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On Topic, Pronoun, and Agreement in
Chichewa

by
Joan Bresnan and Sam A. Mchombot

Typologists have maintained that grammatical agreement systems evolve
historically from the morphological incorporation of pronouns into verbs or
nominal heads,2 and it has also been claimed that there is no clear dividing
line between grammatical agreement, such as subject-verb agreement, and
incorporated pronominal anaphora to e copic.3 Current theories of Mrmal
grammatical structure provide little insight into the nature of grammatical
and anaphoric agreement, why they are so closely related, and what signifi-
cant differences there are between them. As we will show in this study, there
is substantial synchronic evidence of the close relation between grammatical
and anaphoric agreement even within the grammatical structures of a single
language. But, as we will also show, it is possible to predict clear syntactic
differences between a grammatical agreement marker and a morphologically
incornorated anaphoric pronoun. What is required is a theory of grammat-
ical functions that integrates the properties of argument functions, such as
subject and object, and discourse functions such as topic and focus. This
study is a step toward developing such a theory within the overall framework
of the lexical-functional theory of grammar.

1 The Object Marker as an Incorporated Pronoun

Chiche*a,4 like other Bantu languages, shows both subject and object agree-
ment in its verbal morphology. In finite verb forms the subject marker (SM)
is obligatory, while the single object marker (OM) is optional!'

1We are grateful for the support of the Center for the Study of Language and Information
at Stanford University. This paper is extracted from Bresnan and Mchombo to appear.

See Greenberg 1977, 1978, Giv6n 1976, Wald 1979, and, for qualifications and criticism,
Chafe 1977, Moravcsik 1978, Russell 1984. .

:See Giv6n 1976.

4Chicheita is a Bantu language spoken in East Central Africa, particululy in Malawi and
its bordering countries Mozambique, Zambia, and Zimbabwe, where it Is also known
u Chinyanja. In Guthrie's 1967-71 classification, Chichein belongs to zone N in the
single unit N 31, comprising Chinyanja, Chimuig'anja, and Chicle Wa.

'All of our examples from Chide Ws are represented in Chichewa orthography, with the
addition of tone markings. For an explanation of the orthography, see Brennan and
Mchombo to appear. High, rising, and downstepped tones are designated by ' , ,

and 1, respectively; low tones are not masked. The broad phonetic tonal transcriptions

-276-
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(1) njdchi zi-n£ -him-a alenje
bees SM-past-bite-indic hunters
`The bees bit the hunters.'

(2) njdchi zi-n£ -wi-him-i alenje
bees SM-past-OM-bite-indic hunters
`The bees bit them, the hunters.'

The SM and OM show person, number, and gender of the subject and object,
respectively. The gender classes for third person verb agreement are illus-
trated with their conventional numbering in the following table. Note that
the OM is exactly the same form as the SM in every class but 1 and 2.4

(3) Gender Classes for Verb Agreement

class example gloss SM OM
1, 1A mlenje hunter a, u mu

2 alenje hunters a wa
3 mkango lion u u
4 mikango lions i i

5 phiri mountain Ii li

6 mapiri mountains a a
7 chipewa hat chi chi
8 zipewa hats zi zi

9 njdchi bee i i

10 njlichi bees zi zi
12 kamwina small child ka ka
13 ti.na small children ti ti
14 ulalo bridge u u
6 maulalo bridges a a
15 kufmba to sing, singing ku ku
16 pamsika at the market pa pa
17 kumudzi to the village ku ku
18 m'nyamba in the room mu mu

Word order in Chicheiia interacts with verb morphology in an interesting
way. In simple transitive sentences, when there is no object marker on the
verb, the object immediately follows the verb, while the subject may be
reordered, as shown in (4):

were prepared by Ionni Kanerea from tape recordings of all of the examples spoken at
normal speed by Mchombo.

'The class 1 and IA SM variant u- is used before the present perfect tense maker.



(4) a. S V 0: njdchi si-ni-Idm-i alenje
bees SM -past-bite-indic hunters
`The bees bit the hunters.'

b. V 0 S: sinaldmi alenje njdchi

c. 0 V S: *alenje tinfildmia njdchi

d. V S 0: *zinilanA njdchi alenje

e. S 0 V: 'njdchi alenje sintildma

f. 0 S V: *alenje njdchi zinaldnia

But when the OM is present, all of the above orders are possible:

(5) a. S V 0: njdchi si-n&-w&-Iltim-ti alenje

bees SM-past-OM-bite-indic hunters

`The bees bit them, the hunters.'

b. V 0 S: sin26will!tim6 alenje njdchi

c. 0 V S: alenje tiniwilldmi njdchi

d. V S 0: sinlAwfiltina njdchi alenje

e. S 0 V: njdchi alenje ziniwiltdma

f. 0 S V: alenje njtichi siniwilltima

These facts can be explained as follows.

i) Let us first assume that the obligatory 514 is a th;:d person subject

agreement marker that optionally incorporates a subject pronoun.7 Prom

the uniqueness and completeness conditions of lexicalfunctional theory it

follows that the third person pronominal interpretation of SM will arise when

and only when there is no subject NP in the phrase structure. If we omit the

subject NPs from all of the grammatical examples in (4)-(5), a pronominal

subject interpretation in fact occurs.
ii) Let us next assume that the optional OM is not an agreement marker

at all, but an corporated object pronoun.8 n.om the uniqueness condition

it follows that an object NP can occur in the phrase structure only when

OM is lacking. This implies that what we have labelled the object (0) in (5)

is in fact something else.

iii) Let us further assume that all object NPs in Chichewa are generated

in a fixed postverbal position in a VP constituent:

Tin terms of the formal representatioa of Kaplast and Branum 1082, the semantic

(IPRED) = 'PRO' attribute is optional for the subject marker. See also Andrews

1984, Ishikaws 1985, Simpson 1983, and Wager 1983.

sln other words, the semantic (1 PRED) = `PRO' attribute is obligatory for the object

marker.

r0
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VP + V ( NP ) ( NP ) Pr
(1 0110) = j (1 OBJ2) = 1 a OBL) = j

Thus, a postvcrbal object can appear in the VP only if there is no OM on
the verb.

iv) Let us moreover assume that S consists of an optional subject NP,
a VP, and an optional topic NP, all unordered with respect to each other.9
To express the fact that the S constituents are unordered, we separate them
br commas in the S rule:19

S --- ( NP ) , VP , ( NP )
(/ SUBI) = j 1 = 1 (I TOP) = I

Thus, the S rule allows six different orders of the subject NP, the VP, and
the topic NP.

v) Finally, let us assume that the grammaticized discourse functions
FOC(us) and TOP(ic)universally must satisfy an extended coherence con-
dition. This demands that they be linked to predicate argument structure,

I either by functionally or anaphorically binding an. arpunent.11 The appar-
ent cooccurrence of OM and an object NP is thus explained as the anaphoric
binding of an object pronoun incorporated in the verb to a topic NP in S.

The differences between (4) and (5) follow from (i)-(v). In (4) we have
a transitive verb but no OM. The verb's subcategorization for object can be
satisfied by the postverbal NP generated by the VP rule in (iii). This object
has a fixed position in the VP. The subject NP generated by the S rule in (iv)
can be reordered before or after the VP, bur; not inside it. If a topic NP were
also generated by the S rule, the extended coherence condition (v) would
require that it be linked to the predicate argument structure. This can be
done in Chicheiia by generating an incorporated anaphoric object in the
verb (the OM), which the topic NP anaphorically binds. The OM prevents
having an object NP in the VP by functional uniqueness. Thus, the free-
floating NP linked to the OM in (5) is not really an object, but a topic, as

The topic designates what is under discussion, whether previously mentioned or u-
sumed in discourse (cf. Chafe 1977, Civdn 1976, Wald 1979). We discuss it further
below.

"'See Cazdar and Pullum 1981 and Falk 1983.

