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1. Intr oduction

The Swahili objectmarker (OM) is a verbalprefix thatagreeswith anobjectof the

verh In Swahili thereis no semanticor lexical classof objectsfor which object
markingis obligatory nor is thereary classfor which it is impossible. The nu-

merousearlierstudiesof the objectmarker have discoreredno hardandfastrules
for its distribution. Its usagehasbeenfoundto correlatewith a numberof fac-

tors, which we candivide into semantically/grammaticallgrientedfactors,espe-
cially animay (Wald 1979,HymanandDuranti1982,Keach1995),anddiscourse-
orientedfactorssuchastopichood,specificityor “salience” (Givon 1976,Hyman

andDuranti1982,Allan 1983).But suchcorrelationsareinvariablytendenciespot

cateyoricalfacts.

Colloquially speakingthen,useof the Swahili OM is “optional”. But such
a characterizatiomustbe forever suspect:arewe really observingunpredictable
variation,or arewe simply failing to take into accountthe right variable,or vari-
ablesthatcontrolthe useof the OM? Until andunlesswve canhave anunderstand-
ing of therole of genuineoptionality in languagewe canonly hopeto settlethe
guestiorby identifyingacatayory (or severalcateyories) grammaticabr discourse-
oriented thatthe OM canbe saidto consistentlydenote.

Our studyof the Swahili OM is undertakenin this spirit. We baseour anal-
ysison a corpusstudyof written Swahili texts selectedrom the Helsinki Corpusof
Swahili. The extentof variability foundin the useof the OM, andthefactthatin-
tuitions aboutwhento objectmarkan NP arehighly variableacrossspealers,led
usto believe thatthe conditionsdeterminingthe useof the OM mustbe pragmatic
in nature. As we shav in section4.1, Princes (1992) notion of Hearer Statusis
successfuin definingconditionsunderwhichthe OM is not used;but thecorverse
doesnothold,andthe OM is unaccountablpbsentn mary caseshatmeetthecon-
ditionswe have identified. Therelationshipof animag to objectmarkingcanthen
beconsiderednindirecteffect of otherfactorsthattendto correlatewith animag,
suchassaliencen discourse.

The optionality of the OM alsocallsinto questionits typologicalstatus:is
the Swahili OM aninflectionalmorphemeopr a separategliticized element?Mor-
phologically it appeardetweertheverbrootandthetensemorphemesuggesting
that it mustbe inflectional; but we do not expect an inflectional category to be
optional,andthe Swahili OM hasother propertieshat are morereminisceniof a
pronounthanof aninflectionalelement.In section5 we amguefor a reanalysisof
the Swahili verbthatreconcilegshe morphologicakvidencewith ananalysisof the
OM asapronoun.

1.1. Methodology

Our corpusstudywasperformedon materialfrom the Helsinki Corpusof Swahili,

anonline corpuslocatedon the Helsinki University LanguageCorpusSener, and
administeredy the Departmenbdf AsianandAfrican Studies.The corpusis com-
prisedof acollectionof bookswritten by authorsvho speakoneof severaldifferent
dialectsof Swahili andcomefrom differentSwahili speakingcountries.Swabhili is

notafirst languagdor all of thesewriters,but all acquiredt atanearlyage.
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We codedatotal of 23 randomlyselectegpassagegachcontaining31 sen-
tences. Sentencesvith multiple objectswere excludedfrom the datapresented
here. We codedfor the following variables: presenceof the object marker; an-
imagy; whethera full-NP objectis present;Information Status(in the senseof
Princel1992);andwhetherthe objectNP is referentialor predicatve.

Objectsthat were codedasanimateincludedanimalsandhumans put ex-
cludedanything humanthat could not move; corpsespody parts,etc... The noun
classof the objectwasignored,for exampleif ananimatewasin atypically inani-
matenounclass.e.qg.,ki-toto ‘class7-smalthild’ (cf. the canonicaim-toto‘class1-
child’), the objectwasstill codedasanimate. The remainderof the objectswere
codedasinanimate.

Codingwasbasedn ourinterpretationasreaderspf the passagem ques-
tion. In particular the objectsof verbswithout overtfull-NP objectswerededuced
onthebasisof our understandingf thetext; andthe hearerstatusof verbsusedin
cornversationswhich is definedin termsof the hearers knowledge,wasassigned
onthebasisof areaders understandingf whatthehearelin the corversatiorknew
or did notknow.

Only sentencesvith transitve mainverbswerecoded.Verbswereconsid-
eredtransitve if they metary of the following criteria: first, if therewasanovert
objecteitherfollowing or precedingheverb;secondif therewasanobjectmarker
in the verb; or third, if in English, the verb could not appearwithout an object
(which would shaw thatan objectis not semanticallgequired). For examplethe
verbeatcanbeusedintransitively in English,henceobject-lessisesof it werenot
coded.This selectiormethodwasintendedo includein our studynull objectsthat
arenotindicatedoy anagreementnarker. It turnsoutthatsuchcasesrepractically
nonistentin written Swahili (seesection?).

Sentenceat discoursesegmentboundariesor the beginning of new dis-
coursesegmentsverenotcoded sincereferenceacrosgiscourséooundariess not
well-understoodand createsadditionaldifficulties. Becausewe were only inter-
estedn unmarledusesof the objectmarler, all syntacticallyspecializeconstruc-
tions; ObjectRelatves, Reflexives, Left-Dislocations,Topicalizationsand Right-
Dislocationswereexcludedfrom thefinal analysis.Casesof DiscourseDeixis (in
thesenseof Webber(1990),i.e., event-level reference)verealsoexcluded.

