitiee conjunctin its
specifier.

Coordination structure agreement is somewhat sensitiperson and animacy or
humanness. We can also assume that a CoP has the numbeg fpatal]. But either
the noun class feature does not percolate in structurescaitjuncts of two different
noun classes, or the fact that two features are present niag&esun class feature
unreadable to Agree. While there are reasons for rejectinganalysis of Swabhili
argued for in Johannessen (1998), itis not clear how to atdouthe second conjunct
agreement.

Now, reconsider the data introduced above to show that agegpatterns are not
affected by person or animacy hierarchies. In (40a), agee¢is with second person
plural, whereas in (40b), with the inverse order of conjanagreement is with third
person plural. However, person features are different fnomber features, because
apparently, person features can percolate from the firgunoninto the CoP but not
from the second conjunct.

(40) a. Jumaa- za- mi-  onaiwe na uja.
1JumasM1- PEREDJ OM2P- seeyou.sGand1lDEM
‘Juma saw you and him.’

b. Jumaa- za- wa- onauja ha iwe.
1JumasMl1- PEREDJ OM2- see 1DEM andyou.SG
‘Juma saw him and you.’ [Sambaa]

Similarly, in Haya, first person plural agreement is possibhere the first con-
junct is first person singular. This is illustrated in (41pan, this shows that person
features are different from number features.

(41) Inyena omukazia- ka- @ tu- bona.
me andlwomansml- PAST3- OM1P- see
‘The woman and me, he saw us.’ [Haya]

The analysis proposed in van Koppen (2005) for Dutch alss dogallow for op-
tionality in agreement with a CoPAlthough the two Goals are equally local in syntax,
only one of them can be selected as the possible candidafgfee for any particu-
lar configuration in Dutch. Van Koppen argues that this patie determined by the
morphology. In each construction, agreement will be withrtiost specific Goal. This
corresponds to the most specific agreement morphology iletfieon. In Dutch there
are what van Koppen refers to as “elsewhere” affixes, thesenarphemes that have
no ¢-features, while specific affixes hayefeatures (person and number). However,
in Bantu, there are no “elsewhere” affixes, with the possésleeption of the default
classes, but even those have number and person and onlydadkiglt seems either
affix is equally specific. This might be the reason while thismptionality.

5She notes that there are languages where full agreementahdre possible with VS order, including
Moroccan Arabic, but does not discuss them further.
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For Bantu, we might assume that a CoP, consisting of corgumitth two different
noun classes, has no gender feature (noun class). Thisissréited in (43) with a
coordinated subject, shown in (42), in its base positioB) (dpresents a coordination
phrase such as (42), where both conjuncts are singularas@jthird person entities
but have two different noun classes. The CoP has no nounfelasse, unlike the first
conjunct.

(42) shimbana kui
9lion and5dog

‘lion and dog’ [Sambaa]
(43)
AgrS[uF] vP
/\

CoP [num:pl,NC:?, per:3, an: an]

DP1 [num:sgNC:9, per:3, an: an]

However, this should not affect which agreement patterndserspecific.

Apparently in Bantu, agreement selection is sensitiveéontbrd order of the verb
and the complement to be agreed with. There is is also sordersse of this in Dutch.
Why would agreement be sensitive to the position of the CdR regard to the verb?
Van Koppen (2005) argues that copies left behind by movem@gthave one set of
visible features, namely those of the CoP (Coordinatiom&¥ix. The internal structure
of the moved elements is invisible to the Probe. This reguareanalysis where Agree
happens after the movement of the CoP.

It is not clear whether this can account for the Bantu data.Bamtu, it is gen-
erally argued that subject agreement requires movemeipetn, BP or an equivalent
preverbal position (Kinyalolo 1991; Letsholo 2002). Howe\f agreeing postverbal
subjects are treated as elements that are merged in a igjpt¢ated position, the
two assumptions can be maintained. For the preverbal ahjeotthe other hand, a
movement analysis would be needed. Answering this questibbe left for future
research.

7.8 Conclusions

In Sambaa, Haya and Swabhili subject and object agreemeaffarted in the same
way by the position of a coordinated noun phrase with regarthé verb: prever-
bal coordinated noun phrases pattern together and poatueoin phrases pattern
together. Preverbal coordinated noun phrases requiradodiement while postverbal
noun phrases allow partial agreement. Both subjects aretistgllow only FCA and
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full agreement in Sambaa and Haya. However, for some speak&wabhili, Swahili
allows an additional pattern for a small subset of prevembah phrases.

The syntactic differences between subjects and objectshwgdave rise to the de-
bate about the function of the object marker are absent witihdinated noun phrases,
agreement patterns are determined by word order not by angtype. Moreover,
in all three languages object marking and subject markiregoanly able to access
the highest projection of the CoP or one of the conjunctsatroric” pronouns (in
the sense of Bresnan and Mchombo (1987), these are prondiicis are linked to
their referent not syntactically but through something ldo-indexing) would not be
expected to be sensitive to the position of an element insigdrase, since no c-
command is needed. While pronominal incorporation is raletby the Coordinate
Structure Constraint.

Bantu languages differ from Dutch in allowing multiple agm@ent patterns with
postverbal coordinate structures. However, like Dutcly theght be sensitive to whe-
ther the coordination phrase has moved from its base poskian Koppen (2005)
analysis might be extendable to the Bantu data. Howevere mesearch is needed
to establish whether preverbal objects have undergone menie while postverbal
subjects have not.