"The extension of the coherence condition to discourse functions is proposed by Fassi-
Fehri 1984 and Abd-Rabbo 1934. Our version of this condition can be formulated more
precisely as follows. The extended coherence condition requires that all functions in
f-structure be bond. An orpiment function (that iv, a subcategorizable function suck
as SUM, 0111, on) is bound if it is the argument of a predicator (PRED). An adjunct is
bound if it occurs in an f-structure containing a PRED. Finally, a topic or focus is bound
whenever it is functionally identified with or anaphoricarry binds a bound function.
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hinted in our transk.tions. As such, it is freely orderable with respect to thesubject and the VP. Thus, we replace (6) with the more accurate description
(6):

(6) a. S krp V J TOP: njdchi zini-wAlitim-h alenje
bees SM-past-OM-bite-indic hunters
`The bees bit them, the hunters.'

b. [vp V ] TOP S: zinliwatimi alenje njdchi
c. TOP (vp V I S: alenje tinliwilltimft njdchi
d. (rp V) S TOP: zinliwitlitimit njdchi alenje
e. S TOP hrp V ): njdchi alenje zinliwAlltima

f. TOP S [IR V ]: alenje njdchi ziniwii.11ima

Although we have seen how the word order differences between (4) and
(5) follow from (i)-(v), we have yet to explain the central similarity: why
does the anaphoric linking of topics to the argument structure look like
agreement in Chichewa? More generally, why should pronominal anaphora
so closely resemble agreement in some languages? There are two questions
to be answered here: first, why is there gender class agreement between
the topic NP and the incorporated object pronoun? and second, why must
the topic NP be anaphorically linked to an incorporated pronoun, which
suspiciously resembles an agreement marker, rather than to an independent
pronoun in the object NP position (as in the English example / love him
dearly, my father)?

The first question is how to account for the agreement in gender class
between the OM and the topic NP. The answer is straightforward: per-
son, number, and gender are precisely the pronominal categories which uni-
versally show agreement in anaphoric relations." As we have already re-
marked, typologists have long maintained that grammatical agreement sys-
tems evolve historically from incorporated deictic and anaphoric pronominal
systems, explaining the fact that the categories of grammatical agreement
are pronominal in nature.I3 Chichewa clearly shows gender class agreement
in both discourse anaphora and deixis. Consider first (7) and (8).

(7) Ffsi anapili chipewa ku San Francisco dzulo.
hyena bought hat(7) in S.F. yesterday

"This ,oint is made is Givdn 1978 and Lehtuana 1982, 1984. While the categories of
grammatical and anaphoric agreement coincide in Chicheria, in some languages they
partially club. In Swahili, for example, anlmacy is a category of verb agreement that
overrides the gender clue categories of nominal concord (Bokamba 1981). Lyons 1968
points oat that the categories of verb agreement is Swahili corresposi to those of
pronominal agreement rather than nominal concord.

"Set n. 2.

i
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Madziilo anapfta ku S 1 Jose kumene 4-n6-kit-chi-guilts& ktvit
evening he-went to San Jose where he-pst-go-it(7)-sell to
mlond& w& & meya.
guard of hon. mayor
`The hyena bought a hat in San Francisco yesterday. In the evening
he went to San Jose where he went to sell it to the mayor's guard.'

Ffsi anagala chipewa ku San Francisco dzulo.
hyena bought hat(7) in S.F. yesterday
*Madzillo anapfta ku San Jose k-umen6
evening he-went to S.J. where he-pst-go-it(2)-sell to
mlonalt wit a meya.
guard of hon. mayor
`The hyena bought a hat in San Francisco yesterday. In the evening
he went to San Jose where he went to sell it to the mayor's guard.'

The incorporated pronoun in (7) must agree in gender class with the an-
tecedent chipitoa 'hat' in a previous sentence in the discourse; (8) shows that
the class 2 OM -wa-, which disagrees with the class 7 antecedent, cannot be
used to establish the anaphoric relation. Observe that this anaphoric rela-
tion crosses sentence boundaries in a discourse, and hence could not possibly
be analyzed as agreement in the sense of a local syntactic relation between
a grammatical agreement marker on the verb and an argument of the verb.

Consider now (9) and (10):

(9) (pointing to a lion lying on the ground)
Uwu.
this (class 3)

(10) (pointing to a lion lying on the ground)
*Ichi.
this (class 7)

The word for lion, tradngo, belongs to gender class 3. Deixis to a lion re-
quires the class 3 deictic pronominal form; the class 7 form shown in (10)
would be used for deixis to a hat or some other thing whose corresponding
noun belongs to class 7. Again, these phenomena could not possibly be
analyzed as syntactic agreement. Thus, the choice of agreement features of
person, number, and gender in the anaphoric use of pronominals is indepen-
dently motivated, and need not--indeed, should notbe accounted for by
a sentence-internal syntactic agreement mechanism.

The second question is how to explain the use of incorporated pronouns
to anaphorically link the topic NPs to the predicate argument structure.
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It would seem more natural (to the English speaker, at least) to use an
independent pronoun in the object NP position (as in the English example /

love Mtn clearly, my father), establishing a clearly anaphoric relation which

no one would take for verbobject agreement. But naturalness apart, we

need to explain the hypothesized anaphoric function of OM when a topic

NP is present. The explanation lies in a fundamental typological difference

between languages like Chicheira and languages like English. In Chichewa,

independent object pronouns are used only to introduce new topics or for

contrast." This is shown in (11)-(14).

(11) Ffsi anady& chfmanga. At&chf-dya, anapft& ku San Francisco.

hyena ate corn(7) he-serialit(7)eat he-went to S.F.
`The hyena ate the corn. Having eaten it, he went to S.F.'

(12) Ffsi anady& chfmanga. A-ti-dy& icho, anapft& ku San Francisco.
hyena ate corn(7) heserialeat (7)it hewent to S.F.

`The hyena ate the corn. Having eaten it (something other than
corn), he went to S.F.'

(13) Ffsi anady& raking°. anaPfti ku San Francisco.
hyena ate lion(3) heserialit(3)-eat hevrent to S.F.
`The hyena ate the lion. Having eaten it, he went to S.F.'

(14) Ffsi anadyi raking°. Ati-dyi fwo, anapfti ku San Francisco.

hyena ate lion(3) hescrialeat it(3) hewent to S.F.
`The hyena ate the lion. Having eaten it (something other than the
lion), he went to S.F.'

While the discourses in (11) and (13) are natural, those in (12) and (14)

are bizarre. The independent pronouns are interpreted as referring to topics
not mentioned in the previous sentence, even though they agree with the
objects of the previous sentences in person, number, and gender class. Note
from the translations of (11) and (13) that this is not at all a property of

the English pronominal system.
Now within a sentence, the floating topic must be anaphorically bound to

an argument in order to satisfy the extended coherence condition. Because
of their contrastive discourse function, the independent pronoun objects of
Chicholia cannot be used topic-anaphorically to satisfy this condition. As
a result, sentences like the following are ungrammatical, although similar
examples with. independent pronouns in English are fine.

"These independent pronouns are morphologically distinct from the series of demonstra-
tive pronouns in Ohicheies.

9



(15) a. ?mkling6 uwu ffsi a-na-cly-& Iwo
lion(3) this hyena SM-rmpst-eat-indic it(3)
`This lion, the hyena ate it.'

b. 113i a-na-dy-& fwo mking6 uwu
hyena SM-rrapst-eat-indic it(3) lion(3) this
`The hyena ate it, this lion.'

