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B Some points raised in the meeting.
- Creating a pass-word protected project website.
- Collect a list of languages from each member
- Circulate a sample manuscript for collecting object marking parameters
(Rationale: the creating of manuscripts will allow a fair acknowledgement to
researchers who collect primary data).
- Create a dropbox folder to circulate references

- a possible time frame for the follow-up meeting: sometime in December
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% ROMANCE TYPOLOGY

WEST. ROMANCE CENT. ROMANCE | EAST. ROMANCE

E. Port. | Galician | Spanish | Catalan | Italian | French Romanian
DOM NO NO YES NO NO NO YES
— > Al
Vos YES YES YES NO NO NO YES ﬂ;l '( L \ é w & 75‘ H ”
VsO YES YES YES NO NO NO YES —
NOM-SE YES YES YES YES YES NO NO *ZEE ‘ : t; -2 C L \ é E

OBLIQUE CL. NO NO NO YES YES YES NO §£ ﬁi 0) % E ( CF# ‘ :

LEISMO NO NO YES NO NO NO NO

LAISMO NO NO YES NO NO NO NO %}E £ ) E Ej:l:
FI=]5 Fu

PART. AGR. NO NO NO YES YES YES NO

AUX. SELEC. NO NO NO NO YES YES NO

CL.DOUBLING | wnoO NO YES NO NO NO YES

CAUSEE + INF -- - YES NO NO NO YES

POSS. “HAVE" NO NO NO NO YES YES NO

Gallego 2013: 7]

C2(THRTODINTA S Yes/NoTEZB/\(+—Hzt
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Table 2. Parameters of the study

Object markers

1 OM — oby NP Can the object marker and the lexical object NP co-occur?
2 OM obligatory Is co-occurrence required in some contexts?
3 OM loc Are there locative object markers?
4a One OM Is object marking restricted to one object marker per verb?
4b Restr 2 0OM Are two object markers possible in restricted contexts?
4¢ Mult OM Are two or more object markers freely available?
4d Free order Is the order of multiple object markers structurally free? . o
Dauble ohjects [jcll-'i I\t Jb]
5 Sym word-order Can either object be adjacent to the verb? - ObJeCt markers
6 Sym passive Can either object become subject under passivisation? : .
7 Sym OM Can either object be expressed by an object marker? Double ObJeCtS
Refa'llhre_g " Relatlves
8 Agr Rel mark Does the relative marker agree with the head noun? . i i i
9a Res OM obl Is an object marker required in object relatives? Loca_tlve teislei
9b Res OM barred Is an object marker disallowed in object relatives? - Conjunct agreement
9¢ Res OM optional  1s an object marker optional in object relatives? . T

P ! P ! - Conjoint/disjoint
Locative inversion S 2h S
100 LI restr Is locative inversion thematically restricted to imtransitives? . (t /Ut /UiE Zé)
11 Full loc SM Are there three different locative subject markers?
Conjunct agreement
12 Partial Agr Is partial agreement with conjoined NPs possible?
Conjoint/ disjoint
13 Cony/dis) Is there a (tonal) distinction between conjoint/disjoint

forms?

14 Tone case Is there a (tonal) distinction of nominal ‘cases™
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Bemba (M42) Zambia

Chaga (Kivunjo) (E62b) Tanzania
Chichewa (N31) Malawi

Ha (D66) Tanzania

Herero (R31) Namibia

Lozi (K21) Zambia

Nsenga (N41) Malawi/Zambia
SiSwati (S43) Swaziland/SA
Swahili (G42) Tanzania/Kenya
Tswana (S31) Botswana/SA

Table 4. Comparson among five languages (only bold values

counted)
Swahili Bemba Chichewa gl Sweati Herero
Object markers
1 OM — obj NP yes ves i) na i)
2 OM obligatory Yes e ] (T ]
30M loc Ves VEs VEs (i Ves - - < _
4a One OM ves o ves ves ves [ oo %— AbNbZ k]
4b Restr 2 OM no Vs no no i . YAN
4c Mult OM no o no no o Y?S/NOO)JJ *ﬁ
4d Free order no no no no no NS A—AZE O BEERE %
Daweble objects
5 Syvm order no o o o o
& Sym passive o it i) yes Vs
7 Sym OM o it i yes Vs
Relarives
8 Apr Rel mark VEs yes Vs i) Vs
%a Res OM obl o it Vs yes i) == il
Ob Res OM bar o vis o 0o = [Z:EEO) B *”:] _
¢ Res OM poss ves no no no no SINEBEDHEXNREEE
Lacative inversion O)ﬁgéjt&é
10 LT restr VEs Vs L[=3 Vs ] — =
11 Full loc SM ves ves ves I vis "-HENRE EZDHIZE
Conjfunct agreemeni 7_jj ’rj Té
12 Partial agr VEs it i) yes i)
Conjoints disjo it
13 Conj/disj (] Vs ] = ]
14 Tone case o ) i) ] Vs




1 OM - obj NP (Object markers)

« Can the object marker and the lexical
object NP co-occur?

/Y@ Object and OM can co-occur Bemba, Ha, Loz, Swahili,
N (Ruwund)

Chaga, Chichewa, Herero,
siSwati, Tswana

No | Object and OM cannot co-occur

naamwihagha yasini
N-aN-mu-jihag-a J-yasini
SP.1SG-PAST-OP.3SG-kill-IND NP.1a-PN
KNS ot 2 {0y

(2) n-ali-ma-mon-a Chisanga

sMmlsG-past-oml-see-rv  1.Chisanga

‘I saw Chisanga’ SEHXT)
(3) *mb-¢ vé  muanu ova-natjé

SMISG-PAST OM2  see 2-children

Intd.: ‘T saw (the) children’

2 OM obligatory (Object markers)

 |s co-occurrence required in some
contexts?

Chaga, Swahili, Makhuwa,
Sambaa -

Bemba, Chichewa, Herero,
Lozi, siSwati, Tswana

Yes ) | Required in some contexts

No | Never required

naamwihagha yasini
N-aN-mu-jihag-a J-yasini
SP.1SG-PAST-OP.3SG-kill-IND NP.1a-PN
N S ot 2~ {0y

*nanjihagha yasini

N-aN-jihag-a J-yasini
SP.1SG-PAST-kill-IND NP.1a-PN




3 OM loc (Object markers)

 Are there locative object markers?