It was shown that Johannessen’s analysis of Swalhili is reotitfht analysis for
Swahili or any of the languages under discussion. Howeueatthe correct analysis
for SCA could be is left for future research.

Throughout this thesis, we have seen that Agree is sensititiee features of a
noun phrase only if it appears a particular type of hieraalposition. Being located
inside of a coordination phrase apparently interferes enrfationship between the
DP and the verb, although Agree can still see the featurdedirst conjunct. It seems
that the active features of the first conjunct cannot trigdpdigatory Agree from inside
of the CoP.



CHAPTERS

Conclusions and issues for further research

Throughout this thesis, object marking in Sambaa and a nupfhether Bantu lan-
guages was examined from a Minimalist syntax perspectivwas argued that, in
Sambaa, Swabhili and Haya, object marking takes place by Ww#\gee. The idea
that Bantu languages can be split into two types of langufayesbject marking as
either agreement languages or pronominal languages vearsadj Arguments for and
against this view were discussed across a range of syn&mtionments, concluding
that Agree can account for all three patterns with certaidifiaations of its subparts:
demoting Equidistance and the Defective Intervention @airg to parameter status
and removing the stipulation that the Goal must have acéaéufes in order to enter
an Agree relationWh-contexts are the most challenging part for this, becausieeof
complex set of restrictions on object marking.

The first part of this final chapter summarizes the main caiechs of this thesis,
while the second part sketches some areas related to thoeotiogpiis thesis which are
potential topics for further research.

8.1 Conclusions

As | have demonstrated here, Bantu languages cannot bénsplitvo clear groups
— as object agreement languages and pronominal object mgaikiguages — based
on their object marking patterns. In the literature, manypgerties are suggested as
potential tests. However, when examined more closely oclakagainst more lan-
guages, these properties cannot be grouped together systaly in the languages
examined here. It is possible that amongst the vast numtigartti languages, which
as shown here display a lot of variation in their syntax,etee languages for to which
the agreement analysis proposed here cannot be extendeatiidess, it has been
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shown that a simple dichotomy between agreement languaggsanoun languages
cannot be maintained across the whole language family.

In the case ofvh-questions, the data is much more complex than whether or not
a language allows object marking. While there are langubkg$iaya which do not
allow object marking in any kind afh-environment or in relative clauses, most Bantu
languages have a more mixed pattern. One example of thisich&ha, which does
not allow object marking in questions, while requiring itdartain types of relative
clauses. Languages such as Swahili and Sambaa show thatcgramd definiteness
hierarchies can work differently in different types of syetic environments. While
languages which do not allow object markingwh-contexts, do not meet other tests
for pronominal object marking.

Bantu-specific criteria for object-hood as well as for thegarties of object mark-
ers in particular languages were examined. A number of aretse morphosyntax
of Bantu were discussed, including the conjoint/disjoil¢raations, (a)symmetry,
multiple object constructions, hierarchies, word ordet$aand right-dislocation. A
set of properties to characterise a local object in Bantiewdefined, based on data
from Sambaa. Similarly, the properties of right-dislockééements were analysed for
Bantu. It was shown that, although Haya does not meet manlyeoétiteria for lo-
cal objects, there is no evidence that object-marked abjecHaya are necessarily
right-dislocated.

In spite of the variation found, there are some aspects afitihosyntax which
are highly systematic across the Bantu language familys@ imeclude the order of the
object markers and — at least for Sambaa, Swahili and Hayae-tommand relations
in double object constructions. PCC effects can also be sliowe systematic across
Bantu, irrespective of the number of object markers a lagga#lows, and irrespective
of whether it allows object marking. Bantu languages obewtkak PCC, rather than
the strong PCC. The data from Bantu extend the applicabilitye PCC beyond weak
direct objects to any kind of direct objects.

With regard to agreement with coordinate structures, HageSambaa have been
shown to be extremely similar, allowing only full agreemeiith preverbal elements
while allowing both full and partial agreement with postvarelements. Agreement
patterns with coordinate structures were shown to be &ifidey the order of the verb
with regard to the CoP. Preverbal CoPs allow only full agreetnwith the excep-
tion of the marginal SCA pattern in Swabhili, while postverBaPs also allow partial
agreement.

An analysis was argued for, where each morphologicallyrsepalement in the
Sambaa verb is treated as a syntactic head, following J{#@@2). Using such a
structure, the Bantu languages Sambaa, Swahili and Hayaavgued to have object
agreement. Agree, in the view taken here, is a relationgtipden a Probe and a Goal
established under c-command, as in (1). The Probe seartshésmain and agrees
with the first matching Goal. For Agree to take place, only fiebe must have an
active feature.
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1)
/\

Probe
VAN

Goal

This allows for optional Agree. The cases where agreemesthligatory can be ac-
counted for by making a distinction between different typefeatures.

For Sambaa, this syntactic operation is argued to be exlyesimeple. A Probe is
active when present in the structure and will always entehgnee relation with the
closest c-commanded matching element. Where a verb sholtipleabject markers
it was argued that these are hosted by multiple Agree piojextit was argued that
there are no phonologically zero object markers becauseddtality violation exhib-
ited. The object Agree projections were argued to be abskahwo object marking
morphology is spelled-out. This enabled us to account ftioopl object marking. It
was argued that a Probe always has an active feature, whjle@mall subclass of
Goals (thatis, particular semantic classes of nouns) haaetave feature. These cause
certain objects to require object marking. It was suggettatithe relevant feature is
a referential feature.