It appears that noncontrastive anaphora to the topic, a communicative
function that is borne by independent syntactic pronouns in languages like
English, is carried by the incorporated object pronouns of languages. like
Chichewa 16

We have now come to the conclusion that the OM, apparently an object
agreement marker, is actually an incorporated object pronoun which may
be anaphorically linked to a floating topic NP in the sentence. Our evi-
dence has come from the interactions of word order with vertal agreement
morphology.16 We have also drawn on research on typology aid discourse
to answer the question of why pronominal anaphora to the topic sbaald so
closely resemble agreement. First, discourse anaphoric relations and even
deixis universally show agreement in the referentially classificatory cate-
gories of person, number, and gender class, and these are also the categories
of grammatical agreement between a verb and its arguments, reflecting the
historical derivation of many agreement systems from pronominal systems.
Second, the independent object pronouns of Chichewa have a contrastive
discourse use that makes them incompatible with anaphora to the topic,
either within sentences or in discourses. Hence, the incorporated pn)touns
are the only pronominal objects that can serve to link the topic NP to the
predicate argument structure.

These conclusions raise the theoretical question of how to distinguish
agreement from incorporated pronominal anaphora in principle. For exam-
ple, we analyzed the SM marker differently from the OM marker, in assuming
that the former only optionally functions as a pronoun. But we could have
analyzed the SM simply as an incorporated pronoun, like the OM. What is
the principled basis for choosing between these alternatives? The answer
"See Bresnan and Mchombo to appear for evidence from phrase-anal retractiqn of high

tone that the NP agreeing with the oM lies outside of the verb phrase. In their detailed
study of tone in Baya, Byarurhengo, Hyman, and Tenenbaum 1976 discovered a aim-ilai phenomenon, from which they concluded that the object markers are n.orporated
premouns related to the higher NP as in left or right dislocation. See also Bynrushrugo
ancTenenbaum 1976.

"In Bresnan and Mchombo forthcoming e adduce further evidence from the morphol-
ogy, syntax, and semantics of the incorporated reflexive pronoun, and in Bresnan and
Mchombo to appear, we give corroborating evidence from the interactions of tone withphrue structure.

.0
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lies in the theory of argument functions and discourse functions.

2 Grammatical versus Anaphoric Agreement

2.1 Locality

Our theory tells us that grammatical agreement relations with non-controlled
arguments can be distinguished from anaphoric agreement relations by lo-
cality: only the anaphoric agreement relations can be nonlocal to the agree-
ing predicator. The following reasoning supports this conclusion. First,

only the argument functions, SUM, 013J, etc., can be directly governed by
predicators." In order to satisfy the completeness and coherence conditions,
such argument functions must be either expressed syntactically within the
phrasal structures headed by the predicators, expressed morphologically on
the head itself, or else remain unexpressed (that is anaphorically or func-
tionally controlled by nonlocal structures). Hence, the government relation
between a verb and its noncontrolled arguments must be structurally local
to the verb. But verbs can agree grammatically only with their governable
arguments. Therefore, grammatical agreement between a verb and any of
its noncontrolled arguments must be structurally local to the verb.

In contrast, an incorporated pronoun is a referential argument itself gov-

erned by the verb. By functional uniqueness, an external referential NP
cannot also serve as that argument. Hence, such an external NP cannot be
related to that argument position of the verb by government, but only by
anaphora with the agreeing incorporated pronoun. But anaphoric relations
between (nonrefiexive) prgnouns and their antecedents are in general nonlo-

cal to sentence structure, since their primary functions belong to discourse.

Because only the anaphoric agreement relations can be nonlocal to the
agreeing predicator, we would expect that the relation between the OM in
Chichcins and the floating NP with which it agrees can be nonlocal, if this

is indeed anaphoric agreement. This prediction is correct:

(16) chigawi6ng6 ichi asilikilf 6 g63yu 1%-ms-dz&
terrorist(7) this soldiers of temporary.work SMrmpsttellindic
mtsogoleri withu kutf 8-4ng6th6 ku-chfg-wft
leader our that notSlibe.ablesubjn inf-OM(7)catch-iodic
`This terrorist, the mercenaries told our leader they cannot catch

him.

In (16) the class 7 noun ehigaanga 'terrorist' is a floating topic NP three
levels of verbal embedding above the class 7 OM chi. that agrees with it. If

we remove that oM, the sentence becomes ungrammatical:

"Ste Bresnan 1982b for the theory of governable functions assaraell here.

i I
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(17) chigaw6ngli ichi asilikklf 5 gLnyu
terrorist(7) this soldiers of temporary.work
ritsogoleri withu kutf ku-gwfr-a
leader our that notSM-be.able-subjn inf-catch-indic
`This terrorist the mercenaries told our leader they cannot catch.'

The ungrammaticality follows from the extended ,oherence condition, re-
quiring the topic NP to be bound to a lexical predicate argument structure,
and from a fact of Chichewa grammar, that topicalizations are constructed
by anaphoric binding only, and not by functional identification."

Not only can the floating topic NP be nonlocal from the OM that it is
linked to, but the nonlocal topic shows the same ordering possibilities within
its higher clause that we found when it occurred in a monoclausal sentence
with the OM." Thus, the topic NP in (16) can also appear sentence-finally,
as in (18)a, and after the highest subject, as in (18)b, but not rfter the main
verb inside the VP, as in (18)c, exactly as our analysis in Section 1 (i)-(v)
predicts:

(18) a. asiliklalf glinyu mtsogoleri r4thu
soldiers of temporary.work SM-past-tell-indic leader our
kutf s-i-ngith-e ku-chf-gwfr-a chigaw6ngi ichi
that not-SM-be.ablesubjn inf-OM(7)-catch-indic terrocist(7) this
`The mercenaries told our leader that they cannot him, this
terrorist.'

b. asiliklalf gluiyu chigawengi ichi
soldiers of temporary.work terrorist(7) this SM-past-tell-inclic
mtsogoleri withu kutf 5-4-ngfith-6 ku-ch.fgwfr-a
leader our that notSM-be.able-subjn inf-0Mt7)-catchindic

c. chigawingfi ichi
soldiers of temporary.work SM-past-tell-indic terrorist(7) this
mtsogoleri w4thu kutf s-angithi ku-chf-gwfr-a
leader our that not-SM-be.ablesubjn inf-OM(7)catch-indic

"In contrast, English allows both constructions, u we see from the grammaticality of
both translations in (16) and (17). Banta languages vuy in this respect. For example,
Northern Sotho has both s preposed topic NP with anaphoric binding to the object
prefix, and a preposed focus NP with no object prefix (Lonwrens 1982), Kilating'sn,
spoken in southwestern Congo (Kinshua), has a preposed focus NP construction with
no object prefix (Takizala 1973), and Dzamba, spoken in the Equator province of Zaire,
has a preposed topic NP construction with no object prefix u well as a left-dislocated
construction with ON (Dokimba 1981).

''When two or more topics occur in the same sentence, there appear to be some con-
straints on their anaphoric relations. Although we have not yet investigated these in
Chicheka, nesting constraints on multiple anaphoric binding of topics have been found
is Arabic (Aonn n.d., AbdRabbo 1984, F'is't -Fehri 1984).

2
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The floating topic NP can also be generated in an intermediate sentential

clause between the main clause and the embedded complement verb bearing

the OM:

(19) asilikfilf A g6nyu mtsogoleri withu kutf
soldiers of temporary.work SM-pszttellindic leader our that

chigawengA ichi s6-ngithe ku-chi-gwfr-a
terrorist(7) this notsmbe.ablesubjn infOM(7)-catchindic
'The mercenaries told our leader that this terrorist, they cannot catch

him.'

But the topic NP cannot appear between the second verb down and its

infinitival complement:

(20) r'ssiliklAlf A g&nyu anAdz-A mtsogoleri wAthu kutf

soldiers of temporary.work SM-past-tellindic leader our that
singith-e chigawingi ichi ku-chf-gwfra
notMbe.ablesubjn terrorist(7) this infOm(7)catch-indic
"The mercenaries told our leader that they cannot, this terrorist,

catch him.'