The statisticswe discussarebasedon analysisof 312 codedsentencethat
metall of theabove criteria. This countbreaksdown fairly evenly for animag, ob-
ject marking,andinformationstatus: 124 sentencesvere objectmarked, vs. 188
whichwerenot; 144 objectswereanimateand168werenot; and1750bjectswere
codedasHearerOld, vs. 137thatwereHearerNew.

2. The grammar of Swahili object marking

Swahili or KiSwahili is a Bantulanguagespolenin muchof EastAfrica asalin-
guafrancaandis theMotherTonguealongmuchof coastallanzaniaandKernyaas
well ason severalislands(Zanzibay PembaMafia, Lamu,etc.). Accordingto Eth-
nologue(Grimes1996), Swahili is spolken by somefive million spealrsasa first
languageandby anotherthirty million asa secondanguage.

Swahili verbscarry morphemeghat agreewith their subjectandobjectin
nounclass.The agreemeninarkersincludeinformationaboutnumbey personand
nounclass. The nounclassesorrespondo somedegreeto semanticclassesan-
imate(classl1/2), tall-thin things(3/4), man-madehings(7/8), loanwords (9/10),
etc... Thebasicstructureof the Swahili verbis asfollows:
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(1) SM Tense(RM) (OM) VerbRoot(DS") Final\Vowel
a

Ni— li— ku— on-

1sg Past 2sg see Indic

(SM = subjectmarker; RM = relatve marker; DS = derivationalsuffixes)
‘ sav you!

The*final vowel” cancarry moodinformation: in the imperatve andthe subjunc-
tive, a specialfinal vowel appearsandthereis no tensemorpheme Refleivesare
expressedhrougha reflexive morphemewhich appearsn the ObjectMarker slot.
Verbscancarry a numberof derivationalsuffixeswhich mustappeaiin a specific
orderafterthe verbroot. The dervationalsuffixesincludemorphemegxpressing
causatre, aEpIicati/e, passve, reciprocaland“stative” relations.

Unlike objectmarking, subjectagreements almostalways mandatoryin
Swahili for finite verbs,i.e., all finite verbscarrya subjectagreemenmorpheme.

The objectmarker, on the otherhand,is not alwayspresent. A transitve
verbwith alexical objectNP mayor maynotcarryobjectagreementObjectmark-
ing is possiblewith every lexical classof objects? butis notrequiredby ary lexical
classof objects;sometypesof objects(suchaspropernamesandanimatesareob-
jectmarkedmorefrequentlythanothers put exceptionsn eitherdirectionarequite
common. The examplesin (2) shov overtly expressedanimateobjectswith and
without objectmarking;thosein (3) shav the samefrom inanimates(In examples
\évitlgfmor)ethanoneverb,theverbwhoseobjectmarkingis of interestis shavn in

oldface).

(2) a. +animate+OM +FullNP

Ni-li-mw-uliza Helenakamamtu a-li-bisha hodi.
SM-Pst-OM-askelenaif personSM-Pst-knockknock.knock
‘| asked Helenaif someondadknockedonthedoor’

b. +animate—OM +FullNP
WakatihuuRosaa-li-hitaji  watu wa ku-m-tuliza.
time this RosaSM-Pst-neegeoplePREP to-OM-comfort
‘At thattime Rosaneededsomeoneo carefor her’

c. +animate—OM +FullNP
A-li-uliza Bosibaadayaku-ingiandani,...
SM-T-askbossafter of to-enterinside
‘After goinginside,heasked theboss..!

(3) a. —animate-OM +FullNP

A-li-kata kambana ku-kimbia.
SM-Pst-cutrope andinf-run
‘It [thedog]cut theropeandranfree.

b. —animate+tOM +FullNP
Tuli a-li-ya-amini manendhayo.
Tuli SM-Pst-OM-beligewords these
‘Tuli believedthesewords.

Theobjectmarker canalsodenoteanargumentthatis not expressedy a full NP:

(4) a. +animate+OM —FullNP
Yulemtua-li-kataa  ku-funuliwa. Alberta-li-m-sikia  a-ki-lia.

that manSM-Pst-refusée-unceered Albert SM-Pst-OM-heaBM-Ipf-cry
‘That manrefusedo show hisface.Albert heard him crying:
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b. —animatetOM —FullNP
Manendhayaa-li-ya-sema kwa sauti kubwa. Rosaa-li-ya-sikia.
words theseSM-Pst-OM-sayvith voicebig RosaSM-Pst-OM-hear
‘He saidthesewordsvery loudly. Rosaheardthem.