Bemba, Chaga, Chichewa, Ha,
Locative object markers Herero, Nsenga, Swahili,

Tswana

No | No locative object markers Lozi, siSwati, Yeyi

ndikukumanya kuMpanda
N-liku-ku-many-a ku-Mpanda
SP.1SG-PRS-0OP.17-know-IND 17-PN
MRAF RS (1 B) EH > TS

nanjako ku-Mpanda
N-an-j-a=ko ku-Mpanda
SP.1SG-PST-go-IND=ENC.17 17-PN
FNESITANZ, RN 2l

only possible/
?

4a One OM (Object markers)

* |s object marking restricted to one object
marker per verb?

Yes | Only one OM Chew.a,' Herero, Lozi, siSwati,
Swahili

@' More than one OM Chaga, Ha, Tswana, Bemba

bhalikukandimila

bha-liku-ka-N-lim-il-a
SP.3PL-PRS-0OP.12-OP.1SG-farm-APP-IND
TRBIEZEN(12)ZFADT=OIZFHL TN TS




4b Restr 2 OM (Object markers)

» Are two object markers possible in
restricted contexts? (4aTNoA‘HIl{E)

Two OM possible in certain
Yes ‘
contexts

Bemba, Ruwund, Sambaa

Chaga, Chichewa, Ha, Herero,
Lozi, SiSwati, Swahili, '
Tswana

N Two OM either not possible, or
No :
possible freely

bhalikukandimila

bha-liku-ka-N-lim-il-a
SP.3PL-PRS-0OP.12-OP.1SG-farm-APP-IND
[ESIEZEN(12)EFD-OIZHL TN TINA]
bhalikukamulimila

bha-liku-ka-mu-lim-il-a
SP.3PL-PRS-0OP.12-OP.3SG-farm-APP-IND .
MESEZN(12)EHDT=HI=HL T T B Bemﬂ%?ﬁ'[ﬁju

*bhalikukakulimila
bha-liku-ka-ku-lim-il-a
SP.3PL-PRS-OP.12-OP.2SG-farm-APP-IND -

4c Mult OM (Object markers)

« Are two or more object markers freely
available? (4aTNoA RIT{Z)

More than one OM possible
Yes
freely

@ Two OM either not possible, or | Bemba, Chichewa, Herero,
‘possible only in certain contexts | Lozi, siSwati, Swahili

bhalikukandimila

bha-liku-ka-N-lim-il-a

SP.3PL-PRS-0OP.12-OP.1SG-farm-APP-IND
[MESIEZEN(12)ZFADT=OIZHL TN TILNS]

bhalikukamulimila .
bha-liku-ka-mu-lim-il-a [RLTEE2-OMD HIR & 4]
SP.3PL-PRS-0OP.12-OP.3SG-farm-APP-IND (1) IANIM(DO)-ANIM(10O)
K Fe VA (o)t ollet IR EC RAAVIIN (2) 27 B DOMICEENEF

na
*bhalikikakulimila

bha-liku-ka-ku-lim-il-a
SP.3PL-PRS-OP.12-OP.2SG-farm-APP-IND
12

Chaga, Ha, Tswana




4d Free order (Object markers)

* |s the order of multiple object markers
structurallv free? (4aTNoH HITIE)

Yes | Order is free Tswana

_— Bemba, Chaga, Chichewa, Ha,
@ Order is structurally fixed Herero, Lozi, siSwati, Swahili

bhalikukandimila

bha-liku-ka-N-lim-il-a

SP.3PL-PRS-0OP.12-OP.1SG-farm-APP-IND
MESIXZEN(12)ZFADT=OIZHL TN TLVAS]

bhalikukamulimila

bha-liku-ka-mu-lim-il-a [RTEE2-OMD HIFE 4]
SP.3PL-PRS-OP.12-OP.3SG-farm-APP-IND  NERNV\NIVI(ale)¥:X\NI1Y[{[e))
MESIEZEN(12)ZHDI=OIZHL TN TS FRAWEIEIDIe - E=FiE 3

na

*bhalikukakulimila
bha-liku-ka-ku-lim-il-a
SP.3PL-PRS-0OP.12-OP.2SG-farm-APP-IND

5 Sym word-order (Double objects)

« Can either object be adjacent to the verb?

Either object can be adjacent to
the verb I

Only one object can be adjacent | Bemba, Chaga, Chichewa,
to the verb Herero, Lozi, siSwati, Swahili

Yes Ha, Tswana -

naamwihaghila yasini nsimba
N-a-mu-jihag-id-a J-yasini N-simba
SP.1SG-PAST-OP.3SG-kill-APP-IND NP.1a-PN 9-lion
[FAEV = DEOISSAAVERLI] 4

/ EFrub :




6 Sym passive (Double objects)

« Can either object become subject under
passivisation?

Chaga, Herero, Lozi, siSwati,

Yes | Either object can become subject
Tswana

1 . . g
@ gf;ji:tne object can become Bemba, Chichewa, Swahili

naamwihaghila yasini nsimba
N-a-mu-jihag-id-a @-yasini N-simba
SP.1SG-PAST-OP.3SG-kill-APP-IND NP.1a-PN 9-lion

[FAEY S ZD=DICTA A EHR LT

yasini  ghaajihaghilwa nsimba ndone

@-yasini ga-a-jihag-id-u-a N-simba na#uune

1a-PN SP.3SG-PAST-kill-APP-PASS-IND 9-lion PREP#PRN.1SG
(Yo I EFASSAFH R L THL 0]

*nsimba jaamwihaghilwa yasini néone
N-simba ji-a-mu-jihag-id-u-a J-yasini na#uune
9-lion SP.3SG-PST-OP.3SG-kill-AP-PAS-IND 1a-PN PRER#PRN.1SG

7 Sym OM (Double objects)

« Can either object be expressed by an
object marker?

Yes | Either object can be OM Chaga, Herero, Lozi, siSwati,
' Tswana

Only one object can be OM | Bemba, Chichewa, Swabhili

naamwihaghila yasini nsimba
N-a-mu-jihag-id-a J-yasini N-simba
SP.1SG-PAST-OP.3SG-kill-APP-IND NP.1a-PN 9-lion
[NV =ZD=DIZSAF o xFHF LTI




8 Agr Rel mark (Relatives)

* Does the relative marker agree with the

head noun?

