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A parameter-driven approach to cross-Bantu typology: towards generalisation based on data from the field

TUIPN
RHRANERERET V7 - 7 7V 71 5 s AL

L EL®IC : N b v FHEEIITE & 5 aERE

Ny b v 4EE (Bantulanguages) 13, =¥ = — - 3 v TR (Niger-Congo) D5 HIa L K7 7 v
(Kordofan), =7 (Mande), 7 F 7 ¥ 7 4 v 7 (Atlantic) & > 7RO —KIRTH DV + L& -
2 v 3 (Volta-Congo) ICHEN B RX T + a2 v TFEIRK (Benue-Congo) D X HICZED—IkE 9,
Rt ez Rz o & RigIcfiE T o2 S5ERFCH 5 (cf. Williamson & Blench 2000)'.
LHL, 2OV viiBENRE T 5N+ vaB% (Bantu linguistics) 23FFiE O 5 REHLGR O TR
ICHEG L7z NI R v, FIICRESI N HIRL VR P, iRl LT
e I E I FE AFEDOHM (harmony) ICBHT 2R ZEHT 2 5 X THR %, FEHIEN (non-
linear) €7 /L & LT HFHIE#EGH (Autosegmental Phonology) DFEREIC Ny b v GERE O & AT
TR L BT L CAISN TS (cf. Clements & Goldsmith 1984, Kisseberth & Odden 2003). —
77, MaBamit o ic B Cid, RIEDHERE & §il#1c3E 5 < (constraint-based) IEE T L& LT DFESE
BERESCIE (Lexical Functional Grammar) 7%, ~YX YV b » sEaG ICRHEIN RIERERGEENIRER, L VDU HD
FEXTFRE (object symmetry) (CBAS 5 GENE-CTEREITR DRI AL AR PE 10T L T %0 7o B BH B % 2
RL72Z DAL EI N T 5 (Alsina & Mchombo 1993, Bresnan & Moshi 1993).

D XD %AV b v laBITE L BRI & Ol 0 H 2 OFMMEIX, WAz Tldhwy. 20
i, RN —EELHO L THEFEBIFCHV DD, ¥ 7 -7 - T 7V h—ige )L R%
Hb PR i P I JEBCT 2 @ F: (of. Grollemund ef al. 2015, Bostoen 2020) 125 WT, 500 & b\Wbihd F
FBICHIE L Cwo 72 O RS REICSH 5. v~ 27 v nfH 22 LF LoD I 7 v afdEm % kE
(micro-variation) % &+ %NV b+ v ik, SaBHEEROLE 2 b T E, £ O Tl 2241 A MREE S
572 DIEIFD ‘testing-ground” TH H 5 (cf. Maddieson & Sands 2019).

RIEERREL VDTV b viiiEetrun ) - a VIR, ¥ X2 NS REREZ FEEE
R L LT, zhziddL, AL, BHAROBREZEE T 2 28T, NV b vrbRBICBIZX
NDERRBEMER X2 — D X5 IR, MO GEREIIERNTED L5 ITHE LS
DDH, LWVolANZRLIGHESL S LT ERATH L, KFEKRIE, ZOEWKRTIE LD ‘testing
ground” DFEAR L ZWiD, T —200—bEEEHZ 5 L 325 ZORY MHADHER L FHEICO W
T L 5.

1 -

CCWRBF RO 7V —T L LTCo—fKE (FThbbZid % HIL 7 genetic groups & A7 T Z & AT
¥ 5 0) ROMEONEN T 75 EIIREZ OHMASEH SN EBRICH Y, H—AEEH2ICEEs TR
FEMIE Good (2020) 7x & & SR,
2 XA NTAT S TAVAT LR, TeEiE L 3 - E R Lo AR E RIS



2. NV bRk~ A 7 u N T -2 3 VS

NV EREICBIR I N A TEREN R R N ) = — X LT R e T s CEERE L 72
PIHA DWFSEIC Marten et al. (2007) 235 5. [EERCIE, HKFD, & JICHGEEHEGR~DO HIk%Z SHHICE
Wiz by BEEEITR IC B TR & T 72 HEEXFRYE 2 B & #E SC (inversion constructions)
BT 2R AL, TLIRONASGEEBZNRE L2 19 DT AR -—0:’)\»“(, MR 72 %
MPICHRE I NZ 10 DI Y TAEE»PLELNET — X ZHWT, @AY P vREEL L0 3
7 a BRI %R 2 PR L 723 B ik T H o 72 (of. K1),

va Vv

Table 1. Languages of the study Table 2. Parameters of the study

Language name and Main area of use Main sources Object markers

Guthrie classification 1 OM - obj NP Can the object marker and the lexical object NP co-occur?
R K 2 OM obligatory Is co-occurrence required in some contexts?