If we assume that the infinitive is a direct VP complement to scfngath
c 'not be able', not immediately dominated by an S node," our analysis
predicts this result. The reason is that topic NPs are generated under S and

not under VP.
The following examples show that OM agreement is not only nonlocal,

but has typical properties of pronominal relations, violating constraints on
extraction (Ross 1967) and operator binding (Higginbotham 1980):

(21) a. chigawl6ng6 ichi kudzfwa ngati
terroris(7) this Ipres-want inf-know whether
asilikAlf nkhdkd zAtini AagaflIne
soldiers who SMpressteal chickens our BM-may-want

kuchfgwfrftsd ntchfto
infOM(7)grabcause-indic work
'This 'errorist, I want to know whether the soldiers who are steal-
ing our chickens may want to make use of him.'

b. chigawIng6 ichi alenje aa-tftsfmfkizira kutf
terrorist this hunters 8Mperfusassure that
maganizo :76tf dailikdlf Alva sAngfithe k-uchfgwfra
belief that soldiers these notSMbe.able infom(7)catch

"as furled is Mchombo and Mtenjs 1965
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s-i-lm-wfi-pits& mantha
not-SM-pres0M-give fear

`This terrorist, the hunters have assured us that the belief that
the soldiers cannot catch him does not give them any worries.'

c. arattcyf i mwinfi uyu i-ma-mu-minza
mother of child this SM-habit-OM-mistreat
`The mother of this child mistreats him.'

In contrast to the CM, which is not an agreement marker, but an incor-
porated pronoun, the VIA on our analysis u a third person agreement marker
and only optionally pronominal. This implies that all simple Subject Verb
sentences are functionally ambiguous: the apparent subject NP could either
be a true subject with which the verb shows grammatical agreement, as in
(22), or it could be a topic NP related by anaphoric agreement to the subject
pronominal in the verb, as in (23).

(22)
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In the former case. the subject NP must be local to the verb, but in the latter
case, the floating topic NP may be nonlocal to the verb. Hence, we expect
to find nonlocal subject agreement es well as nonlocal object agreement in
Chichewa, and we do. 111 (24) the topic mkingd uwu 'this lion' appears
three levels of embedding abate Its verb, in sentenceinitial position in (24)
following the highest subject in (24)b, and in sentencefinal position in (24)c.

(24) a. mking6 uwu, alenje akuLnfzi, kutf Itima-fdnib
lion(3) this hunters 8Mpresthink that 8M(3)habitwant
kugtimtila nyumbi yli mftimu
inf-pull.down house of chief
`This lion, the hunters think that it wants to pull down the chief's
house.'

b. alenje mking6 uwu akuginfzd kutf timaftini -

hunters lion(3) this 8M-presthink that sM(3)habitvrant
kutimt114 nyumbi yd mftimu
influll.down house of chief

c. alenje akurinfzi kutf itimaftini
hunters SMpresthink that SM(3)habitwant
kugtimai nyumbi yd mfdniu mking6 uwu
inf-pull.dovrn house of chief lion(3) this

In sum, we see that the SM can be used like the OM for nonlocal anaphora
to the topic. However, on our analysis the SM is ambiguous: in addition to
being an incorporated pronominal, it can also be used as a true grammatical
agreement marker, unlike the OM. Hence, we should expect asymmetries to
arise between the patterns of subject agreement and object agreement. We
take these up next.

tee/ePP4(
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2.2 Subject versus Topic

When the SM is used as a grammatical agreement marker, it agrees with
a nominal that has the SOBS function; when the Sti is used for anaphoric
binding, its antecedent within the sentence has the TOP function. Thus
the theory of functions should provide a basis for predicting and explaining
certain syntactic differences between grammatical and anaphoric agreement.

Grammatical functions in our theory can be partitioned into argument
functions, such as SUBS, 0133, OBL(lique), and nonargument functions, such
as TOP, FOC, and ADJUNCT. Argument functions are directly mapped onto
semantic or thematic roles in lexical predicate argument structures. They
serve to dilignate the participants in events in a cross-lexically invariant
way (Simpson 1983). In contrast, nonargument functions, by the extended
coherence condition, must be linked to other grammatical functions (or, in
the case of adjuncts, must cooccur with a PRED attribute); hence nonar-
gument functions are only indirectly associated with predicate argument
structure. They serve to structure the information content of an utterance
so as f.o facilitate communication between the speaker and the hearer. Argu-
ment functions must be unique in their clauses, while nonargument functions
may admit of multiple instances.21

We will adopt three postulates about the role of the TOP and FOC func-
tions in the grammars of natural language. First, in relative clauses the rela-
tive pronoun or relativized constituent universally bears the TOP function.22
For example, in (25) which is the topic of the clause which you don't want:

(25) The car which you don't want is a Renault.

The car [which you don't want ___J is a Renault
TOPIC OBJ

I

The gxteideil coherence condition requires that, like the floating topic NP,
the relative &pi.: be linked to the lexical predicate argument structure either
"Multrple instances are expressed in the formal language of lexicalfunctional grammarsby {he membership connective c (Kaplan and Bresnan 1982). Note that some multipletopics come from stacked S structures of the form S NP, S, where NP has the

TOP function, and S is an ADJUNCT (Fassi-Fehri 1934). These structures maintain the
uniqueness of topics. Languages in which multiple grammatical focuses occur in clusters
of preposed interrogative phrases are discussed by Wachowitz 1974 and Ackerman 1981.See Bresnan 1982a on the nonuniqueness of adjuncts.

"A similar proposal is due to Kuno 1978, who uses the concept of 'theme'. Our termi-
nology is consistent with that of Chafe 1976 and Givdn 1976. Poulos 1981 adopts thisanalysis for Zulu relative clauses.

1
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by functional identification or by anaphoric binding. The former mode of

linkage is subject to well-known extraction constraints." Second, in inter -

rogative clauses the interrogative pronoun or questioned constituent univer-

sally besrs the POO function 24 For example, in (26) what is the focus of the

clause what you want

(26) I IL-now what you want.

I know [what you want --]
FOCUS OBJ

1
1

Third, the same constituent cannot be f.s-qh focus and topic of the same

level of (functional) clause structure. Thu3, in cleft constructions the same
phrase is interpreted as both a focus and a topic, but M different levels of
embedding. For example, in (27) my car is the focus of the main clause, and

the relativized cbject is the topic of the embedded complement clause that

you don't want:

(27) It's my car that you don't want.

[It is my car [that you don't want ___])
FOCUS TOPIC OBI

I I I I

These three postulates ultimately derive from the theory of the role and
interpretation of these functions in discourse. For example, because the
topic designates what is under discussion, whether previously mentioned or
assumed in discourse, it is presupposed. The interrogative focus designates

"See Saiki 1985 for an exposition of new work on long-distance functional identification
la lexical-functional granneu and are extremely interesting application to relativizatIon
In Japanese. She also shows that relativization is subject to different constraints from
topicilization (thematization) in coordinate constructions, in apparent conflict tith
Kuno's 1976 hypothesis. However, her evidence b consistent with the hypothesis that
the relativired element is the topic (or theme, in Kuno', terminology), if we assume that
in Japanese the mode of linkage el topics differs in topicalizstions and relative clauses,
u in fact it does in Chichewa. While Chianti's employs only anaphori binding of
the Outing topic, it employs both anaphoric binding and functional Went ideation of
relative topics.

"For arguments that support this postulate, see Da 1978. See also Myers 1971 for
evidence of a right focus position in Kikuyu for both emphatic, or contrastive, phrases
and interrogative phrases.
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what is not presupposed as known, and is contrasted with presupposed ma-
terial. Hence, allowing the same constituent to be both topic and focus
of the same clause leads to inconsistent presuppositions.25 Until we have
more explicit theories of the interpretation of these functions in discourse,
however, we will adopt the strategy of simply postulating properties of the
grammaticized discourse functions in order to derive explicit predictions.
We can then explain the contrasts between (28)a,b and between (29)a,b:"

(28) a. (Mary asked) what it was that Fled cooked.

b. ??(Mary ate) what it was that Fred cooked.

(29) a. (I asked) who it was that Marilyn suspected.

b. ??(I met) the person who it was that Marilyn suspected.