Bemba, Chichewa, Ha, Herero,
Lozi, Nsenga, Swahili, Tswana

Relative markers do not agree

siSwati

mwenda
mu-enda
NP3-clothes
TR GFETZAR

ghéntehilé
gho-N'-téh-idé

REL3-PP.1SG-love-ANT

9a Res OM obl (Relatives)

* |s an object marker required in object
relatives?

Yes OM required

Chichewa, siSwati, Tswana

OM not required

S,

Bemba, Ha, Herero, Loz,
Nsenga, Swabhili

*mwenda
mu-enda
NP3-clothes
TR EFETZAR

ghdngutehilé
gho-N"-gu-téh-idé

REL3-PP.1SG-OP.3-love-ANT




9b Res OM barred (Relatives)

* |Is an object marker disallowed in object
relatives?

Yes )| OM prohibited Bemba, Herero, Lozi

Chichewa, Ha, Nsenga,
siSwati, Swahili, Tswana

No |OM al_loWed or required

*mwenda ghéngutehilé

mu-énda gho-N’-gu-téh-idé
NP3-clothes REL3-PP.1SG-OP.3-love-ANT
[FADN BT E7EAR

9c Res OM optional (Relatives)

* |s an object marker optional in object
relatives?

OM optional (possible but not
required)

Ha, Nsenga, Swahili -

Bemba, Chichewa, Herero,
Loz, siSwati, Tswana

OM required or|not possible

*mwenda ghdngutehilé

mu-énda gh6-N’-gu-téh-idé
NP3-clothes REL3-PP.1SG-OP.3-love-ANT
[FADNIFE7EAR




10 LI restr (Locative inversion)

* Is locative inversion thematically restricted
to intransitives?

Locative inversion only with Bemba, Chaga, Chichewa,
Yes |. . . ; .
intransitives Lozi, siSwati, Swahili, Tswana

Locative inversion with other
No ' Herero, Nsenga

N ® predicates

hakatuma hakafwilé muntu
ha-[ka-timal] ha-ka-fu-idé mu-ntu
NP16-[NP12-PN] SP16-DIS-die-ANT NP1-person

/ BEF

[CCHRYIFHTADNEATL]

kwafuma bhantu

ku-a-fum-a ba-ntu
NP17-[NP9-village] SP17-PAST-leave-IND NPx-person
MFIFANIZELGNZ(LKEHIDAIZRIETOENT) )

11 Full loc SM (Locative inversion)

 Are there three different locative subject
markers?

Class 16-18 locative SM - | Bemba, Chichewa, Herero,
: Nsenga, Swabhili

Chaga, Ha, Lozi, siSwati,
| Tswana

| No | Only one or two SM

hakatuma hakafwilé muntu
ha-[katuma] ha-ka-fu-idé mu-ntu
NP16-PN SP16-DIS-die-ANT NP1-person
[CEHARY I TANTEAT]
kwafuméa bhantu
ku-a-fum-a ba-ntu
NP17-[NP9-village] SP17-PAST-leave-IND NP2-person
[FHEAIZELNIZ(LKEADAIZRIETONT) ]
munyumba muli bhantu
mu-ny-umba mu-li bha-ntu
NP18-[NP9-house] SP18-be NP2-person
TROBPICADND]




12 Partial Agr (Conjunct agreement)

* Is partial agreement with conjoined NPs
possible?

Partial agreement possible Luguru, Nsenga, Swahili,
Swati

@ Only/mainly default agreément Bemba, CheWa, Ha, Herero

mukélé  no Sukaali fyasansikana

mu-kéde na @-sukaadi fi-a-sans-ik-an-a

NP3-salt PREP NP9-sugar SP8-PAST-mix-STAT-REC-IND
MELRHEAES o1z

1ahé6si né busi  bhalikilvats hamwi t/+E€/=8
mughoosi né mbusi alikulyata amwi . -
mu-gbéosi na N-busi  ba-diku-dyat-a ha-mwi Eh+B)#=2
NP1-male PREP NP9-goat SP.3PL-PRS-stroll-IND EP16-one
BV O N—#EICH LTINS

13 Conj/disj (Conjoint/disjoint)

* |s there a (tonal) distinction between
conjoint/disjointforms?

Conjoint-disjoint distinction Bemba, Ha, Swati, Tswana -

@ No conjoint-disjoint distinction | Chaga, Chewa, Herero,
: Swahili -




14 Tone case (Conjoint/disjoint)

* |s there a (tonal) distinction of nominal
‘cases’?

Yes | Tone cases Herero

'No No tone cases ' Bemba, Chaga, Chewa, Ha,
' Nsenga, Sotho, Swabhili, Swati,
Tswana,

RUTEDYes/NoD{EIL -

Table 4. Companson among five languages (only bold values

counted)

Swahili Bemba Chichewa si Swati Herero Bende
Object markers
1 OM — obj NP yes ves no no no yes
2 0M obligatory yes [y} ity [y} ity yes
30M loc yes yes yes no yes Y
4a One OM ¥es 0o Ves ves ves e
4b Restr 2 OM no yes no no no =
dc Mult OM no no no no no e
4d Free order no no no no no e
Double objects
5 Sym order 0o i) i i) i no
6 Sym passive no [y o ves Ves no
7 Sym OM no o no ves ves no
Relatives
8 Agr Rel mark yes yes Ves i) Ves yes
9a Res OM obl i i) Ves yes i no
9b Res OM bar no ves o 0o ves yes
G Res OM poss yes i) no o o no?
Locative inversion
10 LI restr Ves Ves Ves yes no yes
11 Full loe SM yes yes yes 0o ves yes
Conjurict agreement
12 Partial agr yes [y o ves o no
Conjoint disjoint
13 Conj disj i ves (it} ves no no
14 Tone case i [y i no ves no
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Cf. Marten et al (2007) “Parameters of morphosyntactic variation in Bantu”

> R EDOZERZIRRE - #ROICIER TE 2 X9 T A—=2 2T, N b wEiBIcBT
D IERERERE L L OFER ) ZARME SBT3 B el A

< “Systematic approach to the study of morphosyntactic variation in Bantu by
developing ... parameters which serve as the basis for cross-linguistic comparison ...”