Bemba (M42) Zambia Fieldnotes . 3 OM loc Are there locative object markers?
Chaga (Kivunjo) (E62b) Tanzania Fieldnotes, Moshi 1998, 4a One OM Is object marking restricted to one object marker per verb?

. . Bresnan & Moshi 1990 4b Restr 2 OM Are two object markers possible in restricted contexts?
Chichewa (N31) Ma]aw1_ Flek_in(vtgs, Mchombo 2004 4¢ Mult OM Are two or more object markers freely available?
ﬁzr(eg)e?]){?l) ;(;IZ;ET ll;{ii:]ijcifllst;go{\l/léhlig ot al. 2002 4d Free order Is the order of multiple object markers structurally free?
Lozi (K21) Zambia Fieldnotes, Fortune 2001 Double objects
Nsenga (N41) Malawi/Zambia Fieldnotes, Miti 2002 5 Sym word-order Can either object be adjacent to the verb?
SiSwati (S43) Swaziland/SA Fieldnotes 6 Sym passive Can either object become subject under passivisation?
Swabhili (G42) Tanzania/Kenya Fieldnotes, Ashton 1947 7 Sym OM Can either object be expressed by an object marker?
Tswana (S31) Botswana/SA Fieldnotes, Cole 1955, i

McCormack, forthcoming Relatives

X 1. Marten et al. (2007) D3RS iE

HEDONNV

v A 7a ) T—
ICHN—F 5 142 OFRF) T X 2 — %55 (Guérois et al. 2017),

va VIt B W T

8 Agr Rel mark

9a Res OM obl

9b Res OM barred
9¢ Res OM optional

Locative inversion
10 LT restr

11 Full loc SM
Conjunct agreement
12 Partial Agr

Conjoint/ disjoint
13 Conj/disj

14 Tone case

Does the relative marker agree with the head noun?
Is an object marker required in object relatives?

Is an object marker disallowed in object relatives?
Is an object marker optional in object relatives?

Is locative inversion thematically restricted to intransitives?
Are there three different locative subject markers?

Is partial agreement with conjoined NPs possible?

Is there a (tonal) distinction between conjoint/disjoint
forms?
Is there a (tonal) distinction of nominal ‘cases™

(Table 1) &->¥T7 X Z— (Table2) ® Y X b

IINTEEPE &2 JE R U, SCEEI &2 7R

L\n+ 100 JO{J:@ = lll:li)) ‘BLIXE L

B % 7 — & X — A (BMV; Bantu Morphosyntactic Variation database, Marten et al. 2018, cf. [X]2) &
LCEWT D LTI AL —[oEEBA{R (intra-parametric co-variation) % i& & 1Y 7x /515 THMT

35 Z & HAA[RE

WC7m o 77,

SIS ZITFANLLNT VBNV +y
I71Z, North-Western, Central-Western, West-Western, South-Western, Eastern @ 5 2 @D 7L — 7'IT

NEIZ A3 LT o 72 & HEE E LT 3 28,

X9~ C Eastern |

CEENS.

10 D% v 7L

At D FR AR I BA S 2 G (cf. Grollemund et al. 2015)