Haya exhibits Equidistance effects while Sambaa and Six@dihot. This was
particularly problematic because double objects in akk¢hlanguages can be shown
to have the same c-command relations. Equidistance effebtamsky 2000) are prob-
lematic for the unified analysis of Sambaa and Haya as objgeeaent languages.
However, it was shown that the head movement analysis caweount for the data
that is grammatical in Sambaa, Haya and any other Bantu &geguwith multiple
object marking, where the object markers are strictly azdemnd their order mirrors
the order of the lexical complements. A clitic insertion lgsa was shown to have the
same problem as the agreement analysis. The solution afguegs to make Equi-
distance a parameterised rule. This allows for Haya to éxEitpuidistance effects,
while accounting for their absence in Bantu languages l&malsa and Swalhili.

It was similarly argued that once an element in Sambaa isdgréh, it does not
block agreeing with the next lower element. However, in Sivéttis appeared to be
the case as only the highest object can ever agree. Usingdfextive Intervention
Constraint to explain this allowed us to account for all tyé agreeing objects in
Swahili in the same way.

One particularly important generalization that can be nadutsut Agree based on
the Bantu data is that it is possible to agree in person withertttan one object, al-
though it was shown that these kinds of constructions anestuto special restrictions,
namely to weak the PCC.

The way object marking works in coordination structures ami supports an
analysis in terms of agreement for several reasons. Fissthject marking and object
marking were shown to behave in the same way. Secondly, maveaut of one
conjunct of a coordinate structure would be impossibles théates problems for an



212 8.2. Areas for further research

incorporation analysis or other types of movement analysestly, the strong effects
of order and location on the possible patterns support & dasmmand relationship
between the object and the host of the object marker.

8.2 Areas for further research

The discussion throughout this thesis dealt with the syatakmorphology of Bantu

object markers rather than their meanings (beyond paatidehtures) and pragmatic
function. However, for a complete understanding of objeatking these should be
dealt with as well. Two particular issues are raised here.first one is the surprising
fact that Sambaa object markers can double each other. €bedis the issues of why
the direct object is sometimes dropped in certain types obtioobject constructions
without being object-marked.

Two for one In Sambaa, an object marker can sometimes be doubled. Egampl
of this are shown in (2). The doubled object marker appeatwandifferent places,
immediately next to the verb stem and as the most distantbijarker. This construc-
tion was marginal and when | tried eliciting it from speaketiser than the one who
had produced it in the first instance | was generally told is wagrammatical. How-
ever, if the informant explained the context other spealrsld also accept these
constructions. The likely context | was given was an argurabout the object which
is doubly marked. In this scenario, the speaker and the hasrearguing about what
has happened to the object which the object-marker thatibldd refers to. Similarly
to doubled demonstratives in Sambaa and Swalhili, it seerashaustively identify
the object.

(2) a. N- za- ji-  ku- ji- etea.
SM1S-PEREDJ- OM5- OM2S- OM5- bring APPL
‘| did bring it to you.’

b. Viya viazi n- aa- vi- ku- vi- taghia.
8DEM 8potatosSM1S-REM.DJ- OM8- OM2S- OM8- sell.forappL
‘These potatoes, | did sell them for you’ [Sambaa]

Onefortwo In Sambaa, if there is object marking for the highest objdstiossible
to drop both objects. For example, when an applicative véitbabenefactive applied
object is used in a question to question the benefactive pitdst common to drop the
direct object in both question and answer. This is shown)nH&re the direct object
is dropped in both question and answer. Based on the cottiexbpject is known to
be a school which is present in the discourse but is not meedin either question or
answer.

3 a U- m- zéng-é- a ndayi?
SM2s- OM1- build- APPL- PRESCIWhO
‘Who are you building for?’
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b. Ti- wa- zéng-é- a wana.
SM1P- OM2- build- APPL- PRESCJ 2children
‘We are building for the children.’ [Sambaa]

Apparently one object marker can satisfy the transitividguirements of the di-
transitive verb. However, two object markers are also usesdich contexts in natural
speech. The example in (4) is from a conversation betweertlaamand her child that
happened to take place in front of the researcher. Two ohjackers appear in both
question and answer.

4 a Q:U- te- chi- m- nkana mwe diisha?
SM2S- NPST.DJ- OM7- OM1- give and18Loc 5window
‘Have you given it to her through the window?’

b. A:N- za- chi- m- nka.
SM1s- PEREDJ- OM7- OM1- give
‘| gave it (to) her. [Sambaa]

Some Bantuists suggest that constructions such as (3lcptedihat Bantu verbs
are not transitive in the same way as verbs in languages ligligh. However, in
Spanish double object constructions, in question-anseies,a definite direct object
can be expressed by a clitic, as in (5a). An indefinite diréjeat is dropped, as in
(5b)?!

(5) a. ¢Le diste el libro?Si, se lo di.
to.himgave. % thebook yesto.himit gave.®
‘Did you give him the book? Yes, | did’ (lit. gave it him)
b. ¢Le diste unlibro?Si, le di.
to.himgave.xa book yesto.himgave.®
‘Did you give him a book? Yes, | did’ (lit. gave him) [Spanish]

The fact that the two patterns found in Bantu are also founghirelated languages
might indicate that the distinction is not related to argab®ructure in Bantu but to
more general properties of human language. In Spaniste thex morphosyntactic
reason for the difference between (5). Spanish clitics ansitve to animacy and
definiteness, similar to the way object markers work in sofrtb@® Bantu languages
discussed in chapter 3.