< “While variation within Bantu has been discussed in a number of studies, it is not usually
addressed systematically, and our aim in this paper is to introduce and discuss a number
of parameters of morphosyntactic variation in Bantu along which variation can be

more systematically assessed.”

> HREREEOME L LTo TRE 2] 2206, MiErIEUEOSWERERO Uhal/

FEHIZ2¥ERUER ] ~ = micro-variation % L C micro-parameters

< “While most research on parameters was initially concerned with broad
cross-linguistic variation, building on typological work, for example on the difference
between languages requiring an overt subject NP and those which do not (the ‘pro-drop
parameter’), more recently emphasis has shifted to the investigation of variation in

much smaller, and structurally more similar, language groups.”

1.2 ZOPAO BT EZA
Cf. Leverhulme-funded research project ‘Morphosyntactic variation in Bantu: Typology, contact and

change’ based in SOAS (https://bantuvariation.wordpress.com/)

>  (typology, contact and change ® 9 ©®) typology IZ & s

< It aims to demonstrate how the structures of different Bantu languages have been shaped by

the interaction of processes of historical innovation, language contact, and universal
functions of human language.

Cf. contact and change ®#531Z-2U T : Although based on a small sample, the results

[Marten et al (2007) T#5 6 #1721 suggest that language contact and structural

convergence play a role in the development of structural similarity in the centre of the
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ILCAA JL[FIFFEaRE
(N hyiEREDO~A 7 m « N Z—v g OB (7 2—X1) )

Bantu area, where contact is between structurally similar languages, while at the
periphery of the Bantu area, contact with non-Bantu languages leads to divergence.

< The specific aim of the project is the development of comprehensive typology of Bantu

morphosyntax ... with the objectives of 1) developing a set of descriptive parameters to

systematically study morphosyntactic variation in Bantu; 2) charting the extent of variation

based on selected data from the literature and collected through fieldwork; and 3)

developing analyses and explanations of variation in terms of typological

correlations, language change and language contact.

= AWFEEIZB WL, ROEREEINRT—~ET5.
i) T TIIR—E SN TV D micro-parameters (2 F: S\ 72T — X DI - HE
ii) micro- parameters H{KDME (+12%)
iii) /X7 A —#[HOHE#EEIR (typological correlations/ co-variation) (Z B9 2 % iDL

2. BARfI-1 : HAYZEER
2.1 HE

> [AlU#ERE (Kilimanjaro Bantu, KB/ Chaga E.60) PN C¢ micro-variation
» Marten et al. (2007) DIRZET D 19 D/XT A —X D—Ef
» Dbinary 72/NT XA —#

22 INTA—H
> Marten et al. (2007) (2 X % BWREEIRIZBET 2 4 oD GROBICETREEPEMBIfR 2 & Tel) T
A =4 (AT BT B5/37 A—2 %5 4a-d)

@)) a. One OM: Is object marking restricted to one object marker per verb?
b. Restr 2 OM: Are two object markers possible in restricted contexts?
c. Mult OM: Are two or more object markers freely available?
d. Free order: Is the order of multiple object markers structurally free?

Fig. 1: Attested patterns of object marking variation

Type | (1a) (1b) (10 ad)
I yes no no no
II no no yes no
111 no yes no no
IV no no yes yes

1 If (1a) is ‘yes,” then all the rest should be ‘no’ because (1b—d) are only relevant to the languages that
allow (more than) two object markers. Hence, from scratch, the total number of logically possible
patterns cannot be 16 (2%); it is reduced to 5 because the value of (1b) and (1¢) must not be identical, i.e.,
four patterns in Fig. 1 plus unattested ‘no-yes-no-yes.’

2



(2)

(3

(4)

)]
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ILCAA H:[RIWFFEE

(R b D~ A 70 « N o—3 g O (7 =2—X1) |

2.3 T—#

> L AFAT e VEOYLE, HAEE—EdEE (OM) (IEERIC T S LFFR LRV DT, (1a)
N yes THEVIXT X Tno (EFEICIZ EHTE RV ) . LER-T, EoFRTEZIE Type-l

AT ATARXEND T LITRD.
Type-I
a. ni-li-m-p-a
SM1sg-PST-OM1-give-F
‘I gave him (it).’

b. *ni-li-i-m-p-a
SM1sg-PST-OM9-OM1-give-F
c. *ni-li-m-i-p-a

SM1sg-PST-OM1-OM9-give-F

[Swahili (G42)]

(Marten et al. ibid.)

> KB DUV aiEDRA, HEMIZIZ2o UL O OM A SNS (la=yes) . £ LT,

ZRH DN SV TIBRAIICRES NS 5 LT (1d=no)
(AT IATARXEND Z LT D.
Type-II

mangl  n-d-l1é-i-kii-m-zrim-a

chief FOC-SM1-PST-OM9-OM16-OM1-send-F

, no-no-yes-no @ Type-II

[Vunjo (CK)]

“The chief sent him there with it.’ (Moshi 1998, quoted in Marten et al. ibid.)

> —JhT, AL KB OLyiklnrRiEORE, OM OFFIEIIMHEERICIRE S L TV RWno T

(1d=yes) , no-no-yes-yes ® Type-IV |[ZJBT 52 L1T7/25.
Type-IV
a. ni=n-retyo va-a-m-u-ti-séris-i-a
FOC=3-trap = SM2-PST-PERF-OM3-OM1pl-send-AP-F
‘(It is) the trap that they (had) sent to us.’
b. ni=n-refyo va-a-m-ti-u-séris-i-a
FOC = 3-trap SM2-PST-PERF-OM1pl-OM3-send-AP-F
‘(It is) the trap that they (had) sent to us.’

Type-IV
a. kisali é-le-ka-i-andik-i-a (bdrud
Kisali SM1-PST-OM12-OM9-write-AP-F (9.letter

‘Kisali wrote a letter with a small/useless pen.’

b. kisali é-le-i-ka-andik-i-a (bdrud
Kisali SM1-PST-OM9-OM12-write-AP-F (9.1etter

3

[Rwa (WK)]

[Mkuu (Rombo)]
ka-kdlamu)
12(dim)-pen)

ka-kdlamu)
12(dim)-pen)
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‘Kisali wrote a letter with a small/useless pen.’