Finally, it is possiblefor theobjectof atransitve verbnotto beexpresseavertly at
all. We foundthis constructiorto be veryrarein our corpusof written texts. In our
data,we countedonly two sentenceascontainingbotha null objectandno agree-
ment(the breakdevn of objectmarkingandovert objectsis givenin Tablel); they

bothinvolveduseof the verbkushukuruthank’. We believe thatthe objectof this

verbis simplyOEtionaI(beingusedIike“givethanks”),asit isin Englishverbslike

eator ask,which alsooccurwith neitherovertobjectnoragreemenin Swahili. As

Nicolle (1996)notes,however, the useof transitve verbswith neitherOM nor an

NP objectis commonin spolen Swahili. We reproduceawo of his examples:

(5) a. A: Je,unawatoto?
‘So, doyou have children?’
B: Bado.
‘Not yet!
A: U-ta-pata.
you-Fut-get
‘Youwill get[them].
b. A: U-me-letachakula?
‘Have you brought(the)food?’
B: Ni-me-letaBwana.
[-Prf-bring sir
‘I have brought]it], sir.

A verb canagreeeitherwith its director its indirect object. Swahili, like
all Bantulanguagesdoesnot grammaticallymark the distinction betweendirect
andindirectobjectsin any way. Swahili allows only one objectmarker perverb,
while someBantulanguageslike Hayaand Kivungo-Chagaallow more. When
thereis morethanoneobject,the OM, if presentjs generallyrestrictedto refer
ring to a specificchoiceamongthe availableobjects,accordingo a comple setof
considerationgcf. BresnarandMoshi 1990,Rugemaliral 993).

It shouldbe addedhattherearesomeconstructionshatrequireor prohibit
theuseof theobjectmarker. The OM is prohibitedwith passve verbs,asshovnin
example(6a). In written Swahili, the OM is obligatorywhentherelatve markeris
presentasin example(6b). Sinceour intentwasto focuson the propertieof syn-
tacgcallyoptionaluses)f theOM, we excludedsuchconstructiongrom our corpus
study

(6) a. Rosaa-li-(*ki)-p-ew-a kitabu.
RosaSM-Pst-OM-gve-Pass-Indidbook
‘Rosawasgiventhe book:

Tablel: ObjectMarking x Presencef Full-NP Object

+FullNP  —FullNP
+0OM 65 59
—OM 186 2
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b. Kitabu a-li-cho-ki-nunua ki-me-potea
book SM-P-REL-OM-luy SM-Perf-be.lost
‘The bookthatheboughthasbeenlost!

Propernamesin Swahili tendto be objectmarked, even wheninanimate. Keach
(1995)claimsthat object-markingof propernamess obligatory andprovidesex-
ample(7), which involvesthe mandatoryobject-markingof aninanimateobject.
(Sentencé7b) shovsthe unacceptabilityf animatemarkingfor Lucille).

(7) a. Ni-li-li-kamata“Lucille” (BB King’sguitar).
I-Pst-OM-grabLucille
‘I grabbed_ucille’
b. * Ni-li-m-kamata“Lucille”
c. * Ni-li-kamata“Lucille”  (from Keach1995)

However, we found that our corpuscontainedusesof propernamesthat
werenotobjectmarked, suchasexample(8a). We concludethatobjectmarkingof
propernamess, in fact,optional.

(8) a. Rosaa-li-sikia  Stellaa-ki-zungumzana chakulamdomo-ni.
RosaSM-Pst-heaBtellaSM-Ipf-talkingwith food  mouth-in
‘RosaheardStellatalking with hermouthfull of food'.

Investigationgnto objectmarking have long noticedseveral frequeng ef-
fects,in particular the high frequeng of co-occurrencef the objectmarker with
certainsemanticclassef nouns. Animate objectsin Swahili are objectmarked
more often than inanimates a fact that has motivatednumerousanalysesof the
Swahili OM asa marker of animag (HinneluschandKirsner 1980, Vitale 1981,
HymanandDuranti1982,Allan 1983,Keach1995).Objectmarkinghasalsobeen
claimedto denotedefinitenes$Givon 1976,Hinneluschand Kirsner198OP,stress
(Vitale 1981), givennesr distinctivenesgAllan 1983), or a hierarchicalcombi-
nation of factorsincluding thetarole, combinedperson-animag and specificity
(HymanandDuranti1982).

3. Information status
While discourseconsiderationsre of interestin characterizinghe usesof the
OM, the notionswe discussedbove—definitenessspecificity determinedness—
corresponanly looselywith the presencer absencef objectmarking.Our study
found that Princes (1992) notion of Information status,which we summarizein
this section,js moredirectly correlatedwith the useor non-useof the OM.
Informationstatuss a classificatiorof whatis known aboutanentity atthe
point of a particularmentionof it in discourse Prince(1992)definesthe Informa-
tion Statusof anentity accordingo two criteria: whethertheentity is Hearer-Old,
thatis, alreadyknown to the hearef andwhetherit is DiscourseOld, i.e., whether
it hasbeenpreviously mentionedn the discourse.The possiblecombinationsof
thesefactorsareshowvn in Table2. (Sincea hearens assumedo remembemhat

Table2: Informationstatusesafter Prince(1992)

Discourse-new Discourse-old
Hearer-new Brand-Nev —
Hearer-old Unused Evoked
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hasbeensaid,thereareno DiscourseOld, HearerNew entities).

In the following examples,the indefinite a kid is understoodas referring
to an entity unfamiliar to the hearerbeforethis point (a Brand-Nev entity), while
thedefinitein (b? is understoodasreferringto a kid thatthe heareralreadyknows
about,andis ableto identify. (An Unused,or perhapsEvoked entity). Sentence
(10) is anotherexampleinvolving an Unusedentity.