In Sambaa, the difference might be due to the discourse giepef the direct
object. At this point it is not clear whether there is any eiféfnce between the two
options in terms of contexts or potentially also subtle nieguifferences and what
the actual frequencies are. A large corpus of natural ceatienal speech might even-
tually provide answers to these questions.

Why is multiple object marking sorare? One of the most puzzling questions about
Sambaa object marking is why multiple object markers areatmever used in nat-
ural speech. Many Sambaa speakers contributed to the dtit ithesis beyond the

1Thanks to Gerardo Fernandez-Salgueiro for the data.
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main informants. A fairly extensive database of naturakespewas built based on

transcribed recordings of traditional stories and otheratizes. Some older written

narratives are also available, such as the stories in Rb8hl) and The Bible Society

in Tanzania (1969); Tullemans (2006). Yet, while not a strgpeaker found construc-
tions with two object markers problematic, examples of sgvebject markers are

practically non-existent in natural speech. Only four naitexamples of two object

markers appear in my corpus, while verbs with three objeckara are not found at

all. Apart from the ditransitive verb in (4), applicativerss are found with two object

markers.
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Samenvatting in het Nederlands

Dit proefschrift bestudeert objectmarkering in het Sarmrdrade Bantoetalen in het al-
gemeen vanuit een syntactisch oogpunt. De discussie iahop de vergelijking van
de morfosyntaxis van objectmarkering en de syntaxis vaaadép in het Sambaa, het
Haya en het Swabhili. Er wordt betoogd dat in alledrie dezentale objectmarkeerder
wordt ingevoegd door de syntactische operatie Agree, am&leomsky (2000, 2001).
Dit proefschrift verwerpt het idee van Bresnan en Mchoml98{) dat de Bantoetalen
te verdelen zijn in twee types, congruentietalen en pronalhaitalen, uitgaande van
hun objectmarkering. De voors en tegens van dit standpurdemdbesproken met be-
trekking tot diverse data en syntactische omgevingen ennéusie is dat Agree met
enige veranderingen alle patronen kan verklaren. Heteebosifdstuk geeft een inlei-
ding in het Sambaa en de volgende hoofsdtukken besprekdrjetgraarkering, eerst
beschrijvend en dan vanuit de syntactische theorie. Inatstadrie hoofdstukken ligt
de focus op objectmarkering in specifieke syntactischetoaetfes en omgevingen.

Hoofdstuk 3 bespreekt de syntaxis van objectmarkeringriraaatal Bantoetalen.
De criteria voor objectmarkering worden onderzocht, dtsde criteria voor object-
markeerders in specifieke talen. Een aantal gebieden varodesyntaxis wordt be-
handeld, waaronder de conjoint/disjoint alternantiesyametrie, constructies met
meer dan een object, hierarchieén, de woordvolgorde eacdisé naar rechts. De
eigenschappen die een lokaal object definiéren wordenestsld aan de hand van de
gegevens uit het Sambaa. Hoewel het Haya niet veel van dpzesehappen bezit, is
er geen bewijs dat de gemarkeerde objecten in het Haya di®atwar rechts hebben
ondergaan.

Hoofdstuk 4 bespreekt de theoretische uitwerking van deofdstuk 3 voorge-
stelde zienswijze op objectmarkering in Bantoetalen. Hstchrijft eerst het syntac-
tische proces vaAgree(Chomsky 2000, 2001). Objectmarkering in de Bantoetalen
Sambaa, Swahili en Haya kan beschreven wordenAgege wat hier gezien wordt
als een relatie tussen ePmobeen eenGoal in een c-commandeerrelatie. [Peobe
zoekt in zijn c-commanddomein en congrueert met het e€&std dat erbij past. Hi-
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erbij wordt Julien (2002) gevolgd, waar elk morfologisch@iderlijk element in het
Sambaa werkwoord behandeld wordt als een syntactisch hoofd

1)
/\

Probe
VAN

Goal

In het Sambaa is objectmarkering niet verplicht voor allersan objecten. Voor
sommige soorten objecten is het echter wel verplicht en dectbarkering moet
zichtbaar zijn in deze situaties. Of objectmarkering \&ris of niet hangt af van de
syntactische positie van het object en van zijn eigensdarapp voorbeeld (2) iSuma
het directe object van een enkelvoudig transitief werkwla@r het is een eigennaam.
In deze situatie is objectmarkering verplicht.

(2) a. N- za- mw- onaJuma.
SM1s- PEREDJ- OM1- seelJuma
‘Ik heb Juma gezien.

b. *N- za- onaJuma.
SM1s- PEREDJ- seelJuma
Int: ‘Ik heb Juma gezien.’ [Sambaa]

In voorbeeld (3) is objectmarkering echter optioneel.