> OFV, FICEHOHFTT LI 7 a NS RIENRD bivD. H DML, micro-parameters
WHT5Z LT, FLEHORTOI 7 rlk (L LERBICHEER) ZREZWRNZRET
Tﬁzé_kb>f“%é.

BARG-2 : R

3.1 il
> [AUFERE (Kilimanjaro Bantu, KB/ Chaga E.60) PNHEC¢ micro-variation
> . REF 51901 T =R 0 TIIRVREHR /T A —X

» Dbinary 72/NT XA —#

3.2 M (applicative constructions) (22T DOHEE]
> KB X, ®hiFAiEH (base verb) MFEEEMVICAH T 5 HAHMIGE (Base Object, BO) OA72 57, i
M E L CEASNT-4FE (Applied Object, AO) |2 %5 — HAJEE? (Primary Object, PO) @
Eix 5 2%, W2 HREEL A EEE (Object symmetric language) .
> LR, KB ORPOWNV DNOFRETIE, AO 238 I (Instrumental) (D355 257
STARDBENE T D EENROOND.

3.3 i HIH ﬂ%ﬁﬁﬂ%"] (Restricted Instrumental Applicative)

> Bl e CAREEN, A EO AR 72 B EI T H 5, 54k (beneficiary) , 1 E (instrumental) ,
%7 (locative) @b\ﬁ‘ﬂ% AO LT 2HHEH AR TH 51
(6) [Mkuu (Rombo)]
a. kisali é-le-ka-andik-i-a bdrua
Kisali SM1-PST-OM12-write-AP-F 9.letter (BO)

‘Kisali wrote a letter with it (Cl.12).’

2 An object which fulfills the following criteria; (a) word order (“immediately after the verb” position),
(b) subjectivization (through passivization), and (c) cliticization (marked by an object marker within the
verb complex) See Hyman and Duranti (1982).

AV A teb S5 RABTE E=RTV/A %%% b O EHREENZLL~T THRYFEME (objecthood) | 2MEUV & W9
#aml/¥, Hyman & Duranti (1982) (2388 b1 5 : B RJEEM:FEE semantic roles: Benefactive > Recipient
> Patient > Instrumental

4 [G#EIZ, Bresnan & Moshi (1993) (2 LiuE, Voo aiE %Lﬁlﬁi)) HHRIZENDEH>THD. 272L
Emanatien (1991) 1%, BEARMICY ¥ g 5BITEBHENITRO bRnE WIS E L 1, ’Cﬂ
SV T ORMERRI AR bRA TG, £72 “FE2 SbITE A O L~ LTRSS
DO TERNINEDIERS 5 : “It should be noted that the Chagga Applicative apparently exhibits
dialect variation, and even considerable speaker-to-speaker variation within a dialect.” (Emanatian 1991:
256)

4
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kisali é-le-i-andik-i-a kd-kaldmu
Kisali SM1-PST-OMO9-write-AP-F 12-9.pen (AO)
‘Kisali wrote it(Cl.9) with a small/useless pen.’

kisali é-le-ka--andik-i-a

Kiasli SM1-PST-OM12-OM9-write-AP-F

‘Kisali wrote it(Cl1.9/12) with it(Cl.12/9).’

kisali é-le-i-ka-andik-i-a

Kiasli SM1-PST-OM9-OM12-write-AP-F

‘Kisali wrote it(Cl.9/12) with it(Cl.12/9).’

ka-kalamu kd-le-andik-i-w-a bdrid

12-9.pen (AO) SM12-PST-write-AP-PASS-F  9.letter (BO)
‘A small/useless pen was used to write a letter by Kisali.’

barua i-le-andik-i-w-a kd-kdldmui
9.letter (BO) SMO-PST-write-AP-PASS-F 12-9.pen (AO)

‘A letter was written with a small/useless pen by Kisali.’

*kisali é-le-i-andik-ir-a kd-kaldmu
Kisali SM1-PST-write-CAUS-F 12-9.pen (AO)
Intd. ‘Kisali wrote it(Cl9) with a useless/small pen.’

kisali é-le-kamdd-is-a mw-and

Kisali SM1-PST-send-CAUS-F 1-child

‘Kisali had a child send a gift.’

*tareto a-a-kab-i-a m-biiri
Tareto SM1-PST1-hit-AP-F 9-stick (BO)
Intd. ‘Tareto hit with a stick.’

?tareto a-a-f’-kab-i-a m-biiri
Tareto SM1-PST1-OM1(AO)-hit-AP-F 9-stick (BO)

‘Tareto hit him/her because of/for? a stick.’

but not possible to interpret as ‘Tareto hit him/her with a stick.’
tareto a-a-f’-kab-is-a m-biiri

Tareto SM1-PST1-OM1-hit-CAUS-F 9-stick

‘Tareto hit him/her with a stick.’

5

na kisdli
by Kisali

na kisdli

by Kisali

sawddi

9.gift

FETCIE, EHEIAE| méﬁémMmF%J%Ao T & DAEE MR SN T & DIHERR
ENA. S2EV ZOSETIE, EAEHE BT, EEHEIZELT (O&h) HERZ2HEKIN
IO TWNBENWD Z LT 5.

[Rwa (WK)]
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> ZLTC, EABMCTRETERVEREHIIEERICE > TERBEIhTWDS (7¢) . 2D LD
72, MERIBIC K pE BIEERAEO 7 0y s (”blocked by the existence of causative") | (I,
Harford (1993: Larry Hyman p.c.) 2 EICELRH Y, v a FTESTI LY /R EICH H%@fﬁ
SRR SND (cf. 5h)II&KH 2008) .

> DEEI@EMESIK) (77U, F ) X957 binary 78/37 A—# %3 THZ LT, HERIC
WL T ) DO (typological correlation/ co-variation) (ZV AT <7 4 v 7 I
SRTDHZENFRRICRY, TNENRTA—ZEOJFEIE UTEHT 5 2 & TR —K~D
HikbHIrF 5.