ich o
SEEIh, 20

S3ED 5 B Herero & Lozi ¥ South-Western T, %9

VWH W 5 Bantu expansion DL— kD

BAESRE Tl L 72 & # 2 5 1 5 Eastern

@u Saalx, HEMICREE 2 OMET 7V ALK A 5D 5 00, HEENREEERD &b E
R I N T WD



Single Parameter Report [+ | Parameter distribution [o:c] [Tossle Labels

- PO49: Negation in independent tenses: What are the formal means of expressing

[Close] [Download] [Map] Language set: ALL: All languages negation in Indepandant tanses?;
Language set: ALL: All languages z £ i
Parameter: P049: Negation in independent tenses: What are the formal means of expressing | @ 1: by morphological modification of the verd
negation in independent tenses? - S = g
Values: | @ 2: by » partice [
1 1: by morphological modification of the verb 45 languages N
2 2: by a particle 12 languages [ ® 3: by a periphrastic wnslrumon‘ bowa. ° PR,
3 3: by a.per\phrast\§ construction 1 languages [W / 4 i '
4 4: multiple strategies 19 languages S35 Teme JELCreane xonis o
§ Ly ») ° o
1 Name Value Description L9 I A g
L51 Salampasu 4 4: multiple strategies ol W Mot
o
AL3 Balong 1 11 by morphological modification of the verb ol ® s i Se
Ad3a Basaa 2 2: by a particle o “Xeo oy o
A44 Tunen 2 2: by a particle
A50 Bafia 1 1: by morphological modification of the verb - L4
A601 Tuki 1 1: by morphological modification of the verb Y ® ® & A
A71 Eton 4 4: multiple strategies Bt Lomted [ ]
A91 Kwakum 1 1: by morphological modification of the verb P B
B52 Nzebi 4 4: multiple strategies [} oy @ o
B73c lyaa 2 2: by a particle L ] bt
B81 Tiene 4 4: multiple strategies . shnbe
B865 Nzadi 4 4: multiple strategies ° °
C101 Babole 4 4: multiple strategies - [ ]
c25 Mboshi 2 2: by a particle 2 M
C30b Lingala 2 2: by a particle
C41 Ngombe 1 1: by morphological modification of the verb ol
C61 Mongo 1 1: by morphological modification of the verb o
D13 Mituku 1 1: by morphological modification of the verb o
D201 Liko 1 1: by morphological modification of the verb e Lol
D311 Bira 4 4: multiple strategies o " o
E35 Nyole 1 1: by morphological modification of the verb o
E51 Gikuyu 1 1: by morphological modification of the verb [
£622d Uru 2 2: by a particle Al
E623 Rombo 2 2: by a particle
E73 Digo 1 1: by morphological modification of the verb

X 2. BMV ICBT B85 X & —F — X DFEKRH

TERERMRE L ~ v O SRR & MR IS 71 o8 — 3 5 5Filll 7 2 m%»7%ﬂ BH LT — 2 BINE
L, 7 A2 —[HO@EBBERZITIHT 2 2 & CHENZREDTERICH 2 BRI —RME %2 B & 2>

Iy edaennikz, ::fmﬂ?}¢—WEﬁ77U—%kW$.MTKE%iim,:@
T7u—=FIC Ko THAMWICER I N5 —ER TNV b v EEREIC B W TRl RE R MG Y X — v
REDREDA =X L% TFHITE L W) EKET, 7 — Ik ARG N T H O MEE D
A[REIC T 5.

3. NT XX —BRE 7 7 u —F i X BRI — fﬂxfk@uﬁ&
LA IZ BMV i) & o LHERERI—iL D BARpl & LT, SERFRRICrrbEA T TV -8,
FIEM B3 5 ¥ 7 X 2 —[H O fHBIRIR % Shinagawa & Marten (2023) ICHEEDWCTHIRT 3.
ANy b yREREICE VLTI, R, PR, MEEORHEIE b S AEREBRORA T 7TV —
DBRDONDL D, TN BIEANICEE T 2EEEIT-N7 £4 48 U<, EB/EHEY (conjoint;
Cl/disjoint; DJ) & FEIEILE L A% H T 2558035 5. MWK CI/DI ZFITHB T, CJ I3
DEB et TR L (1b—), EHROMERRICESMNG 2T 22D 2 DI L, DI 13K
FRoE AL d, BEFEThABRIEALI N2 HA2ES 5.

(1) CJ/DJ: Makhuwa [P31] (Van der Wal 2006: 235)
a.[DJ] enyompé tsi-naa-khtura b. [CJ] *enyompé tsi-n-khuura
10.cow SMio-PRS.DJ-eat 10.cow SMio-PRS-eat
‘the cows are eating’
c. [CJ] enyompé tsi-n-khtiara malashi
10.COW SMjo-PRS-eat grass

‘the cows eat grass’
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—75, —fRIC SVO ZHAZEIEE 2 2 & D%\ oY by EEEICE T (cf Berth 2003: 125), S LAk
DR FE ORI E~DEHIEZTAR T 250D 5. (2)135GHTHEEE (locative inversion; LI), (3)
W EIE TEEIE (patient inversion; PI) OfIITH 5. b 3 Hi7: 2§58 (dislocation) & 527% 5 DI,
Z NE NOIEDEFE O T EFEEERE (subject marker; SM) IC X 6 —H %2R F 5 51CH 5.