(3) N- za- (mw)- onang'wana.
SM1s- PEREDJ- OM1- seelchild
‘Ik heb het kind gezien.’ [Sambaa]

Om dit te verklaren wordt gesteld dat eBrobealleen actief is wanneer de mor-
fologie van de objectmarkering, uitgespeld in de AgrO ptgs, aanwezig is in de
numeratie. Het zal dan altijd congrueren met het bijpasseteinent dat het dichtst-
bij is in het c-commanddomein. Dit is gerelateerd aan de geoieerde hierarchieén
voor de beschikbaarheid van objectmarkering in Sambaaredesgerplichte object-
markering. Zo kunnen er geen objectmarkeerders bestadondilwgisch nul zijn, van-
wege de localiteitsschendingen die naar voren komen waggeeeen relatie aan-
gaat met een and&oal dan wat het dichtstbij is, of wanneer een object dat verplich
een objectmarkeerder moet hebben niet gemarkeerd iP b heeft altijd een ac-
tief kenmerk, maar slechts een kleine subklasseGaal-objecten hebben een actief
kenmerk. Deze actieve kenmerken zorgen ervoor dat bepalajleleten, zoals de eigen-
naamJumain (2), verplicht een objectmarkeerder hebben. Er wordtiggsreerd dat
dit een referentieel kenmerk is. Ook constructies met nexerdbjecten en mogelijk
meerdere objectmarkeerders worden besproken voor heta@andieruit komt naar
voren datAgreeonderworpen is aan een stricte localiteitsvoorwaatgeeedichtstbij.
Als een werkwoord meerdere objectmarkeerders heeft, Beridie zich in meerdere
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Agreeprojecties, die elk congrueren met het passe@dal dat het dichtstbij is. Op
het moment dat ee@oal eenAgreerelatie is aangegaan, wordt het onzichtbaar. De
overgebleven actievBrobeskunnen congrueren met het volgen@eal dat nu het
dichtsthij is. Dit is geillustreerd in (4Agreeis mogelijk met alleen het indirecte ob-
ject, dat het dichtstbij is (4ajAgreemet alleen het directe object is ongrammaticaal
(4b), omdat er eesoal dichterbij is, namelijkng’'wana‘kind’, het indirecte object.
Als echter het indirect object eelgreerelatie is aangegaan, danAgreemet het
directe object ook mogelijk, zoals in (4c). Wat betreft dedliteit maakt ditAgreein
Sambaa aantrekkelijker dan het systeem van Chomsky (200Q)2

(4 a. N- za- m- ghulia  ng'wanakitabu.
SM1s- PEREDJ- OM1- buyAPPL 1child 7book
‘Ik heb een boek voor het kind gekocht.’
b. *N- Za- chi- ghulia  ng'wanakitabu.
SM1s- PEREDJ- OM7- buyApPpPL 1child 7book
Int: ‘lk heb een boek voor het kind gekocht.’

c. N- za- chi- m- ghulia ng'wanakitabu.
SM1s- PEREDJ- OM7- OM1- buyApPPL 1child 7book
‘Ik heb een boek voor het kind gekocht.’ [Sambaa]

Voor Haya en Swabhili kan hetzelfde systeem worden gebrmikt, twee aanvul-
lende syntactische regels. Haya vertoont effecterBeandistancedie het Sambaa en
Swahili niet hebben. Swahili wijkt af van de andere tweertalendat het slechts een
objectmarkeerder toestaat. Omdat dubbele objecten idrilde talen aantoonbaar
dezelfde c-commandeerrelaties hebben, zijn de extragdgeiodigd Equidistance
(Chomsky 2000) maakt het problematisch om één enkele anatysr Sambaa en
Haya aan te nemen voor objectmarkering in termen Agree Alternatieve analy-
ses, zoals de hoofdverplaatingsanalyse, kunnen echteadengaticale data niet verk-
laren die worden gevonden in het Sambaa, Haya en andereddaetomet markering
van meerdere objecten. In deze talen is er congruentie njetteh in de volgorde
van hun hierarchische toegankelijkheid voor Bi®be Een analyse die objectmar-
keerders ziet als tussengevoegde clitica loopt tegen fdezptoblemen aan als de
Agreementanalyse. De oplossing die hier wordt voorgessetan vanEquidistance
een geparametriseerde regel te maken. Zo wordt toegestbidayh weEquidistance
heeft, terwijl andere Bantoetalen, zoals het Sambaa enifvaat niet hebben.

Op dezelfde manier wordt er beargumenteerd dat een eleraeat den congru-
entierelatie is aangegaan de congruentie met het volgewgded element niet blok-
keert in Sambaa. In Swalhili lijkt dit echter wel het geval ij@,zomdat de objectmar-
keerder alleen met het hoogste object kan congrueren. Meetisctive Intervention
Constraintkunnen alle soorten van congruerende objecten in het Sveghilezelfde
manier worden verklaard.

Hoofdstuk 5 bespreekt de effecten varRiéeson Case ConstraifPCC) op object-
markering in verscheidene Bantoetalen. Deze PCC-effetipererg systematisch in
de hele taalfamilie. De PCC wordt altijd gerespecteerdftarkelijk van het aantal
toegestane objectmarkeerders en nog los van de vraag oh@ewbjectmarkeerders
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heeft. De data uit de Bantoetalen breiden de toepasbaavhaidie PCC uit van
“zwakke indirecte objecten” (Bonet 1991, 1994) naar elletjmdirect object. De ge-
presenteerde data rechtvaardigen een splitsing van de ®P@@é versies, zwak en
sterk, omdat de schendingen van de sterke PCC zeer robjusinzverspreid zijn

over een aantal talen in een groot geografisch gebied.