(9) a. Intheparkyesterdaya kid threv up onme. BrandNew)
b. In theparkyesterdaythekid threw uponme.  (Evokedor Unused)
(10) ThePresidentreturnedo Washingtortoday Unused)

Princedefinegheadditionalcategory of Inferrables whichareentitieswhose
existencels inferable,on the basisof sharecknowledgeandbeliefs,from Hearer
Old entities. InferrablesaretechnicallyHearerNew andDiscourse-Ne, but they
have specialpropertiesfor example,cross-linguisticallythey are marked asdefi-
nite (Gundeletal. 1993).Example(11b)containgheInferrablethedoor: sincewe
know thatthe Bastilleis a bwldlng we understandhatthereis anassociatedloor
eventhoughno door hasbeenmentioned.Example(11c)is ill-formed, sincewe
have noreasorto infer atrunkwhenthe Bastilleis mentioned.

(11) a. Hepassedy thedoorof the Bastilleandthe door waspaintedpurple.
b. Hepassedy theBastilleandthedoor waspaintedpurple.
c. #Hepassedy the Bastilleandthetrunk waspaintedpurple.

4. The corpus study

4.1. Information status

Table 3 shaws our findingsconcerninghe relationshipof information statuswith
objectmarking. It canbe seenthat Brand New and Inferrableentitiesarerarely
or never object marked, while Unusedand Evoked entitiesare object marked in
50 per centor more of the sentencestudied. The catgyoriesUnusedand Evoled
have in commonthe propertyof beingHearerOld, in contrastto Brand New and
Inferrable which areHearerNew. In otherwords(abstractingaway from the few
exceptions)the OM canbeusedwith HearerOld, but not HearerNew entities;but
it would be inappropriateo saythatthe OM is a marker of hearefoldnesssince
only about62%of the HearerOld objectsin our samplewereobject-marlkedby the
ver IeI?jather we have a negative constraint:unfamiliar objectsmay not be object-
marked.

4.2. Animacy

Spacedoesnot permitareview of the voluminousliteratureon the relationshipof
animag andobjectmarking. We mentionWald (1979)and Bentley (1994),who
areamongseveral authorsthatidentify animag asthe primary motivationfor ob-
ject marking. Wald also notesthat object marking an inanimatedraws attention
to it, and concludeghat “discoursedistinctveness’aswell asanimagy and defi-
nitenesscausea spealer to usethe OM. Bentley appealgdo a generalizatiorof the

Table3: ObjectMarking x InformationStatugall objects)

(counts) (percentages)

HO HN HN

UN E BN IN UN E BN 1IN
+OM 7 109 2 6 % +OM 47 68 2 12

—OM 8 51 84 45 %-OM 53 32 98 88
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OM from pure marker of animateagreemen(“cross-reference”jo contraste or
emphaticuses.

Our study examinedthe correlationof animagy with ob#'ectmarking. The
following passagérom our corpusillustratestherelevanceof informationstatusto
theobjectmarkingof animatestheindefiniteanimatembuzi‘goat’ is BrandNew in
sentencéa), andis not objectmarked, but is Evokedin sentencéc) andis accord-
ingly object-marled. The correlationis not perfect:the inanimatekamba‘rope’ in
(b), whichhappendo be Evoked, is notobjectmarked.

(12) a. Mbwaa-li-ona  mbuzi.

Dog SM-Pst-segoat
‘The dogsawv agoat.

b. A-li-kata kambana ku-kimbia.
SM-Pst-cutrope andto-run
‘It cuttheropeandranfree:

c. A-li-m-rarua mbuzi vipandevipande.
SM-Pst-OM-teampartgoat part  part
‘It torethegoatto pieces.

Table4 shaws the correlationof objectmarkingwith animag; to facilitate
comparisonTable5 present®bjectmarkingvs. HearerStatusn theform of atwo
by two table.It canbe seernthatHearerStatusprovidesa strongerthoughnotover
whelmingly strongey correlation. Neitheranimay nor HearerOldnessguarantee
objectmarking. Objectmarkingof inanimatess rare,but morelikely (12%)than
thatof HearemMew entities(G%?.

We have suggestethatthe correlationof animag with objectmarkingmay
beanindirecteffect of thedifferentdiscourseolestypically takenby animatesand
inanimates(Cf. Bentley 1994:47f for a discussiorof the connectiorbetweerani-
magy anddiscourseole). If objectmarkingwassolely determinedy information
status,then animatesandinanimateswith the sameinformation statuswould be
equallylikely to beobjectmarked. Suchis notthe case however: restrictingour at-
tentionto Full-NP objects(in orderto abstractrom the effectsof full-NP presence
or absence)we foundthat Evoked animateobjectsaresignificantlymorelikely to
beobjectmarkedthaninanimatesasshowvn in Table6. ﬁThe othercateyorieswere
prettyclose).lt is clearthatwe arestill shortof acompletecharacterizatiowf the
Impetusbehindobjectmarking.