Examples (28)a and (29)a contain interrogative clauses, while examples
(28)b and (29)b contain a so-called headless and a headed relative clause,
respectively. These examples show that although it is perfectly natural toquestion the clefted noun phrase in a cleft .constructiou, it is much lessso to relativise it. To see in detail why this is so, consider (30), which
schematically displays the analysis of (29)a.

(30)

(i) the cleft construction:

[it was who [ that Marilyn suspected ]]
FOCUS TOPIC OBJ

I II
I

(ii) the interrogative clause:

[who it was [ that Marilyn suspected ___]]FOCUS FOCUS TOPIC OBJ
I II II

I

Here the cleft NP in (i) is questioned in (ii). Since the cleft NP and thequestioned phrase both have FOC functions, there is no violation of our pos-tulates. But now consider (31), which schematically illustrates the analysisof (29)b.

"Takizala 1973 wakes this point explicitly.
"The observation of contrasts of this kind in English is dne to Baler 1970. See alsoChiba 1973.
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(31)

(i) the cleft construction:

[it was who [ that Marilyn suspected ___j]

FOCUS TOPIC OBJ

II

(ii) the relative clause:

the person [ who it was _ [ that Marilyn suspected
.

TOPIC FOCUS TOPIC OBJ

I II II I

Here the cleft NP in (i) is relativited in (ii). Since the cleft NP has the

FOC function and the relative pronoun, the TOP function, and since these
conflicting discourse functions occur in the same level of functional clause

structure, the result is ill-formed.
This theory leads us to the following five predictions about Chichestia.

Prediction I. In Chichesh, questions are formed with the question word

in place in a within-clause position. In simple (noncleft) interrogative clauses,

ttsere should therefore bt an agreement asymmetry between subjects and ob-
jects: it should be possible to question the subject with SM but not the object
with OM. The reason is that the OM is an incorporated object pronoun, w
an object question word in the same clause must be interpreted as a floating
topic NP anaphorically linked to the OM. But then the question word will be
both FOC and TOP of the same clause, violating our third hypothesis about
discourse functions. In contrast, the sM is an agreement marker for gram-
matical subjects, and only optionally used as a referential pronoun. Thus
the interrogative consituent can simply be the subject of the verb, without
also being interpreted as TOP. These predictions are correct."

(32) (Kodf) chfy:ini?
Q you-pres-want-indic what
'What do you want?'

[ kod [ mu-kuftidchry6li ]

Q SUBJ FOCUS
OBJ

"A similar asymmetry appears in KiHtya. Bennett 1977 observes in passing that a
question word cannot be used with the object pronoun prefixes, but it does appear with
the subject prefix. This is particularly interesting in the light of the tonal evidence for
the pronominal status of the object prefixes is Killays, (n. 15).

19
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(33) ??(KodI) mu-kuchf-Mn.-i chIyki?
Q you-pres-OM(?)-want -indic what(7)
`What do you want (it)?'

[ kodi' [ mu-ku-chc-ftina/ ] chfya/ni ]
Q SUB.? OBJ FOCUS

TOPIC <-- function clash

anaphoric binding

(34) (Kodl) chIyani dal-nit-dna-a?
Q what(?) sM(7)-past-happen-indic
'What happened?'

[ kodr chf*ydni chf-naneka ]
Q SUBJ SM

I 1

grammatical agreement

In (34) the SM is interpreted as a grammatical agreement marker. The
interpretation of the SM as an incorporated subject pronominal anaphorically
linked to a topic NP is ruled out by the same function clash that appears in
(33)namely, a single constituent is both a focus and a topic of the same
clause:

(35)

[ kodr chfygni [ ch-naneka ] 3
Q FOCUS SUBJfunction clash --> TOPIC

I I

anaphoric binding

The functional ambiguity of subject-verb agreement saves the example by
providing the structure shown in (34). This is striking evidence for the
difference between grammatical agreement, shown by the SM, and incorpo-
rated pronominal anaphora, shown by the OM. It also shows that the SUBJ
function is grammatically distinguishable from the TOP function.28

Prediction IL Recalling the nonlocality property of anaphoric agreement
discussed above, we can derive a further prediction from our theory: in
"One might wonder whether the restriction on otii with interrogatives reflects a moregeneral restriction against using OM with indefinite or nonspecific objects. See Bresnanand Mchombo to appear for evidence against

ti
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contrast to local subjects, the nonlocal subjects described above should not
allow questioning in place. For example, in contrast with (3G)a, (36)b shouldbe ill-formed:

(36) a. (Kod1) mu-ku-fan-g kutf chfyini chi-onk-e?
Q you-pres-want-indic that what SM-happensubjn
`You want what to happen?'

b. ??(Kodl) chfyini mu-ku-fdn-i kutf chi-onek-e?
Q what youpres-want -indic that SM-happen-subjn
'What do you want to happen?'

In (36)a, cheydni 'what' is a subject questioned in place, and is grammaticalfor the same reason that (31) is. In (36)b, however, it is a floating topic,
anaphorically bound to the pronominal SM on the embedded verb. The TOP
function is incompatible with an interrogative FOC function, so the example
is ill-formed." Thus, only subjects locally governed by the verb can be
questioned in non-cleft constructions. .

Prediction III. In the examples above, the question is formed with the
question word chtydni in place. There is an alternative construction for
questions in Chiche*a, in which the question word is clefted and the content
of the question is expressed within a relative clause. The relative clause
may contain an OM to which the relative pronoun is anaphorically bound.
Because clefting splits the FOC and TOP functions into two different clauses,
our theory predicts that the subject-object asymmetry should disappear in
these constructions, with both SM and OM possible within the embedded
clause." This prediction is correct.

"The presence of the complementlzer adjacent to the subject gap is irrelevant to the
illformedness of this example, as one can see from the grammaticality of example (51).

"As noted above (n. 23), ChicheWa employs two relativization strategiesanaphoric
binding and functional identification. Only with the former will the asymmetry &sap
pear. Since the OH is an incorporated pronoun, the principle of functional uniqueness
would preclude functional identification of the OM with an object relative pronoun in
a cleft (or relative) construction. It follows that in a language which has an incor-
porated pronoun OM and which employs only the functional identification strategy for
relativization (at least within the domain permitted by island constraintscf. Clements
1985), no oN4 will appear in a cleft interrogative construction questioning the object;
Kihung'an appears to be such a language (Takizala 1973).

21
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(37) Kodf ndi chfyini chl-mtene md-kii-chf-flin-a31
Q copula what(7) 7-rel you-pres-om(7)-want-indic
`What is it that you want?'

[ kod( ndi chfyni [ cid-IL/net mu-kti-chr- Air'la ] ]
Q copula FOCUS [ TOPIC O&J ]

I I I

(38) Kodf ndi chlyeni chf-mUne chf-nfi-dnek-a
Q copula what(7) 7-rel SM(7)-past-happen-indic
`What is it that happened?'

[ kodI ndi chfyni [ cid-1213/m( ch-ni-dneka )]
Q copula FOCUS [ TOPIC SUI3J ]

I I I

(39) (Kodf) ndi chipini chf-raline rats -kii-fun-A kutf chi-onek-e?
Q copula what(7) 7-rel you-pros-want-indic that Sm(7)-happen-subjn
`What do you want to happen?'

[ kod( ndi chiydni [ chf-ngneenni-kti-ftln [ kutf chi-oriek-o ]]]
Q copula FOCUS [ TOPIC [ SUB.' ]]

I
I I

Prediction IV. It is a further consequence of our theory that the subject-
object agreement asymmetry found in simple questions should not appear
in relative clauses.32 While the question word is a focus, and hence could
not also be a topic in the same level of clause structure, the relative pronoun
is a topic, and hence consistent with anaphoric binding of both OM and SM.
This prediction is correct.

(40) munthu a-mene ndf-rul-md-yendera
person(1) 1-rel I-past-OM(1)-visit
`the person that I visited'

"Relative verbs in ChicheWa show as initial high tone. See Mtenje in preparation for
discussion.

"See note 30.