Hoofdstuk 6 geeft een overzicht van de patronen van objeksriag in de om-
geving van vraagwoorden. huh-vragen blijkt objectmarkering veel meer beperkt te
zijn dan in andere omgevingen in Bantoe. Het sterkste csinitiale besproken data
is dat tussen de patronen van het Swahili en Sambaa aan deeherkHaya aan
de andere. Deze patronen komen echter niet overeen mettsevdesgesteld in de
literatuur voor het verschil tussen congruentie en prono(Begesnan en Mchombo
1987; Henderson 2006). Dit proefschrift laat zien dat descieitlende patronen ver-
klaard kunnen worden door de samenstelling van kenmerkedeabjectmarkeerder
in het Haya. Sambaa en Haya hebben een structumetediate After VerAV) posi-
tie waar dewh-elementen heen verplaatsen.

Hoofdstuk 7 bespreekt congruentiepatronen bij gecodedidenaamwoorden. Als
het gaat om congruentie met gecodrdineerde structureragedrHaya en Sambaa
zich steeds hetzelfde: met preverbale elementen is all@egragentie met het geheel
toegestaan, maar met postverbale elementen is geheleasltgijke congruentie mo-
gelijk. De analyse van Johannessen (1998) kan deze datzenkddren. Het feit blijft
echter problematisch dat congruentie met het tweede conguammaticaal is in het
Swahili. Voor het grootste gedeelte passen de data die ifdbtix 7 besproken wor-
den in de analyse van van Koppen (2005) over congruentie ecetigdineerde naam-
woorden in verschillende dialecten van het Nederlands. @aien waarop object-
markering werkt in gecodrdineerde naamwoorden vormt eganaent voor een ana-
lyse in termen va\greeom verschillende redenen. Ten eerste omdat subjectmarker-
ing, dat over het algemeen beschouwd wordt als een vorm vagreentie, en object
markering zich op dezelfde manier gedragen. Ten tweede tovedalaatsing vanuit
een conjunct van een gecodérdineerde structuur, bijvotitheer incorporatie of en-
clitisatie, onmogelijk zou zijn onder déoordinate Stucture ConstraifflRoss 1967).
Ten slotte wijzen de sterke effecten van volgorde en loagtiele mogelijke patro-
nen op een nauwe c-commandeerrelatie tussen het objectmaadshouder van de
objectmarkeerder.
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Tasnifu hii inachunguza ujitokezaji wa yambwa katika luglaaKisambaa na lugha
nyingine za kibantu, kwa mtazamo wa kisintaksia. Mjadalaekitwva katika kulin-
ganisha mofosintaksia ya ujitokezaji wa yambwa na singaiaiyambwa katika Ki-
sambaa, Kihaya na Kiswabhili. Inaelezwa kwamba, kiwakiliga yambwa katika
lugha zote tatu huchopekwa kwa kutumia michaka ya kisidaka upatanisho ku-
lingana na Chomsky (2000, 2001). Wazo kwamba lugha za kibainaweza ku-
gawanywa katika makundiya aina mbili kutokana na jinsizymambulisha yambwa,
yaani lugha za upatanisho wa kisarufi au lugha za uwakilishhemino kama ilivyo-
elezwa na Bresnan and Mchombo (1987), limekataliwa. Hojeukabali na kukataa
mtazamo huu zimejadiliwa kwenye data pamoja na mazingi@amaya kisintaksia
na kuhitimishwa kwamba upatanisho wa kisarufi unaweza kealeielekeo yote mi-
tatu huku kukiwa na marekebisho machache katika sehemunzige ndogo.

Sura ya kwanza inatoa utangulizi kuhusu lugha ya Kisambai Snazofuatia
zinajadili ujitokezaji wa yambwa, kwanza kwa njia ya fafanma kisha kwa nadharia
za kisintaksia. Sura tatu za mwisho zinalenga kuelezeakejaji wa yambwa katika
mipangilio mahususi na miktadha ya kisintaksia.

Sura ya 3 inajadili sintaksia ya ujitokezaji wa yambwa katikgha kadhaa za
kibantu. Vigezo mahususi vya lugha za kibantu kuhusu yangamaoja na vya sifa za
alama ya kutambulisha yambwa katika lugha maalum vimealmuig. Maeneo mbali-
mbali ya mofosintaksia ya kibantu yamejadiliwa, ikijurrhasubadilishaji wa konjo-
inti/ disijointi, urari, tungo zenye yambwa mbili, misonge&weli kuhusu mpangilio
wa maneno na utenguzi wa kutoka kulia. Kwa kutumia data yaridsa, sifa ma-
hususi zinazoainisha yambwa husika zimeelezwa. Inaomgegivamba, japokuwa
Kihaya hakijitoshelezi katika mengi ya haya, hakuna ugfidhiwa yambwa zinazo-
tambulishwa na alama ya yambwa katika Kihaya zimetengtivaka kulia.

Sura ya 4 inajadili utekelezaji wa kinadharia wa maoni ytolgzaji wa yambwa
katika lugha za kibantu yaliyoelezwa kwenye sura ya 3. Miela ya kisintaksia
ya upatanisho wa kisarufi (Chomsky 2000, 2001) imeelezwdud¢ana na Julien
(2002), kila elementi ya kimofolojia katika kitenzi cha ldimbaa imechukuliwa kama
neno kuu kisintaksia. Lugha za kibantu, ambazo ni KisamK&ayahili na Kihaya
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zimeelezwa kuwa na upatanifu wa kisarufi katika yambwa. algaho wa kisarufi
kama ilivyochukuliwa hapa ni uhusiano kati ya kitafutdfirgbe) na kikomo Goal)
uliopo kwenye c-komandi. Kitafutaji hutafuta masikani gaka kupatana na kikomo
cha kwanza kinachooana nacho.