4.3. Definitenessand the OM

A nearlyuniversalclaim aboutthe objectmarker (adoptedn someform by every
sourcewe reviewed) is that it is a marker of definitenessor specificit?( But on
examination,characterizationalongtheselinesturn out to be untenable.First of

Table4: ObjectMarking x Animagy (all objects)

animate inanimate
+OM 104 20
—-OM 40 148

Table5: ObjectMarking x HearerStatuqall objects)

Hearerold Hearernew
+OM 116 8
—OM 59 129
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Table6: ObjectMarking x Animacy, Evokedfull-NP objects

Animate Inanimate
+OM 43 V4
—OM 13 36

all, only half the Evoked (andthereforedefinite) entitiesin our survey wereactu-
ally marked (seeTable3).* But it is not evencorrectto saythatobjectagreement
is an optional marker of definitenessDefiniteness”in this contet is a semantic
notion basedon a generalizatiorof syntacticdefiniteness SinceSwahili doesnot
have determinersywe mustcharacterizelefinitenes®n the basisof semanticrite-
ria alone,by analogywith otherlanguages Cross-linguisticallydefinitesmay be
Evoked, Unused of Inferrablein their Information Status(cf. Gundelet al. 1993,
andsection3, andexamples(9)). In particular if the OM Is a marker of definite-
nessit shouldbe freely usedwith Inferrables;but as canbe seenfrom Table 3,
Inferrablesare only rarely objectmarked. (12 percentof Inferrableswere object
marked,comparedo 66 Eercentof all HearerOld entities).

Sinceobjectmarkingdistinguishe€voked from Inferrableentitiesbut the
category “definite” doesnot, we mustconcludethatthe OM cannotbe a marker of
definitenessln section5 we will arguethatthedistribution of the OM is similarto
thetypical cross-linguistidistribution of pronouns.

4.4. Full NP objects

As we shavedearlierin Tablel, the OM is virtually obligatorywhenno overtfull
NP objectis presentSincethe OM itself canbe consideredo bethe object,we do
nottalk of objectdrop, but of the presencer absencef an overt nominalobject.
This Bhenomenois somevhatclarifiedwhenwe considetheinformationstatusof
the objects.As Table7 shaws, all non-NPsentencesvolve Evoked objects. (All
but 2 of the—FullNP objectswereobjectmarked, asshowvn in Table 1%. Although
it is not surprisingthatBrandNew objectsmustbe explicitly named the complete
lack of non-FullNPInferrableor Unusedbbjectss unexpected Clearly, this pattern
is morerestrictecthanwould be expectedby functionalconsiderationsalone.

If we acceptthat null objects(with no objectmarking)are nonistentin
written Swahili, we reachthefollowing conclusionsthe OM is restrictedo theen-
vironmentsthatallow pronominalizatiorcross-linguisticallyandin particular In-
ferrableobjectscannotbe expressedhroughthe OM. But the OM doesnotreplace
thefull NP object,thatit, thepresencef the OM is notsufficientto licenselack of
afull NP object;for this morestringentconditionsapply, namely a non-overt NP
objectseemdo berestrictedto Evokedobjects.

Sincewe wishto limit our attentionto the optionalusesof the OM, we pro-
vide in Table8 abreakdavn of informationstatusby objectmarkingfor only those
sentenceshat have overt full-NP objects. It canbe seenthat the resultsreported
above do notchangequalitatively. The proportionof objectmarkedHearerOld en-
tities (UnusedandEvoked) now becomesboutfifty percentfor bothtypes,while
HearemMNew entitiesarenot normally objectmarked.

Table7: Full NP objectsx InformationStatus

UN E BN IN
+FullNP 15 99 86 51
—-FullNP 0 61 0 O
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Table8: ObjectMarking x InformationStatug(full-NP objects)

(counts) (percentages)
HO HN HO HN
UN E BN IN UN E BN IN
+OM 7 50 2 6 % +OM 47 51 2 12
—OM 8 49 84 45 %—-OM 53 49 098 88

5. Inflection or pronoun?

Objectagreementan, but neednot, occuralongwith a full nominalobject. For
this reasonthe literature frequentlyrefersto it asbeinga “pronoun” or “clitic”
when no overt objectis present,and an “agreementmarker” when an objectis
alsopresent(e.g.,Ashton (1944),and Allan (1983) both characterizeéhe OM in
theseterms). Other accountsvariously argue that the OM is always a pronoun
(Givon 1976,HymanandDuranti1982,Wald 19792;thatit is alwaysanagreement
marker (Vitale 1981);or thatit is oneof the above for animateandyet anotherfor
inanimateobjects(Keach1995). It appearshowever, that the duality implied by
thisnomenclaturés terminologicakatherthanreal. It mustbestressedhatthereis
no morpholaical differencebetweerobject“pronouns’and“agreemenmmarkers”
attachedo theverh In all casestheobjectmarkerappeardeforetheverbroot, but
following the subjectandtenseprefixes; andits form is alwaysdependenbn the
nounclassof theobject,andnever onwhetherafull NP objectis present.

The distinction, then, is basedon function, not form. The terms“pro-
noun” and “agreement”are usedin a functional senseby a numberof authors
(Givon 1976, Wald 1979, Allan 1983), so that characterizatiorof the OM asa
pronounis by definitiondependendnthepresencer absencef afull nominalob-
Jject. Givensucha definition, the statementhatthe OM is a “pronoun” whenused
aloneandan “agreemenimarker” whenusedwith a lexical objectis tautological;
thetheoreticalssueis whetherthe OM canbeusedasan“agreementnarker,” i.e.,
whetherobjectmarked“objects” arereally in objectposition,ratherthanbeingin a
dislocatedposition(“topics”).