(2) Locative inversion: Rundi [JD62] (Shinagawa 2022: 21-22)

a. intambwe irjama mwifamba b. mwifamba harjama intambwe
i-N-tambwe i-@-rjam-a mu-i-famba mu-i-famba ha-@-rjam-a i-N-tambwe
AUG-9-lion  SMo-PRS-sleep-FV 18-5-field LOC-5-field SMioc-PRS-sleep-FV  AUG-9-lion
‘A lion sleeps in the forest’ ‘In the forest sleeps a lion’

(3) Patient inversion: Rundi [JD62] (Shinagawa 2022: 41)
a. johani jaamaze gusoma igitabo b. igitabo tfaamaze gusoma johani
johani ju-a-mar-je ku-soma ikitabo igitabo ki-a-mar-je ku-soma johani
1.Yohani SM;-PST.N-finish-PRF 15-read 7.book 7.book SM7-PST.N-finish-PRF 15-read 1.Yohani
“Yohani has read A BOOK’ “YOHANI has read a book’

1L, BMVICET 2o DHRICEHT 257 22 —DMHB% R L CT» 5, BERZE N Z & iC CI/DI
(P074) & LI(P122) offlCid e K ICHELRBRAREB I N VOIcxt L, PI(P123) L ofiiTiiZzh
FHAR LRV W BEHERMERA EOONS. Yy IABII» R VBT I NS08, P074 & P123 D
EAHER I NS 17T SED 9 H 16 578 (0.941) TPI ZFFAEL R\,

K LBMV ICBIT2HEAERA M7V — L EBERECICET 387 2 2 —ofHE

Locative inversion Patient inversion

P122=1 | P122=2 | P122=3 | P122=no | P123=yes | P123=no

number of 1gs. 36 5 9 13 15 37

average 0.571 0.079 0.143 0.206 0.288 0.712

CJ/DJ | if P074=yes (25) | 0.412 0.176 0.118 0.235 0.059 0.941
CJ/DJ | if P074=no (34) | 0.652 0.043 0.261 0.261 0.348 0.652

InoOHBEREFR» LB EZ L 5 2 0L DoRREAMERIL, LI 2 &0 — M A FER S LiIZLIE
WENEIE O FHEL (topicalisation) ICEIHESH T L N2 EEETH 2 DITH L, PLITREMR 28 fE fFRR D

* P074 | CI/DI X2 OFHHE, P123 (F PI EIRTIDEPICEAT 2T A 2 —=ThH Y wInd fENTH 5.
#7’5 LI ICBd3 2% P122 13ZMERYC, 1 1% locative class IC & 5 —% (formal inversion; FI), 2 |& non-locative class

IC & % —%( (semantic inversion; SI), 3 | i%@lﬁﬁ%ﬁ@?‘%% T chbiionT, 74 v vy —DIF
MM RE R 22T 72 & 25, PO74 DIEICKT LT, i) $XCTO LI Z7F 3 58 (P122=1,2,3) L OfHE, i) Fl %
FRTHEEE (P122=1,3) L OB WTFhICE T FEE MR TCE R o7 (ﬁu%@p{ﬁ 1, BED
p fiE 1% 0.7004). — 7T P123 & DAHRIE p=0.0281 TH v, AT HDAEENRDHND.

_11_



72ODEFLE LTHOONS L) BEREM 2R CH % (cf. Shinagawa & Marten 2023). 2% 9,
CJ/DJ & PI & OREREN = HFEITED —FREA R NICH T 2 H O HAFDHEZERIC 72 o T 5 & iR
TL5DLITTHS.

bHAATDX D REFM R TP T LCit, AR Kiundi D62, Ndayiragije 1999: 415)

ARHCHIRE S RETH 305, BlaiE v b o HEo s g O e e e L
IF RAER SO WT—F L 2 Himiitl A ciili % 5 it e i

% X5 &% Vander Wal (2020: 178) 13, & < IC Rundi o X

Pl & 0BT, ZNAWENIFIES SpecTP LB ¥ 3 mmﬁKA;&

& & BT, logical subject % syntactic focus position (=vP & TP bidgsomye A\
DRNCALER T 5B FocP DRy 224 Spec (IiE) 1% FOC/\VP Yohani

B x5 AL T AMRARTLCLS, %Y, CCT om

X N7 HBIBAR B & U2 OffIRAS, MR L ORI % O

BT BTS2 5T B, .

AT, COLSBREOBETE CIBEIE A5 g 3 van der Wal (2020) (2351 %
(TRELRVOR [P OfnTthd s, COBNCET  puidisEe pIic B 2 925 1 Rm
% (BMV THEZE S L 5) ME—of4hE, 51 Rundi 35 TH
5. ZOFBEERDO XS ICPI ZFFET 5205, FKFICCIDI N7 X4 L2HT5ZedbHAoNTW
%% ZHICBEALT, Rundi 5D CID] ZBEZRKBET F A ba—~RicHzoTHEL %
Nshemezimana & Bostoen (2017) IZ X 4LIE, Rundi FBIC 3\ CTIIIELIYIC CIIE & SN T & 785
id v e 2O HEHFRICH BB IIBES LT b s, LI CI BAZoERRICEET %
& I N BIEE S (argument focus; term focus) IZ DWW TIL, FIEME % & OHENIREIC X > TR
TNb L) (ibid: 419). 2F Y, BMV A LN 58T A X —1HEA 58 H X 2 —fkfEH 2 5
DEIANI 72 5 5 £\ iF, CI/DI OEEREMIAREE L W Y b fFIaEic Z o KRB L Tw3 & /A2
ey TE D,