(1)
/\

Probe
VAN

Goal

Katika Kisambaa, kiwakilishi cha yambwa si cha lazima kweajna zote za ya-
mbwa. Hata hivyo, kiwakilishi cha yamba kwenye aina fulamyambwa unabhitajika
na katika mazingira haya ni lazima kiwakilishi cha yambwa iwazi. Inaoneshwa
kuwa, kuhitajika au kutohitajika kunategemeana na nafagiigintaksia ya yambwa
na sifa ilizonazo. Kwa kuangalia mfano wa (Jymani yambwa ya mtendwa ya
kitenzi-elekezi na ni jina la pekee. Katika muktadha huitpkgzaji wa yambwa ni
wa lazima.

(2) a. N- za- mw- onaJuma.
SM1s- PEREDJ- OM1-seelJuma
‘Nilimwona Juma.’

b. *N- za- onaJuma.
SM1s- PEREDJ- seelJuma
Int: ‘Nilimwona Juma.’ [Kisambaa]

Hata hivyo, kwenye (3), ujitokezaji wa yambwa si wa lazima.

(3) a. N- za- (mw)- onang’'wana.
SM1s- PEREDJ- OM1- seelchild
‘Nilimwona mtoto.’ [Kisambaa]

Katika kufafanua hili inaelezwa kwamba, kitafutaji kinakaitu hai pale ambapo mo-
folojia ya kiwakilishi cha yambwa, iliyooneshwa kinagagh&wenye projeksheni za
upatanisho wa kisarufi wa yambwa (AgrOP), inapokuwepo kweagdi ya yaliyomo
kwenye sentensi fulani, na mara zote itapatana na elemeRtybu inayooana nayo
na iliyotabiriwa na elementi ya juu. Hii inahusiana na migeiliyotambuliwa ya uji-
tokezaji wa yambwa inayopatikana katika lugha ya Kisamlzagjitokezaji wa lazima
wa kiwakilishi cha yambwa. Imeelezwa kwamba, hakuna alasngambwa kapa za
kifonolojia kutokana na ukiukwaji wa nafasi unaotokea waldpatanisho wa kisarufi
unapoingia kwenye uhusiano na chochote zaidi ya kikomdkaraidi, au pale am-
bapo yambwa inayohitaji kutambulishwa haikutambulishimaelezwa kuwa, mara
nyingi kitafutaji kinakuwa na elementi hai na ni sehemu malhigya aina za yambwa
kikomo zenye elementi ya uhai. Hizi husababisha baadhi yabya, kama jina la
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pekeeJumakwenye mfano (2), kuhitaji kutambulishwa. Inapendekezwarkba sifa
ya urejeshi ndio sifa inayohitajika.

Tungo zenye yambwa zaidi ya moja na alama nyingi muhimu zanklatilisha
yambwa katika kisambaa zimejadiliwa huku ikioneshwa kupatanisho wa kisarufi
unafaa kwenye maeneo maalum tu: kupatana na ya karibu Paigiambapo kitenzi
kinaonyesha alama za yambwa zaidi ya moja imeelezwa kwaimtsbebwa na pro-
jeksheni nyingi za upatanisho wa kisarufi, kila moja ikipetana kikomo chake cha
karibu zaidi. Kikomo kinapoingia kwenye uhusiano wa kigrasho huwa hakione-
kani, na kitafutaji chochote hai kilichobaki kinaweza ktgs na kikomo cha karibu
zaidi. Hii inaoneshwa kwenye (4). Upatanisho na yambwaewemadu, yaani kikomo
cha karibu zaidi, inawezekana kama inavyoonyeshwa kafiga (Upatanisho na ya-
mbwa tendwa tu, kama ilivyoonyeshwa kwenye (4b) sio sahigarkfi. Hii ni kwa
sababu kuna kikomo cha karibu zaidj'wana‘mtoto’, ambayo ni yambwa tendewa.
Hata hivyo, baada ya yambwa tendewa kuingia kwenye uhusienkiupatanisho,
kupatana na yambwa tendwa inawezekana. Hii imeonyeshwayer(éc).

(4) a. N- za- m- ghulia  ng'wanakitabu.
SM1S- PEREDJ- OM1- buyAPPL 1child 7book
‘Nilimnunulia mtoto kitabu.’

b. *N- za- chi- ghulia  ng'wanakitabu.
SM1Ss- PEREDJ- OM7- buyAPPL 1child 7book
Int: ‘Nilimnunulia mtoto kitabu.’

c. N- za- chi- m- ghulia ng'wanakitabu.
SM1s- PEREDJ- OM7- OM1- buyApPPL 1child 7book
‘Nilimnunulia mtoto kitabu.’ [Kisambaa]

Kwa kuzingatia ukaribu, upatanisho wa kisarufi katika Kigaia unaonekana ba-
yana zaidi kuliko mfumo uliolezwa na Chomsky (2000, 2001).