In this paperwe usea morphologicakriterion. We areconcerneavith the
distinctionbetweerinflectionalmorphemeswhich aremorphologicallypartof the
verb (andwhich we consideras not beingagumentsof the verb), andpronouns,
whichwe take to beseparatdexical entitiesthatmaybecometliticized ontoaverh
Is the Swahili OM aninflectionalmorphemean incorporatedoronoun,or some-
timesoneandsometimeshe other?

Previousstudiesof objectmarkinghavereachedaryingconclusionsGivon
(1976)considerghe Swahili OM to have originatedasa pronounjts uselatergen-
eralizedto the agreementunction, while Bentley (1994) arguesthat the Swahili
fOM is aninflectionalelement(a marker of animag) thathasacquiredoronominal

unctions.

In this paperwe will steerclear of issuesof diachronicderwvation; syn-
chronically however, thereareseveralgoodreasongo treatthe Swahili OM asan
incorporatedoronoun,ratherthanasan inflectionalmorpheme.From a syntactic
pointof view the OM is “optional;” while morphosyntactifeaturesarein principle
marked obligatorily. (E.g., Englishnounsmustbe marked for number). Second,
the OM cancarrycontrastve stressasin example(13). Again, thisis apropertyof
words,not of piecesof inflection.

(13) Ni-li-Ki-nunua  kitabu!
SM-PAST-OM-buy book
‘| did buy it
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Finally, in section4.3 we shaved that the OM, unlike markers of definiteness
cross-linguistically doesnot tend to be usedwith Inferrableentities. Pronouns
alsohave certaincross-linguistiocequirement®n their use: they referto entities
that are alreadyhighly salientin the discourse. Heim’s (1982:386)Prominence
Conditionnotesthatanaphorigoronounsshouldhave antecedentthatare“promi-
nent” in statusat that pointin the discoursegenerallyby having beenexplicitly
mentioned. Inferrableentities,for the mostpart,cannotbe pronominalizedasthe

ill-formednesof Englishexample(14) shavs 5
(14) 1 wentto Mary’'shouse.l knockedonthedoor/#it.

The Swahili OM is usedonly rarely with Inferrables,as Table 3 shaved.
If we interpretthe datato meanthatthe OM is not typically usedwith Inferrables,
we cansummarizehe propertief pronounsdefinites,andthe OM asin Table9.
It canbe seenthatthe distribution of the Swahili OM resembleshe typical cross-
linguistic distribution of pronouns.

Table9: Summaryof thedistribution of the OM

BN E IN
Definites -+ +
Pronoun -+ -
OM -+ -

Considemow thepossibility(suggesteddy thefunctionaldefinitionof “pro-
noun”) thatthe OM is a pronounwhenit occursalone,and an inflectional affix
whenit co-occurswith anNP object. In its pronominalincarnationthe OM might
be expectedto be subjectto the ProminenceConditionasdiscussedbore. As an
agreementnarker, on the otherhand,the OM oughtto be sensitve to syntactic
andsemantiqropertieof the agreed-withobject,suchasdefiniteneser animag,
but the objects placein thediscourseshouldbeirrelevant. But our datashowvs no
evidenceof suchdual naturein the objectmarker. Table8 shows thatthe OM is
unlikely to occurwith Inferrableentitiesevenin the presencef anovert object.

Ontheotherhand,the positionof the OM arguesin favor of analyzingit as
inflection: The OM appeardetweertheverbroot andthe tenseandsubjectmark-
ers.If theOM is acliticized pronoun the principle of lexical integrity impliesthat
thetenseandsubjectagreemenmorphemesvould have to beclitics aswell. But
sincetenseandsubjectmarkingareobligatoryandhencenvariablytakento bepart
of theverb,thepositionof the OM leadsusto concludethatthe objectmarkeris an
inflectionalaffix.

Althoughthe OM behaeslike a pronoun the factof its morphologicalo-
cationis too conspicuougo disregard. We were ableto resole this impasseb?/
takinginto accounthework of Barrett-Keach(1986),who arguedthatthe Swahili
verb hasa bipartiteinternalstructure with a breakbetweenthe tensemarker and
the OM. Barrett-Keachs interestwas in arguing for the existenceof an Aux (or
Infl) pro{ection,but for our purposeghe importantpoint is thatthe positedstruc-
tureimpliesthatthe OM is attachegeripherallyto thesecondartof theverb,and
hencecanbeanalyzedsa cliticized pronounwithoutviolating the principle of lex-
ical integrity. Accordingto Barrett-Keach(1986),theclusterof subjectmarker plus
tenseformsanincorporateduxiliary, with aword breakseparatingt fromtheOM,
whichis attachedo the verbproperasillustratedhere:

(15) Ni-li  + zi-andika.
SM-Pst+ OM-write
‘I wrotethem(theletters).
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Barrett-Keachprovidesa coupleof argumentsfor this analysis,of which the one
we find more persuasie concernghe verbalstresgpattern. Swahili hasvery reg-

ular penultimateprimary stressjmperatve forms, which do not includea tenseor

subjectmorphemedo nottake secondargtressevenif thgy arefour or moresylla-

bleslong. (Example(16a)).Finite verbs,ontheotherhand realizesecondargtress
onthepenultimatesyllableof the positedfirst half of theverh (Example(16b)).

(16) a. Zi-andke.
OM-write-Imper
‘Write them! (theletters)’
b. Ni-li-zi-andika.
SM-Pst-OM-write
‘I wrotethem.