HARGI-3 + ARAEHFHIE R

4.1 1l
> [AUFERE (Kilimanjaro Bantu, KB/ Chaga E.60) PNHEC¢ micro-variation
> . TEF L9 DT =R B TIIRVREN /T X —H
>  binary 35 A =4 TR\ gradient 72(?)/N T A — X

®)

9

42KBIZBIT D *ag &AKEHIEERIZOWTORIE
» Philippson and Montlahuc (2003: 495): “There is a major dividing line cutting across KB
between WK and the rest: WK has an imperfective suffix -aa (Common Bantu *-aga) marking
Habitual and Future, e.g. in M[ashami] (perhaps also progressive in K[ibosho]); CK and
R[ombo] have no such forms.”
» Nurse (2003: 75): “CK and Rombo alone have two clear and discrete futures, that is, forms
which are distinct in form from each other and from the present-used-as-future. ... While the WK

data leaves much to be desired, most dialects there have one or no discrete future forms...”

4.3 -aa & AR OTE AKX Sy

> (8)-(10) 2% D WK DR EFEIE -aa Z~v—HF—L LTHL, FKFHIOBAHIR3IT 1 2%
U UASRE (IR L72) #EakAa2 K< (BLF mono-F & EK) .

[Mashami (WK)]
n-li-mdny-aa
FOC-SM1pl-know-F
‘We will know.’ (Rugemalira and Phanuel 2009)
[Rwa (WK)]

ti-loli-d-a
SM1pl-see-FUT-F

‘We will see.’
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(10) [Kibosho (WK)]
n-lu-u-som-aa
FOC-SM1pl-(?)-read-F
‘We are reading.’ (Kagaya 1989)
> -aa AT HEEN mono-F XA b ENS (—RLIEEZAD) A—nR—F v TN,
(728 B Z200%3 2602 RITAZ25, ArReZemii] & L CTiE, #hEsdEic
B2y FOMWEOERICERTL2HERD L5000 LILRY. -aa BDREIND
Prefinal (7RO NERE LAY 2720 L2 Ay N THY, ZOMETHEED
ERRIX S E2RART D2 EDEERIZNRDRNE NS ZE LD RH L Lt

» —J, CKimrRF@n2-o UL oRmXsrn@#obnsd (LU pluri-F & EK) .

an [Vunjo (CK)]
Iw-eci-kap-a Vs. lw-e-kap-a
SM1pl-FUT1-hit-F SM1pl-FUT2-hit-F
‘We will hit.” [Near Future] ‘We will hit.” [Far Future] (Nurse 2003)
(12) [Uru (CK)]
lti-i-kdp-a Vs. li-tfi-kdp-a
SM1pl-FUT.N-hit-F SM1pl-FUT.R-hit-F
‘We will hit this tree.” [Near Future] ‘We will hit this tree.” [Far Future]
(13) [Mkuu (Rombo)]
dii-i-m-kab-a Vs. dil-e-m-kab-a
SM1pl-FUT.N-OM3sg-hit-F SM1pl-FUT.R-OM3sg-hit-F
‘We will hit him/her.” [Near Future] ‘We will hit him/her.” [Far Future]

> caaZT AT AHEELOXETE 2L, 2N DOEFEIXTAMALE CARKRHlZF <L TED,
SUEARIC Lo THTRICAEL I SN~ — T —I2 Lo TERB XS & RS ICF R TX
AHAEMBHTAZENRTEAEE LIV,

> Tentative correlation (local): [language without -aa] x [pluri-Future])

Fig. 2: List of future markers across KB (Shinagawa 2014)

Subgroup Language Tense Form  Source
WK Rwa FUT -da *-ag <imperfective >
Siha FUT -da *-ag <imperfective >
CK Uru FUT.N i- *li- ‘be’
FUT.R tfi- *ci ‘know’
Wunjo FUT.N ci- *ci ‘know’
FUT.R e- (cf. *eci-?)
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Rombo Mkuu FUT.N i- *li- ‘be’
FUT.R e- (cf. *eci-?)
4.4 COM/GOM
>  ZHIZEE LT, mono-F B /pluri-F B &5 (parametric (ZFHY 5 %) XNZA3, SCE(KICET
HNT A= LHEE LTV D REMEZ R T 5206 LLRV. KB D% DFFET, 'come’
X g0’ ITHY T HRERERNN AL L2 b 00y, KR 72 U THEEME (certainty) | (2B
THEXY T 4 —EEET Z EMERIN TS (Nurse 2003 %) . 5D & ZAHEEL T
HH A7, come’ NLIE L LTz~ —F— (COM) & ’go’ BWXE L L7z~—H— (GOM) O
WMEFEFFOHATDFFEEL, COM DA IHEH L TWDLEFEL W IXLTHD.
» mono-F D FFEE, COM, GOM & b IZ -+ B L TV A A H 5.
(14) [Rwa (WK)]
a. va-shé-shi-kab-is-'d-a m-biiri
SM3pl-COM-OM1sg-hit-CAUS-FUT-F  9-stick
‘(Perhaps) they will hit me with a stick.’
b. va-ndé-shi-kab-is-'d-a m-biiri
SM3pl-GOM-OM1sg-hit-CAUS-FUT-F = 9-stick
‘They will (definitely) hit me with a stick.’
(15) [Rwa (WK)]
fud y-a-ndé-nis-d vs.  fud y-a-shé-nis-d
9.rain SM9-PST-GOM-rain-F 9.rain SM9-PST-GOM-rain-F
‘It rained (as expected).’ ‘It rained (unexpectedly).’
> BRBINVUEETIE, GOM 7% THRWVE(EME ((strong) certainty) | , COM 7% [RHfEFEME
(uncertainty) | O X5 & E2ERT LI THS.
» —J7 T pluri-F RO FFETIE, COM O LN ET D (B 5\ E GOM O SHELRA A+ Th D)
HrRH N5,
(16) [Uru (CK)]