').2
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munthu [ amfSnef nclt-n-nni-ydndera )
TOPIC OBJ

I I

(41) munthu amleni inindIlendera
person(1) 1-rel S)4(1)pastme-visit
`the person that visited me'

munthu [ am(Snec n n d yn de r a 3
TOPIC SUB.J

I I

Thus (40) and (41) contrast with the examples with both SM and OM

given under the heading of Prediction I above.
Prediction V. While both definite and indefinite noun phrases can be

used to represent information previously mentioned in the discourse, and

so can be linked anaphorically to the 0)4 or SU as topics, idiomatic objects

and cognate objects are usually not used in this way, perhaps because they

merely elaborate on the meaning of the verb. These NPs are therefore

difficult to topicalite. In (42)a, bond° 'knee' is an idiomatic object of the

verb -nong'oneza 'whisper to', yielding the meaning `to feel remorse'.33 The

presence of Ohl makes the result bad, as in (42)b. Yet the object can undergo

passivization, as in (42)c, showing that the SM, unlike the OM, serves as a

grammatical agreement marker.

(42) a. chifukwli chi rnwino wake Mavilto tsopino
because of rudeness his Mavuto now

a-ku-nong'dnez-5 b6ndo
SMpres-whisper.to-indic knee
`Because of his rudeness, Mavuto is now whispering to his knee

(that is, feeling remorse).'

b. ??chifukwis chi mwano wake Manito tsdpino

because of rudeness his Mavuto now

a-ku-lf-nOng'Idnez5 bOndo

SMpres-0M(5)-whisper.to-inciic knee(&)

`Because of hie rudeness Mavuto is now whispering to it, his knee.'

"This meaning is evoked by the image of s person sitting doubled up hugging his knees

with his head bowed, whispering.

23
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c. b6nd6 li-nfi-n6ng'6nezedw-a
knee(5) SM(5)-past-whisper.topassindic
`The knee was whispered to (that is, remorse was felt).'

Similarly, in (43)a the verb -Iota 'dream' has the cognate object meta°`dreams'. Again the presence of the OM makes the result bad, as in (43)b.And again, passivization of the cognate object is possible, as in (43)c, show-ing that the SM, unlike the 014, functions as a grammatical agreementmarker.

(43) a. mlenje a-na-16t-£ mal6t6 6w6psya usiku
hunter SM-rmpst-dream-indic dreams frightening night`The hunter dreamed frightening dreams last night.'

b. ? ?mlenje a-na-wiel6t-i mal6t6 6w6psya usiku
hunter SM-rmpst-OM-dream-indic dreams frightening night' ?The hunter dreamed them last night, frightening dreams.'

c. mal6t6 6w6piya a-na-16t-idw-fi ndf mlenje usfku
dreams frightening

SM-nnpst-dream-past-indic by hunter night'Frightening dreams were dreamed by the hunter last night.'
The cognate object can be topicalized in certain circumstances, as in (44),where the recurrence of the same dream, is referred to.
(44) mal6t6 awa mlenje a-na-wA-16t-6 kasanu

dreams these hunter SM- rmpst -OM- dream -indic five-times`These dreams, the hunter dreamed them five times.'
Likewise, the verb -vina 'dance', usually intransitive, does take as an objectthe name of a dance, as in (45)a. This object resists topicalization andconsequently the OM, as (45)b shows. But it does passivize, allowing theSM, as (45)c shows.

(45) a. mitimd i-n£ -vin-it chiwoda
chief SM-past-dance-indic chiwoda
`The chief danced the Chiwoda dance.'

b. ??mftimd i-n£ -chf-vin-a chiwoda
chief SM-past-OM(7)-dance-indic chiwoda(7)
' ?The chief danced it, the Chiwoda dance.'

c. chiwOda chi-n£-vin-fdw-6 ndf mfliimu
chiwoda(7) PA(7)-past-dance-passindic by chief
`The Chiwoda dance was danced by the chief.'



Thus, if we assume that SM is an agreement marker as well as an incor
porated pronoun while 0}.1 is only an incorporated

pronoun, our theory of
argument functions and discourse

functions predicts a number of subject-
object symmetries and asymmetries in agreement patterns that are actually
found to occur.

In Bresnan and Mchombo to appear, we argue from the systematic pat-
terning of the anaphoric system within and across sentences that the TOP
function does indeed derive its properties from discourse topics. Of course,
furhter research into the role and interpretation of topic and focus in dis-
course structures is needed to extend our theory.
3 Typology
In addition to the locality

property and the Live predictions that we havejust confirmed, our theory also suggests a, basis for certain properties that
appear to distinguish

incorporated anaphora from grammatical agreementtypologically. We have seen that Chichewa has two series of anaphoric pro-
nouns, the ,OMs, used for anaphora to a, topic, and the independent oh-
ject pronouns, used to introduce new topics or for a contrast of arguments.Kameyama 1985 has observed that ah languages

have two kinds of pronom-
inals that can be used

anaphorically, those used for reference recoverable
in discourse and those used for 'contrast., emphasis, or focus'. The former
have less phonetic content than the latter." For example, in English thecontrast arises between unstressed and stressed independent pronouns; inLatin, between the bound pronominal use of the verbal

subject inflectionsand independent pronouns; and in Japanese, between zero pronominals andindependent pronouns. Since incorporated pronominal arguments generallyhave less phonetic content than independent pronouns, this observation sug-gests that the fundamental typological property that distinguishes the uses
of independent pronouns in Chicheiis

from those in English is simply thatChichewa employs the morphological
incorporation of referential pronomi-nal arguments into the lexical categories that govern them. Let us call thistypological property the pronominal incorporation property.It is an immediate consequence of the principle of functional uniquenessthat languages having the pronominal incorporation property must allow'Pro-Drop' (Perlmutter 1971), that is, ellipsis of nominal arguments withconsequent pronominal interpretation. For incorporated pronominal argu-ments are incompatible with the corresponding syntactic NP arguments byfunctional uniqueness, and so can be employed

only when the latter can beomitted. We have seen that Chicheiva has both subject and object pro-drop,"Kameyama notes that her two anaphoric
pronominal functions Est implicit in ()Ivan'.

1983 proposed unhersal scale of referring expressions from a typological
perspective.

.) 5
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in the sense that the SM optionally, and the OM obligatorily, has pronominal
function.

From the principle of functional uniqueness it also follows that in lan-
guar!s with the pronominal incorporation property, a verb or other head
cannot govern the case of any referential nominals with which its incor-
porated pronouns agree. For if the incorporated pronoun is a referential
argument itself governed by the verb, then an external referential NP can-
not also serve as that argument, by functional uniqueness. Hence, such an
external NP cannot be rekted to that argument position of the verb by
government, but only by anaphora with the agreeing incorporated pronoun.
But the categories of agreement in these anaphoric relations are universally
the referentially classificatory propertiesperson, number, and gender, but
not grammatical case." For example, in She knows I admire her and Sir
enjoys herself, acctriative her and herself show person, numbe.., and gender
agreement with their nominative antecedents she, but differ in grammatical
case. Fassi-Fehri 1984 shows that in Arabic, invariant case is associated
with topic NPs that anaphorically bind the incorporated pronominal argu-
ments of verbs, while.case government is associated with argument NPs that
grammatically agree with the verb. His work strikingly confirms the predic-
tion that verbally governed case on the full nominal is inconsistent with the
anaphoric linking of the nominal to an incorporated pronoun.

Chichewa, of course, lacks grammatical case-marking of dependent nom-
inals. The independent pronouns, for example, are invariant in form whether
occuring as subjects, objects, or prepositional objects. We are therefore un-
able to teat C:ectly the prediction that verbal case government is incon-
sistent with pronominal incorporation in Chichewa. However, Chicheim is
typologically consistent with our prediction. Nichols 1985 proposes a typo-
logical oppoitiou between head-marking languages, in which the relation
of arguments to predicators is registered on the predicator, and dependent-
marking languages, in which it is registered on the arguments (Nichols 1985,
Van Va lin 1985). Chicheira clearly exemplifies the head-marking type. The
reason that head-marking languages do not show case government of depen-
dent nominal arguments may simply be that head-marking is a reflection of
the pronominal incorporation property."