Here we provide two additionalagumentsfor the division of the Swahili verh
First,we canobsereit directlyin periphrasticemoteperfectve constructionsuch
as(17a).In suchconstructionsthetenseandsubjectmarker appeanonthe separate
auxiliary verb -kwisha,but the OM remainson the verb proper (The construction
alternatesvith aone-word, “incorporated’variant,shavn in (17b)).

(17) a. A-me-kwisha ki-soma.
SM-Perf-finishOM-read
‘Shealreadyreadit (thebook):

b. A-mesha-ki-soma.
SM-RmPerf-OM-read
‘Shealreadyreadit (thebook):

Yetanotherargumentis providedby the factthatthe minimal phonological
word in Swahili is thebinaryfoot. The constraintappliesto sub-word components:
A disyllabicverblike -soma‘read’ formsits inflectedforms by prefixationof the
propermarkersto the bareroot of the verh With monosyllabicverbssuchas-la
‘eat’, indicative formsareformedby extendingtheverbrootthroughprefixationof
theinfinitive marker -ku-, asin (18b);but if anobjectmarkeris presenbnamono-
syllabicverbroot,the OM senesto satisfythe minimalword requirementand-ku-
doesnot (andcannot)appear!

(18) a. Ni-na-soma kitabu.
SM-Pres-readhook
b. Ni-naku-la chakula.
SM-Pres-Inf-eafood
c. * Ni-na-la chakula.
SM-Pres-eatood
d. Ni-naki-la chakula.
SM-Pres-OM-eatood

Onceagain, the presenceof a break betweenthe tensemorphemeand the OM
explainsstraightforvardly why the OM is “close” enoughto the verbroot to sat-
isfy a constrainton the minimal word size, but the tenseand subjectmorphemes
arenot. In fact, without this analysisthe patternshovn in (18) is quite puzzling.
Park’s (forthcoming)treatmentf the minimal word requirementn Swahili could
provide no explanatiorwhatsoger for the ability of the objectmarkerto satisfythe
requirement.
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Theexistenceof aword breakin themiddleof the Swahili verbremovesthe
mostseriousargumentfor treatingthe OM asaninflectionalmorpheme.Accord-
ingly, we concludethatthe OM is anincorporategronoun.

5.1. The position of the object

The characterizatiorof the OM hasimportantimplicationsfor Swahili syntax.
Giventhatthe OM is a lexical pronoun,thenary overt “object” of a verb carry-
iné] objectagreemenshouldnot be an agumentof the verh This is the position
adoptedor inanimateobjectsby Keach(1995),who claimsthatwhile animateOM
caneitherstandaloneor (functioningasagreementgo-occurwith afull-NP object
noun,inanimateOM is alwaysa “pronoun”; henceall overt inanimateobjectsof
object-markedverbsareactually“topics”. Shewrites:

[OM usedwith animatess] ambiguousn encodingooththeagree-
mentandPI [IncorporatedPronounjfunctions. Thus,an overt ani-
mateobjectNP may occuyy the objectpositionwhereit will agree
with theverh Or it maybeatopic boundto theverbby OM which
senesthe Pl function. On the otherhand,aninanimateobjectdoes
not displaysuchflexibilitg. Only whenit is a topic doesit occur
with OM which senesto bind thedislocated\P to theclause.Thus
unlike animateobjectNP’s, inanimateobjectsnever agreewith the
verh InanimateOM isonly Pl.  (Keach1995:114)

~ But a quick surwy that we conductedfound no evidencethat all overt
object-markdinanimateobjectsaredislocatedIn example(19a),theobject-marked
habariis in the canonicalpositionfor anobject.

(19) a. Wote  wa-li-i-pokea  habarihiyo kwa njia mbalimbalina kama
everyoneSM-Pst-OM-sendhews this with wayvarious  andif
wa-li-kuwa na maswvali wa-li-ya-meza.

SM-Pst-hae with questionsSM-Pst-OM-svallow
‘Everyonesentthis news in variouswaysandif they hadquestionghey
swallowedthem:.

Dislocatedobjectsshould generallyappearat the peripheryof the sentenceput
neednot do so, sinceanotherelementmay have subsequentlypeenmoved past
them. Neverthelessit is possibleto investigateempirically whethersuchobjects
canappeaiin structuralobjectposition,usinga statisticalapproactemployed, in-
ter alia, by PintzukandKroch (1989)andKroch (1994): Assumingthat the fre-
gueng of dislocatingother elementss independentf the presencef “topic” ob-
jects,we expectto find proportionatelymore phrase-peripherahanimateobjects
of the“topic” type (thatis, object-marlked)thanof the non-“topic” type (thatis, not
object-marled),sinceothermovementshouldmasktheir peripheralityin equalpro-
portions.Butin aquick surey of 78 overt objectsin our corpuswe foundthatthe
objectmarked onesactuallyshoved a someavhatlower incidence(16/42,0r 38%)
of beingperipherathanthe non-object-mar&dones(16/36,0r 44%).