a. ndszi-i-tfd-orék-a
SM1sg-FUT.N-COM-stand up-F
‘T will stand up.’ [Near Future]
b. ndszi-tfi-tfd-orok-a
SM1sg-FUT.R-COM-stand up-F
‘T will stand up.’ [Far Future]
c. *ndszi-i-endd-orék-a
SM1sg-FUT.N-GOM-stand up-F
Intd. ‘I will (go to) stand up [Near Future]’
8
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d. ?ndsi-tfi-endd-orok-a
SM1sg-FUT.R-GOM-stand up-F
lit. ‘I will go somewhere to stand up’ [Far Future]
a7 [Mkuu (Rombo)]
a. ngi-le-shé-m'-loli-a
SM1sg-PST1-COM-OM3sg # see-F
‘Surely I met him/her’ (Sw. ‘Nilimwonaga’)
b. * ngi-le-nde-m' #loli-a
SM1sg-PST1-GOM-OM3sg # see-F
> UAGEL B UAREED pluriF MOFFETH L, WL GOM L TAM v —#H—& L TR
ESNTBREICLEND Z LR TET, MENRHNZZTTHWLILITHD. bk
(TGO FFEICB VT, COM D78 BRWERETE] LD TND LI THD.
> DLEOMHEIEN2 0 RENLRBIEZIZE D DN, NI A—FZWIHEET S LT, TRk
el OIE B IX 3 1 IR T % 3T 2 —% &, TCOM/GOM DLk k) /3T A —4% (Z 1T gradient
(2720 9 %?) & ORIZEBBIENTRO b D ATREER & 5.

5 BRBIOE &
> ARBETHHo Tz, REM2 /T A —Z O correlation/ co-variation D Y A b ({EZEGE & L)
< [Restricted Instrumental Applicative] x [Inanimate Causative] (3.3)
< [language without -aa] x [Pluri-Future] (local in KB?, 4.3)
< [Pluri-Future] x [Restricted GOM](4.4)

6. 7ur =7 FOHHM
> HEAEEEDE, typology D4y, & < IZ micro-parameters DRFTEHRE, T L TRT R

— % [ ® typological correlation DEEK.

< the parameters are concerned with many major topics in Bantu grammar such as object
relations, double objects, and agreement, and are thus likely to be included in any future,
further-developed list of Bantu parameters (Marten et al. 2007: 257)

< Of course, there are many other aspects of Bantu grammar which would lend themselves
easily to inclusion in this list [19 @/ X7 A —%® Y A ], and for which appropriate
literature is available.: difference in noun-class system, order and function of verbal
suffixes, tense-aspect marking or question formation are only a few possible topics (ibid.:
259-260).

< The project aims to develop some 100 parameters of variation (Lutz Marten p.c.)
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» AS%DOAFT 2—)b

2016 “FFE <AFFEMsA DA >
19 D/RT A=ZIZHE -T2 T — X DIUE - #ih & typological correlation DT

2017 4EJE 1= 7235 A—H ORiE >

2018 - <o T A— X DORE LT — X EE T RG>

Abbreviations

1, 2, 3,... ( = number only): noun class, 1sg, 2pl... ( = number + sg/pl): person + singular/plural, AP:
applicative, CAUS: causative, COM: grammaticalized marker from ‘come,” dim: diminutive, FOC: focus,
FUT: future, F: final vowel, GOM: grammaticalized marker from ‘go,” IMPF: imperfective, N: near, OM:
object marker, PERF: perfective , PST: past, R: remote, SM: subject marker, - (hyphen): morpheme
boundary, = (equals sign): clitic boundary, . (period): boundary of grammatical categories fused in a

single morpheme
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A typological study of micro-variation in Bantu

Commentary on the theoretical perspective, planned/potential case
studies

Yukiko Morimoto
Humboldt University, Berlin

1. Theoretical perspective

Binary parameters vs. Gradient scales?

e Intheoretical linguistics, typically and overwhelmingly, parameters have been binary
features (cf. Chomskyan Principles & Parameters approach, other approaches on generative
syntax such as Lexical-Functional Grammar, Head-Driven Phrase Structure Grammar,
Generalized Phrase Structure Grammar, non-OT phonological/morphological theories, etc).

¢ Intypology, however, generalizations about various linguistic phenomena are often stated
in terms of markedness (cf. Greenberg 1966).

e  Optimality Theory (both in phonology and syntax) is a generative framework which
attempts to incorporate typological generalizations in terms of markedness into the
generative study, and takes into consideration markedness hierarchies and combinations of
markedness to account for degrees of acceptability (cf. Morimoto 2000 and references cited
therein).

e Arecent linguistic trend is to state linguistic generalizations by way of quantification in
addition to qualitative analysis.

»  Given such developments both in theoretical and descriptive/typological work, stating
recent (especially quantificational) results in terms of binary parameters will be a challenge.
Gradient scales might therefore be more useful, at least in some empirical domains.

» Gradient scales seem to be able to more naturally relate synchrony and diachrony in terms
of grammaticalization from one end of a scale to the other.

» In the last decade (since Marten et. al 2007), more empirical domains from many more
Bantu languages have been explored, and we have a much better understanding of the
macro-variation that exists in Bantu languages. These results need to be incorporated into
the first phase of our study.

AWFERE O H R T —~

i) T TITERE SN TV S micro-parameters [ZESW 27— X DIVE - #HA

i) micro- parameters HADRES (+#2%)

i) X7 A—x B oOHEHRLR (typological correlations/ co-variation) (Z B9~ 2% LD %1k

Question: What (grammatical) level of micro-variation should be in focus in the present project?



2. Comments on the potential case studies

Case study 1 (object marking)

W CREREOH T 6 X 7 n BRI SZHEERRO D, H DL, micro-parameters
AT AT, RUEHOFTOIZ vy (L LERMICHER) ZRE2TRT
RIETHA D ENTE D.

e Micro-variation not only across Bantu languages but also within a particular language
group or dialectal (or speaker) variation seems to be commonly observed (discussed below).

e  The parameters in (1): binary or gradient? — cf. Marten et. al (2007: 268). Is the “free order”
of the relevant object markers conditioned by some semantic (e.g. animacy) or discourse
(e.g. topicality) factors?

e The role of animacy and topicality has already been discussed in the literature on
differential object marking (Morimoto 2002, Downing 2014), and applicative constructions
(Demuth et. al 2003, 2005). There might be potential interaction with phenomena such as
object marking and these semantic/discourse “parameters”.

Case study 2 (Restricted instrumental applicative)

> (VBB WTR)EHEE L CERBL TE RWVERIHIIMHERBIC L > TRELSN T
W5 (7c) .