"See Lehmann 1932, 1984. In Wulpiri nominal adjuncts show cue concord with the
arguments they modify, but these uoir.inal adjuncts are nonreferential and are used to
attribute properties to the arguments they concord with (Simpson 1983: 252 et passim;
Jelinek 1984). Cue and nrt person agreement is a general property of nominal adjunct
agreement (Lehmann 1982, 1984).

"Nidwls 1985 notes the existence of 'double-marking' languages, which have both head-
marking and dependenaanr-king morphology. Our theory is consistent with double-
marlin; as a historical development, but limn* constrains the synchronic analysis of



Evidence that the pronominal
incorporation property may indeed betypologically significant in predicting the discourse role of independent pro-

nouns, the presence of pro-drop, and the absence of grammatical case-
marking on nominals is provided by Coleman's work on Kunparlang, a non-Pama-Nyungan language spoken in Northern Australia. Coleman 1985aobserves:

No morphoiagical marking occurs on Subject or Object nominals;moreover, word-order is largely unconstrained. Verbs governtheir Subjects and Objects by means of cross-reference prefixes.Historically, these prefixes are incorporated pronouns; synchron-ically they also function as anaphoric pronouns in discourse,where heavy ellipsis of nominal arguments of predicates occurs.(Analytic pronouns may not be used anaphorically in discourseexcept to introduce new topics and to provide deictic contrastbetween arguments.)

Elsewhere, in a discussion of topic, pronominalisation, and grammaticalagreement, Coleman 1985b notes that the subject prefix (SA) in Kunparlangis obligatory, while the object prefix (OA) is optional, used under complexconditions of discourse salience including the following condition:
. . . when both Subject and

Object arguments are people, thepresence of the Object
agreement affix indicates that the Objectargument is sentential Topic:

inga-pun-pum/
IsgSubj-3sgObj-hit Pat Real
'I hit him'

/ngirra nga-pun-pum/
(1) that

lsgSubj-3sgObj-hit Pst Real
'That (male one), I hit him'

She then makes this remarkable observation:
In Kunparlang, it is possible to question either Subject or Ob-ject argument. When the Object argument is questioned, theTopic-marking OA affix may not occur; this is predicted by thedefinitions given above for the pragmatic notions of Topic and

such languages: for example, verbally
governed grammatical case-marking on I. givesnominal argument is completely inconsistent with the anaphorically linked topic analysisof that nominal.

Fassi-Fehri's 1984 work on Arabic provides a striking illustration inrapport of this consequence.
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Focus. When the Subject argument is questioned, however, the
Subject affix always occurs; this suggests that the SA affix does
not necessarily function to mark the subject as a Topic. For
example:

Questioning the Subject argument:

/na-gaypi ka-ngun-pum/
(1)-who 3:,Subj-2sgObj-hit Pst Real
`Who bit you?'

Questioning the Object argument:

/na-gaypi ki-pum/
(1)-who 2sgSubj-hit Pst Real
`Who did you hit?'

s/na-gaypi ki-pun-pum/
(1)-who 2sgSubj-3sgObj-hit Pat Real
`Who did you hit him?'

These rzInarkable parallels between Chichei4a and Kunparlang suggest that
die morphological incorporation of pronouns into predicators represents a
fundamental typological property from which a theory of grammatical struc-
ture and discourse functions can derive a variety of deeper characteristics.

Another clue that the pronominal incorporation property may indeed be
typologically significant is provided by an observation of Chafe (1976: pp.
37-8) about Iroquoian:

In somb languages, where the role of given nouns is captured
primarily through agreement in the verb, independent pronouns
appear to be used mainly to express a focus of contrast. In
Seneca, for example, and in the Iroquois languages generally, a
first person referent is normally expressed only through a verbal
prefix. There is, however, a separate Seneca pronoun i' "I" which
appears typically in sentences like:

t
i' onono'ta' k-gthwas
I potatoes I-plant
f plant potatoes.

The context might be, "Other people may plant other things, but
. . . ' This is clearly a contrastive function. The independent
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pronouns for other persons and genders are typically used in the

same way.'

The same clustering of properties has been observed to occur in other lan-

guages that have the pronominal incorporation property, such as Cree, an

Algonquian language (Dahlstrom in preparation), and Lakhota, a Siouan

language (Van Valin 1985).

Finally, evidence from Aghem, a Grasslands Bantu language spoken in

Cameroon, may also be significant for Our typological hypothesis. Prom Hy-

man ed. 1979, we see that Aghem is clearly an isolating language, lacking

the pronominal incorporation property. Its pronouns are independent, be-

ing conjoinable and separable from the verb by direct objects. There are

no pronominal prefixes on the verb. Texts show that both subject and ob-

ject (independent) pronouns allow anaphora to topic, and that pro-drop is

rarely if ever used. Moreover, there are different morphological forms for

subject and nonsubject pronouns, suggesting case-like differentiation. Thus,

althofigh Aghem is a Bantu language, it is typologically
different in all three

of the properties implied by the pronominal incorporation
property: the

contrastive use of independent pronouns, the presence of pro-drop, and the

absence of verbally governed case-marking.

In sum, our theory implies that pronominal
incorporation can be distin-

guished from grammatical agreement
typologically by a cluster of at least

three properties: the contrastive discourse role of the independent pronouns,

the presence ofpro-drop, and the lack of verbally governed grammatical case

marking on the nominal that is anaphorically linked to the incorporated pro-

noun. These are all typological properties of Chicheira and Kunpar lang they

all appear to be lacking in a nonincorporative Grasslands Bantu language,

Aghem. Where both case-marking and pronominal incorporation are four.d,

as in Arabic, our theory correctly predicts a complementarity in their dis-

tribution, as found by Fassi-Fehri 1984.

4 Sources of Variation

Our analysis of Chicheiia in Section 1 (iv) assumes that the subject and

topic NPs appear at the same level of structure in the 3, *.als exactly the

same ordering possibilities. An alternative
hypothesis is that the structural

position of the subject is fixed in Chicheiia as [NP VP), and the post-VP

subject is really a postpofied (right-dislocated) topic
anaphorically linked to

the subject agreement marker (which is optionally
pronominal, as we have

seen) .37 The latter analysis would predict that the subject in VP-final posi-

tion cannot be questioned in place, for in that position the apparent subject

"Such an analysis hu been suggested for Way& by Dyarashengo and Tenenbaum 1D78.

9 Q
1.1
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is actually a postposed topic, and hence incompatible with the question

word's FOC function. But in Chicheira, the question word can follow the

VP.

(46) (Kodf) chi-n1-6nek-4 chfyini?

Q sM(7)-past-happen-iodic what(7)
`What happened?'

This confirms that the subject NP in Chichein is unordered with respect to

the VP.
Another alternative analysis is that both the subject and topic NPs are

postposable, but the topic lies outside of the subject structure at a higher

level of S (or S).

(47) S > NP ; S

(T TOPIC) = 4,

S -_-> NP / VP

(T SUBJ.) =1

Because of the independence of structure and function in our theory, gram-

matical functions need not be represented by distinctive phrase structural

configurations in this way: the choice between the fiat-structure topic analy-

sis in Section 1 (iv) and the hierarchical analysis in (47) is thus an empirical

issue. If the topic NP is generated either initially or finally, at a higher

S level than the subject NP, then the subject must always be adjacent to

the VP. On this analysis, therefore, the [V TOP SUBil order could only

be generated by analyzing the final S as an apparent subject. The apparent

subject would actually be another topic NP generated at the topmost level

of S structure and anaphorically linked to the SM, which optionally functions

-,ronominally, as we have seen:

(48)

[S [S [S SM-CM -V ] TOP ] TOP ]
1.-- i I _.-1

Since interrogative words cannot be topics, this hypothesis predicts that in

non -cleft questions, questioning the subject should be possible only when

the subject is adjacent to the VP. Our analysis, in contrast, predicts that in

3()
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such cases questioning the subject should be possible even when the subject
is separated from the VP by a topic NP. Observe now that the question
word subject can be separated from the verb phrase by a topic NP linked
anaphorically to the OM.