It appearghat Swahili allows the OM, which we aretreatingasanincor-
poratedpronoun,to co-occurwith a separatetructuralobject. This patternresem-
bleswell-knowninstancesf agumentdoublingin certainincorporatinganguages,
suchas Tuscarorawhich allow an incorporated‘classifier” noun (animalin ex-
ample?ZOa),from Rosen1989),aswell asan unincorporatedbject(dog in the
example). We may alsodraw a parallelwith the “clitic doubling” seenin several
Indoeuropeaftanguagese.g.,Spanish|talian,andGreek).
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(20) a. Ne-hrataskw-ahkw-ha? ha? tsi:r. (Tuscarora)
du-M-animal-pick.up-SERIAL EMPH dog
‘He picksup domesticanimals.
b. Lo vimosaJuan. (Spanish)
CL I-saw Juan

This discussiorsuggestshatwe couldtreatthe objectmarker asa pronoun
thatexhaustghe agumentrole of theverb,anda co-occurriné:full NP objectas
“doubling” the OM, in theway thatobjectsin doublingromancdanguagesliouble
their clitics. But this analysiscannotberight: it suggestshatwhenaeranOM is
presentthe default configurationwould be not to have a correspondingbjectNP.
In fact,aswe saw in section4.4,it is theabsencef a full NP thatis therestricted
configurationpeingonly possiblevhenthe NP in questionis Evoked;thepresence
of afull NP is possiblewith all typesof informationstatus,and mustbe consid-
eredthe default configuration.We concludethatthe default configurationconsists
of anoptionalincorporatedoronoun(the OM, subjectto the discourseconditions
discussed%plus an NP object,which may be null (or absentdependingon one’s
theoreticaframavork) only when(a) anOM is presentand(b) the objectrefersto
anEvokedentity.

6. Conclusion

We have shavn thatthe Swahili OM hasa singlegrammaticalole whetheran NP

objectis overtly presenpr not. Typologically, the OM is anincorporategpronoun
appearingasa proclitic to the secondcomponenbdf the Swahili verb; however, the
OM doesnot exhaustthe agumentof the verh We have demonstratethat useof

the OM is sensitve to InformationStatus.HearerNew entities(BrandNew or In-

ferrable)arealmostnever objectmarked, while HearerOld entitiesmay (but need
not) beobjectmarked. We summarizeour conclusionsasfollows:

(21) Conditions for object marking
a. Exceptinggrammaticallymarked uses,only HearerOld or very salient
entitiesallow objectagreement.
b. Only presupposedntitiesallow objectagreement.
c. Futureusein discoursas notrelevant.
(22) Conditions on the omissionof Full NP objects:
a. Only objectsreferringto Evokedentitiescanbe omitted.
b. (In written Swahili), NP objectscan be omitted only when an object
markeris present.

Thereareotherdiscourse-orientethctors,in additionto thosediscussedn
this paﬂerthatappearto merit attention.It might beinstructive to examinethere-
lationshipof object-markingo Griceanmaxims(cf. Allan 1983),andto spealer’'s
empathyin thesenseof Kuno(1976).

Notes

We wish to thankEllen Prince, Alwiya Omar AhmedSharif, AnneBiersteler, Larry Hornand
Steve Nicolle for insightful discussiongnd/orjudgmentsandinsightsinto Swahili. We arealso
gratefulto Arvi Hurskainerof the University of Helsinkifor grantingus accesgo the Helsinki
Corpusof Swahili.

1 Nicolle (1996)calledour attentionto thefactthatthe SM is sometime®mittedwith the “narra-
tive” tenseprefix—ka,whenthe subjectis highly salient.

2 In additionto theobjectmarker, Swahili alsohasanovertpronourfor animateobjectNPs. These
pronounsarenot usuallyusedin combinationwith objectmarking,but it is possible(although
marked)for themto beusedin this way.
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3 More precisely anentity is HearerOld if the spealer believesthe hearerto be alreadyfamiliar

with it.

Sincehearerstatusis definedin termsof (beliefsabout)the hearers knowledge,it is not
alwaysprovably retrievablefrom the contentof the spealer’s words. In codingour corpusfor
hearerstatuswe usedthe samestandardhatoneuseswhencodingfor ary interpretive aspect
of atext: ourinformal understandingasintelligentreaderspf whatis going on at a particular
pointin atext. (In particular of whatthe authorassumedhe readerto know or notknow).
Thisagumentis alsogivenby Allan (1983),who present&xamplesof non-useof the OM with
objectsthatwould be markeddefinitein English.

5 Thereappearo be languagesvith pronounsthat do not follow the canonicalpatternwith re-
spectto Inferrableentities. For examplein Indian English (Baldridge1996), andin Hebrav
(Ziv 1996), Inferrableentitiescanbe pronominalized.Ziv givesthe following examplefrom
ModernHebrev:

(i) 1 wentto the PostOffice andhewouldn't sellmeary stamps.

Baldridge(1996)providesthe following fragmentof narratve, in which the pronounhim
is usedto referto theticket conductor(an Inferrableentity, inferablefrom bus).

“In Bangalorewhenl tried to getinto a bus, | tried to speakto him in English. | ama
bit fair comparedo them,sothatguy thoughtl wassomeguy from northIndia. He said
somethingn Hindi, which | didn’t understandWhatcould| do? | talkedto him in En-
glishandhewasgiving melots of attitude.l couldnt purchaseheticketdirectly. Thenl
hadto getsomebodelseto talk Kannadao him.” [p. 103]

6 Notoriously therearea few exceptionsto the ProminenceCondition,in which a highly salient,
previously unmentioneakntity canbe pronominalized:

() Bill threw upandHarry steppedn it.
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