>  DERIEEAESIR 7V, /7)) DL 97 binary 7237 A—HZ % THZ LT,
HEIRIZR B Z 2T 9 D OBRAY R (typological correlation/ co-variation) (23
ATT A ITICERTDZENAREICRY, TNE /T A —ZHOJFEE LT
Y5 Z & THEMR A~ OEBRS HIfF S LD,

e  Survey of languages with instrumental applicative vs. causativization

Case study 3 (Future marking)
Correlation/co-variation of potential (new) parameters??

e  Mono-F and Pluri-F type langauges with respect to future marking

» mono-F LD EEEIL, COM, GOM & H T+ EL L TWARED & 5,
> —J5Cpluri-F LD SFETIE, COM DARCE LT 2 (821 1E GOM D STk (EA
A THD) BHARHALND,

3. Other empirical domains: verb doubling vs. the
conjoint/disjoint alternation

e  Asubset of Bantu languages (e.g., languages of zones A, B, E, F, H & K) display ‘verb
doubling’ - [infinitive verb + identical finite verb] with or without a focus marker (e.g., de
Kind et. al 2014).

e  Another subset of Bantu languages (e.g., languages of zones J, M, N, P & S) display the
conjoint/disjoint morphology, widely studied in recent Bantu research (van der Wal &
Hyman 2015).



Preliminary work (e.g., Guldemann et. al 2014, Morimoto 2015) suggests that these seemingly

unrelated grammatical forms appearing in different Bantu zones are, in fact, interrelated on the
information-structural basis.

Conjoint/disjoint alternation

The conjoint form is the ‘out-of-focus form’, where the predicate is out of focus and the term,
in-focus. The disjoint form is the ‘in-focus’ form, where the predicate (typically the only
element in the utterance) is in-focus.

(1) Makhuwa (P31, van der Wal 2009: 218 (679))

a. ni-n-thipa nlitti. CJ
1.PL-PRS:CJ-dig 5:hole
‘We dig a hole.”

b. ni-nda-thipa. DJ

1.PL-PRS:DJ-dig
‘We are digging.’

(2) Swati (S43, Ziervogel and Mabuza 1976:97, 98)
a. ngi-natsa... CJ
1.SG-drink
‘I drink ...’
b. ngi-ya-natsa. DJ
1.SG-PRS.DJ-drink
‘I am drinking.’

(3) Ha (JD66, Harjula 2004:167)
a. ba-rima ibiharagi. CJ
2.SM-cultivate  beans
‘They cultivate beans.’
b. ba-ra-rima (ibiharagi). DJ
2.SM-PRS.DJ-cultivate beans
“They cultivate/are cultivating (beans).’



Verb doubling
Verb doubling is used to express predicate-centered focus, much like the disjoint form does.

(4) Kikuyu
{The woman hit Peter.}
a. ni kii-mu-igat-a a-mu-igat-ir-e.
FOC INF-10M-chase-FV 1-10M-chase-PFV-FV
‘She CHASED him.’
b.  #ni amuigadtire.  [not contrastive]

(5) Kiitharaka (Abels & Muriungi 2008: 704)

a. i-kO-glra Maria a-gur-ire nyondo.
FOC-INF-buy 1.Maria 1 -buy-PERF 9.hammer
‘Maria BOUGHT the hammer.” (she did not borrow it.)
b. i-ku-noga Maria a-rf m{-nog-u.

FOC-INF-tire 1.Maria 1-be 1-tired-ADJ
‘Maria is really tired. (she is not kidding!)’

(6) Kuria (Landman & Ranero 2015: 6)
{Did they really eat fruits?}
e, n-oko-ria ama-ako ba-a-rey-e.
yes FOC-14-eat 6-fruit 2-PST-eat.PERF-FV
‘Yes, they DID eat fruits.’

(7) Civili (West Kikongo variety; Ndouli 2012: 5)

{n-cétl U-a-bul-a piele}

1-woman 1-PERF-beat-FV Pierre

ko ku-tél-a n-cétu u-a-n-tel-a

no 15-call-FV 1-woman 1-PERF-10M-call-FV

{Did the woman beat Pierre?} ‘No, the woman (only) CALLED him.’

Similar constructions with verb doubling have also been reported in the Southern-Cameroon
language Tuki (A 601, Biola 1995), the South-Western Bantu language Mbukushu (K333,
Guldemann 2003: 336), and spread over to the East Bantu languages such as fwe (K402,
Gunnink 2014), in addition to Kikuyu (see also Morimoto 2016) and other zone E languages
(e.g., Kitharaka: E54, Abels and Muriungi 2008).

e Verb doubling is often used to express predicate-centered focus — focus on the lexical
content of the verb (“state-of-affairs focus’) or the verb’s operators such as polarity and
tense/aspect/modality (‘operator focus’) (e.g., Morimoto 2016).

e In the conjoint/disjoint alternation, the disjoint form is generally used to express
predicate-centered focus, while the conjoint form is the out-of-focus form (e.g., Guldemann



2003, Morimoto 2016).

e  Preliminary work suggests that that verb doubling and the conjoint/disjoint alternation are
in complementary distribution: in the languages of zones A, B, E, F, H & K that display
verb doubling, the conjoint/disjoint alternation is not attested; conversely, in the languages
of zones J, M, N, P &S, for example, that display the conjoint/disjoint alternation, verb
doubling is not observed. This is not surprising if they indeed fulfill a similar discourse
function.

e  Another potentially related phenomenon is inversion. While those languages that display
the conjoint/disjoint alternation certainly vary in terms of what type of inversion is allowed
in the language (cf. Marten et. al. 2007), Kikuyu (E51), for example, does not allow even
the most wide-spread type of inversion with locative. In the languages of zone A as well,
inversion is apparently not attested, suggesting a potential correlation between verb
doubling and apparent absence of inversion constructions.

» Parameter 13: presence/absence of conjoint/disjoint alternation — correlates with the
presence/absence of verb doubling.

»  Conjoint/disjoint vs. verb doubling potentially correlates with the presence/absence of
inversion constructions

Other potential empirical domains
e  Types of inversion constructions: restrictions and their co-variation (e.g. with agreement)
e Noun modifying constructions (Yoneda 2016)

4. Prospect

Parameters: binary or gradient?

Cases of micro-variation within language groups

Proposing new parameters and co-variation

Exploring new empirical domains

Methodological challenges: developing systematic questionnaires for data collection in
order to obtain comparable data
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