4. RELEE

LLEoflix, <722 —MoOMHEBERE 20—t x L L CGEH I 2w, BET 2HR
DML S B Lo M L HICO AR RE 261 TH 2208, dHAHAZD X 5 ICERT
WCHRZFHAL 5 2 —EAEICHEONE L IERL AW, 22 DL DANTRXRX—TH Vv I
BIRERTH Y, 2D X5 n—MEAFTUFNZY 5 ZHAIIKEIGELCTHw S LIFFEARVE WD
BNAHTOHERH L. OARLT, ZO7 70 —F IR FERERIC 20 5 G/ H O}
b HY, TTICE LD TAENCTHEENZHH D 2 T 3 (Vande Velde 2023). AN T3,
ZoWH DI B L IC 74— FIcET 57— 2 NECEET 25mma 20 LiFoDo, 207 7nm
—FER L VEEELRMATELETE200RLEBLICOVWTHRL 5.

Van de Velde (2023) i€ X 2#tHlo.ii, 722 -t ZoHFRMEOMEICL>TAN) -2 3V
P A BB IFEHRBEICERR (reductionism) & RE—KTH Y, Zo@EfEcov7 X2 — LIEEED

5 Z % Z b conjoint/disjoint & > 5 FHFEHAEIRHICEA X N7z D5, Meeussen (1959) IC X % Rundi 7B DFLR
ICBWTTH 5.
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D R OIERIZIER I N, HE2VIEAT ) —DERICH B L5 nEHREHT SRICITEE
W7l AT B a2 S HETIE ARV E WO RICH S, 2O a7 4 — AL FTHROLNET
— X DFROFEICE Xz NI, o k)BBERTHN, ZLDDILT VX VCHEII R 7 =
U—IChBHLINBCE 20 LCT —2%2fFRT 22 Lid, EEOT— 28R4 Tn3idFoN
JI—avORERZRESEIZ LI T ETHD (Vande Velde 2023: 4). 2% v, HHRoHEA
%S> 77 v —FTHNIEZ % reductionism ICFEH R0 DENLRFET —203kdDobN 3 &
WO ZLITRBA, BILTCS 2L, ZNEARRICT 3D £72, NRSEBEOHEFLTHENAICHE T
23FXFMEILA L) AEE HIE L OBOBRIFN A v 277 a it k> TERT
274 —NFRETHDINIZLDTELD., RZLZDEDICE, NIXX—DfERFEST 272
JT, NREFTIHKPEL 5 5 @E7ENE, HEVIEEBANEAN) T —va VOIRBY %
RS 2 L PHEOHBICEIN TV I MELRDH L. ZD0Ic, MENKATARX— -2y |
Z, AR T —v a v RS % 5 2 TD [ZIH5 (points of reference) | (ibid.: 10-17) % ffit
T50DEENTE LTRAET LW RRENIARTH S 5.

WRIRIC, & VDTNV P vEEED X O ICRFEN 7 — R I N, 2R SR A
P ICHA I N2 BB N R & L 72 BHAERAFSEICHE L 72 reduction [A1EED /75 & L T Van de Velde
DBIRET 200, WRWICARERSEE{LO 7a v 2 cH O S HALE LT scenario-based
approach T® 5. L72>L, VandeVelde HH 2589 2% X 912, TR COFEMEHEBICEVTH o L
%%%&EW@V%U%%%ET%%&@@%&“(Mmzﬂ Z DEMRT, RIS L 723
7 A %2 —DOMHBBERICD L O —fRALD TR, (RAEI 2 2 L 2fite L) A =X L DHER
DIDDTEE L TEORAMEL ERERDL LB TE LS. %Lf%@ﬂﬁﬁ%ﬁm%:ﬁ%
FctEng 2 &c, XY FERCEEE SV Y b v B GROMEICH 535 < L 23
FEIhs.

7 a ZWge

T I TET: 40 7 AF S, AUG (augment): F s FIBEERE, FV (final vowel): B)EEITAREEE, DI
(disjoint form): BEEZE, LoC (locative class): 3772 7 &, PRF (perfect): 5¢ I, PRS (present): HIfE, PST.N
(near past): UTiHZ, SM (subject marker): FFEEZSHEE
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