(49) a. (Kodi) chi-ku-f-fdn-i michfra yd mbewa chfyini IV TOP Sj
Q SM-pres-OM-want-indic tails of mice what
`What wants them, mouse tails?'

b. (Kodi) chfyini mfchfra y6 mbewa chi-ku-f-fin-a (S TOP 15
Q what tails of mice SM-pres-OM-want-indic
'What wants them, mouse tails?'

This confirms that the subject NP is at the same level as the topic NP, as
in our analysis given in Section 1 (iv).

We see, then, that there is good evidence for the analysis we gave in
Section J. (iv), in which the SUBJ and TOP NPs occur unordered at the same
level of Sentence) structure. Although the SUBJ function is grammatically
distinguishable from the TOP function in Chicheira, as we have seen, the
subject NP is indistinguishable from the topic NP in its phrase structure
properties .0

Phrase structures on our theory, like word structures, vary across lan-
guages. These are the grammatical structures that give external expression
to the abstract functional structure; they are the phonologically interpreted
structures. Therefore, we expect other languages to fix properties of the
phrasal structure that encodes the TOP function in different ways. Indeed,
many Bantu languages differ from Chicheira in fixing the topic in sentence-
initial position.39 In such languages the OM will be in obvious complemen-
tary distribution with the object NP in the verb phrase. The postposable
topic construction that we find in Chicheira (and also in KiHaya (n. lb))
masks the pronominal status of the oM by giving the appearance of an
agreement marker cooccurring with an object NP.

In our theory, the difference between an incorporated object pronoun and
a grammatical object agreement marker is merely the presence or absence of
the referential property, which is represented by the semantic PRED feature.
There are exactly three possibilities that can arise: the PRED feature is
obligatory, it is optional, or it is absent. In Chicheira, the OM illustrates

"In our theory, the phrue-rtracture properties are pertinence, precedence, and structural
category, u determined by word order, word structure, the post-lexical phonological .
interpretation of phrasing, and the like. Cue grrvernment, agreement, and anaphoric
binding are determined at ktructus.

"Examples include Dumb& (Bokamba 1975), Kikuyu (BergvaLl to appear), and Ki Chas&
(Lioba Muhl, personal communication). According to Wald 1979, this construction is
the most widespread and repreunts the older Bantu pattern.

31
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the first possibility and the SM, the second possibility. We must look tonon-pro-drop inflections, such as English subject agreement, for the thirdpossibility. This theory predicts the existence of true grammatical objectagreement parallel to true grammatical subject agreement.In fact, some Bantu languages are now undergoing grammaticization ofthe pronominal OM into an object agreement marker, parallel to the hypoth-esized earlier evolution of the SM ( Given 1976, Wald 1979). In our theory,what must happen in this process is simply the loss by the pronominal OMof its FRED feature. Once the FRED feature is lost, functional uniquenesswill no longer prevent the cooccurrence of the OM with an object NP withinthe verb phrase. The uniqueness condition will require only that all of theremaining pronominal featuresnumber, gender class, and personbe con-sistent with the features of the NP object.°
Such a development liss happened in Makua (Stucky 1981, 1983), andappears to be underway in Xiswahili (Wald 1979). In the Imithupi dialectof Makua studied by Stucky, tne OM is obligatory with the human classes:41

(50) a. Ariarima

Araarima sM-T/A-OM-feed-T/A child
`Araarima fed a child.'

b. sArairima 6.-h6-1fh-a mwafina
Araarima SM-T/Afeed-T/A child

Given the context provided by example (50)a, one can ask the questionshown in (51)a. Example (51)b shows that the OM is obligatory with theinterrogative object as well.

(51) a. Arairima mpinf
Araarima SM-0Mfeed-T/A who
Who did Aarima feed?'

b. *Ariirima a-lfhfre mpinf
Araarima SM-feed-T/A who

In standard Kiswahili, according to Bokamba 1981, the occurrence of theobject prefix is optional when the object is inanimate, but obligatory whenit is animate:

(52)

40The reason for this is that the values of semantic attributes are nique with eachinstantiation, while the values of grammatical attributes are not (Kepi= and Bresnan1982). Hence, grammatical features instantiated with different lexical items may agree,while semantic features arising from different lexical instantiations cannot agree.4IWe are grateful to Susan Stucky for providing us with the following examples from herunpublished data on Makua. 'T /A' designates a tense/aspect marker.
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a. Maryamu a-li-wa-onyesha watoto kisu
Maryamu Sm-past-0M-show children knife
`Maryamu showed the children a /the knife.'

b. *Maryamu a-li-onyesha watoto kisu.
Maryamu SM-past-OM-show children knife

In another context, Bokamba shows that the animate object can be ques-
tioned in place in Kiswahili, and cooccurs with the om:

(53) a. Bakari a-na-wa-som-e-a watoto hadithi maktaba-ni?
Bakari 3M-pres-0M-appl-inclic children stories library-loc
`Bakari is reading stories to/for the children in /at the library.'

b. Bakari a-na-wa-som-e-a nani hadithi maktaba-ni?
Bakari SM-pres-0M-appl-inclic who stories library-loc
`To/for whom is Bakari reading stories in/at the library?'

If these are true cases of grammatical object agreement, then our theory
predicts a range.of correlated phenomena, which future research must test.

Finally, in some Bantu languages, an interrogative pattern occurs which
seems at variance with that of Chicheiva, in that the subject cannot be
questioned in place. In Dzamba, for example, it is possible to question all
VP constituents in place, but subjects cannot be questioned in the initial
subject position ( Bokamba 1981). To question a subject, it is necessary
to use a differ--at construction altogether, based on a headed or headless
relative clause:

(54) a. 6-Nebo a-imol-aki e-kondo 133 me
`Nebo told Biko a story/tale today.'

b. 6-Nebo a-imol-aki nzanyf e-kondo 133 m6?
`Nebo told who a story today?'

c. *Nzanyf 6-wimol-aki 6-Biko e-kondo 133 m6?
`Who told Biko a story/tale today?

d. '6-Moto 6-wimolaki 6-Biko e-kondo 133 me nzttnyf?
`The person who told Biko a story/tale today is who?'

What could be the explanation for this pattern on our theory? Observe
that precisely this result would follow if in such languages the sentence-
initial position for the SUDJ function also had the TOP function. Now in
Dzamba, unlike Chicheiia, there are nominal preprefixes. Bokamba 1981
has shown that these prefixes are used to defin:tir,e noun phrases. They are
obligatory on subjects and they are obligatory in topicalizations.42

would be simplistic, however, to identify the preprefixes solely as topic markers. For
discussion of some of the semantic complexities of their use in Chillemba, see Giv61
1969.

3 3



307

In this way our theory of argument and discourse functions may illu-minate a range of variation. If we looked only at the structural aspectsof agreement, the real generalizations would never emerge, because at that
level the facts conflict: object agreement occurs with interrogatives in Makua
and Swahili, but not in Chicheiva and Dzamba; subjects can be questioned
in place in Chicheira but not in Dzamba; and so forth. At this level, the
facts are chaotic. But once we see that each language encodes the same
functions in slightly differing ways, the results appear totally predictable.

At the same time, our study indicates that important parameters of
change and variation lie in surface formthe external, phonologically inter-
preted morphology and phrase structures. The pronominal incorporation
property is such a parameter. Together with our postulates about gram-
matical theory and discourse function, it appears to explain fundamental
differences between syntactic structures organized by grammatical agree-
ment with governed functions on the one hand, and, on the other, those
organized by anaphoric agreement with discourse functions.
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