Katika Kihaya na Kiswahili, mfumo huo huo ukiongezewa naka@mmbili za
kisintaksia umependekezwa. Hizi zinahitajika kwa sabathay@a kinaonesha athari
za umbalisawaquidistancgwakati Kisambaa na Kiswabhili hazioneshi hivyo, wakati
huo huo Kiswahili hakiruhusu ujitokezaji wa yambwa zaidimaja. Hii inahitajika
kwa sababu yambwa mbili katika lugha zote tatu kuonyeshakuawhusiano unao-
fanana wa c-komandi. Umbalisawa (Chomsky 2000), ni enegelenatatizo kwa
uchanganuzi wa upatanisho wa kisarufi wa yambwa katika Kis@mna Kihaya. Hata
hivyo imeoneshwa kuwa changanuzi mbadala kama vile uclmazgiava uhamishaji
wa neno kuu hauwezi kuelezea data ya kisarufi katika Kisapitidaya au lugha
yoyote ya kibantu inayoruhusu ujitokezaji wa yambwa mialybapo yambwa hu-
patanishwa katika mpangilio wake wa msonge hadi kukifikiafltaji. Uchanganuzi
wa uchopekaji kiangami umeonekana kuwa na tatizo moja sanahanganuzi wa
upatanisho wa kisarufi. Imeelezwa kuwa suluhisho la tatiiemhkuufanya umbali-
sawa kuwa kanuni ya kiparameta. Hii inaruhusu Kihaya kuwamhbalisawa, wakati
lugha nyingine za kibantu kama Kisambaa na Kiswahili hazina

Imeelezwa pia kuwa wakati elementi moja katika Kisambagapatana nayo
haizuii kupatana na elementi ya chini inayofuatana nayta Haryo, katika Kiswabhili
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hii hutokea pia kwani ni yambwa ya juu zaidi tu inayoweza kap&shwa. Kwa ku-
tumia Defective Intervention Constrairkuelezea hili, imetusaididia kuelezea kwa
namna moja aina zote za yambwa zinazopatanishwa katikaaKifw

Katika sura ya 5, athari Zerson Case ConstraifflPCC) katika kutambulisha ya-
mbwa katika lugha nyingi za kibantu zimejadiliwa ambapoomgeshwa kuwa athari
za PCC hujitokeza katika utaratibu maalumu sana katikalfamzima ya lugha za
kibantu. Bila kuzingatia idadi ya yambwa zinazoruhusiwakama lugha hutambu-
lisha yambwa, athari za PCC dhaifu daima huzingatiwa. Dataka kwenye lugha
za kibantu imepanua utekelezaji wa athari za PCC zaidi yaBinet (1991, 1994)
alichokiita “yambwa tendwa dhaifu” katika aina yoyote yanfawa tendwa. Data
iliyowasilishwa inaunga mkono kwa nguvu ugawanywaji weagitha PCC katika ma-
toleo mawili kwa sababu ukiukwaji wa athari za PCC yenye ngovmkubwa sana
na umeenea sana kwenye lugha zinazozungumzwa katika ebes kijiografia.

Sura ya 6 inapitia ruwaza za ujitokezaji wa yambwa inaydpath katika muk-
tadha wa maswali yah. Inaonyeshwa kwamba katika maswaliwhutambulisho wa
yambwa ni finyu sana ikilinganishwa na mazingira menginékdtigha za kibantu.
Data iliyojadiliwa kwenye sura hii inaonyesha tofauti kubibaina ya ruwaza inayo-
patikana katika Kiswabhili na Kisambaa kwa upande mmoja, iteaya kwa upande
mwingine. Hata hivyo, ruwaza hizi hazioani na majaribio yatanisho wa kisarufi
ama uwakilishi wa nomino yaliyopendekezwa kwenye mareregnan and Mcho-
mbo 1987; Henderson 2006b). Inaelezwa kwamba tofauti i@veeza kuelezewa
kwa kutumia nduni zilizomo katika kiwakilishi cha yambwaika Kihaya. Kisambaa,
na kwa kuongezea, Kihaya zinaelezwa kuwa na nafasi ya musatitomediate After
Verb Position(IAV) ambapo elementi za maswali yeh huhamia.

Katika sura ya 7, ruwaza za upatanisho wa kisarufi wenye dioomino amba-
tani imejadiliwa. Kuhusiana na upatanisho wa kisarufi kveemyjundo ambatani, Ki-
haya na Kisambaa zimeoneshwa kufanana sana, katika kuruipasanisho kamili
katika viambishi awali kwenye kitenzi huku zikiruhusu ugraisho kamili au usio
kamili wa viambishi tamati katika kitenzi. Imeoneshwa kwaaruchanganuzi wa Jo-
hannessen (1998) hauwezi kuelezea data ya kibantu. Hata, hieja kwamba upata-
nisho wa pili wa miambatano katika Kiswahili ni sahihi kisérbado una maswali.
Kwa sehemu kubwa data kutoka kwenye lugha zilizojadiliwakye sura ya saba
inaoana na kile kilichojadiliwa na van Koppen (2005), kulhupatanisho na kikundi
nomino ambatani katika lahaja mbalimbali za Kiholanzi. N@nambavyo utambu-
lisho wa yambwa unavyofanya kazi katika miundo ambataniriga mkono uchanga-
nuzi wa kuzingatia upatanisho kutokana na sababu mbalinkbaanza ni kwamba,
ujitokezaji wa kiima, ambao daima umechukuliwa kuwa unamyalishwa na upata-
nisho wa kisarufi, na ujitokezaji wa yambwa una tabia za kaifian Pili, kwa sababu
uhamishaji, kwa mfano kwa ugubikaji au kwa kuangamisha @j&iynganishi ki-
moja cha muundo ambatani hakitawezekana kw&g@dinate Structure Constraint
(Ross 1967). Mwisho, athari kubwa za mpangilio na mazingjivanye ruwaza zina-
zowezekana zinaunga mkomo uhusiano wa c-komandi ya kaathy& yambwa na
kipokeaji cha alama ya yambwa.
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