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Abstract

Chicheva is saidto display mixed propertiesof con gurationality suchasthe existenceof VP on
the one handanddiscontinuousonstituent§DCs) on the other In the presentwork we examine
the discourseandsyntacticpropertiesof DCs, andshav thatDCs in Chicheva arisenaturallyfrom
the discoursecon gurational natureof the language.We arguethat the frontedDCs in Chicheva
arecontraste topicsthatappeain aleft-dislocatedexternaltopic position,andthe remainingpart
of the split NP in the right-dislocatedtopic position. We develop an analysisthat integratesthe
discoursenformationof split constituentsnto theparallelarchitectureof LFG by assumingadirect
mappingbetweerc-structureandi(nformation)structure.

1 Intr oduction

LFG traditionallyencodesliscoursénformationsuchastopic andfocusin f-structurevia annotation®n
c-structurerecognizingthemasgrammaticizedliscoursdunctions(e.g.BresnarandMchombo1987,
Alsagof 1992,King 1995)! In the lastdecadeywith increasingnterestin therole of discoursanfor-
mationin coresyntacticpohenomentdik e word ordet proposaldrave beenmadeto positanindependent
projectioni(nformation)-structurén additionto thetraditionalparallelLFG architecturge.g.Choi 1997,
1999,2001,King 1997,Cook2001,King andZaener2004).

King (1997),for example examinesRussiarpredicatdocus,andpointsoutthatthetraditionaltreat-
mentof focusaspartof thef-structureinformationhasworked adequatelyor aumentsandadjuncts,
but it fails to capturethe correctscopingof predicatefocus: the standardannotationson the focused
predicatewould include more materials(e.g. selectedarguments)in focusthanintended. One solu-
tion to this problemis to positanindependent-structure which is projectedoff the c-structureandto
separat¢hei-structureinformationfrom the agumentstructureinformation.

Oneof the questionKing leavesopenfor future researchyhich we wish to take up in this paper
is whetherthef-structureshouldencodeary discoursaénformationatall. As King pointsout, topic and
(perhapgo alesserextent)focusaremoresyntacticizedn somelanguagegcf. BresnarandMchombo
1987for Bantu; Alsagof 1992for Malay) thanothers. Theselanguageghereforesuggesthat some
i-structurerolesarerepresenteth f-structure.

In this paperwe examinesplit constituentsn Chichava, in which partsof anagument(thehead,ts
modifying adjective anddemonstratie) have differentdiscoursetopical) roles(= i-structureproperty),
yetthehead-markingnorphology(= f-structureproperty)cross-referencdbeargumentasawholeasa
topic. Thatis, onthe onehand,the morphologyindicatesthatthereis one(f-structure)topic, but on the
otherhand the c-structurepositionsthesesplit partsof anamgumentoccupy encodedifferenti-structure
rolesassociatedavith them. This aspecbf the Chicheiva split constructiorthereforemakesit a curious
empiricaldomainin which to further explore the questionraisedabore—maorepreciselythe question
of haw muchandwhattype of discoursanformationshouldbe representeth f-structure. The present
work shouldalsosene to illustrateonceagain the signi cant role of discourseénformationin syntactic
phenomenghatareasfundamentabsconstitueng, andhow the LFG parallelarchitecturas well suited
to capturethe partitioningof discourseénformationacrosamultiple levels of representation.

We aregratefulto LauraDowning andAl Mtenjeon thediscussioron Bantutonesandinformationstructure andto Peter
Sellsfor valuablefeedbackon the formal aspectf the paper We alsothankMary Dalrymplefor her help with technical
detailsof LFG, the audienceat LFG-05 for usefulquestionsand commentsand Tracy King and Miriam Butt for editorial
comments.The intonationalpart of this paperis part of the projecton nominaland prepositionaldiscontinuougphrasesat
the Institutefor Linguisticsin Potsdam,nanced by the DFG andconductedy thethird authorin collaborationwith Gisbert
Fanselev andMartin HaspelmathWe aresolelyresponsibldor all remainingerrorsor misrepresentations.



The discussionn the restof the paperproceedsasfollows. In section2 we presentdataon split
constituentsn Chicheva, focusingon four obsenationsaboutthe constructiorpertinentto our discus-
sion,andestablistthediscourseébasisof our analysis.Section3 providesphonologicakvidencefor the
discoursepropertiesof split constituent@andour syntacticanalysisto follow. Theanalysiss presented
in sectiond, which highlightsthe c- to f-structuremappingfor the functionalidenti cation of split con-
stituentswith thef-structuretopic ontheonehand,andc- to i-structuremappingfor thecon gurational
identi cation of i-structuretopics. Our analysisfollows earlierproposaldy King (1997),Choi (1999,
2001),and Cook (2001), who also assumehat the i-structureprojectsoff the c-structure. The nal
sectionsummarizesheresults.

2 Chichewa Split Constituents

In this sectionwe presenthe following four propertiesof Chicheva split constituentsi(i) a left-edge
constraintii) obligatorinesof atopic anaphorigoronounon the verb correspondingo the split argu-
ment,(iii) x edorderingof two (or more)contiguouslementsand(iv) splitting of complex possessie
NPs. The rst two propertiesareparticularlyrelevantin our analysis.The propertiesnotedin (iii) and
(iv) shouldalsofall out of the proposedyntacticanalysis?

To begin with, we shav in (1) anexampleof a complex NP with rich nounclassconcord.In(1a),
the complex NP thesefoolish huntess all agreein the nounclassof the head(class2). In (1b) the head
nounmikango lion' is class4, andthemodi ers alsomustagree.

(1) a. Njuchi izi zi-na-lim-4 alenje awa Opusa.
10.beed 0.thesel 0-PsT-bite-fv 2.hunter2.these?.foolish
"Thesebeeshit thesefoolish hunters.

b. Mikangdi-tatu i-na-gamul-a makola 6nsea-nayi.
4lions  4threedpst-pull.down-fv 6corralsall  6four
“Threelions pulleddown all thefour corrals.

Although partsof thesecomplex NPstypically occurtogethemwith the headnoun? it is possible,
thoughrestrictedto split thesenominalconstituentsExample(2a) shovs the canonicaNP structurein
Chicheiva. As shawn, it exhibits a strict head-initialstructurewith the Head-Demonstrate-Adjective
order Theexamplesn (2b-f) shawv variouspatternsof discontinuityof thatNP (boldfaced).

2Throughouthe paperwe will befocusingon split objectNPs,eventhoughsubjectscanalsobe discontinuousBecause
of the unambiguoustatusof the objectmarker (OM) asan anaphorigpronounratherthanagreemenin Chicheva (Bresnan
andMchombo1987),we canrestrictthe rangeof possiblealternatve analysesAlso, asopposedo the subjectthe canonical
positionof the object(SVO) malesit easierto seewhenpartof it is fronted.

3Theintegrity of thecomplex NPsin (1) canbe shavn by their occurrencen displacedpositionssuchaspassie, topical-
ization,andcleft (seeKatholandRhode2000for relevantobsenations).

() a. Alenje awa OdplGsa a-na-lim-idw-a ndinjachi izi.
2.hunter2.these2.foolish2-psT-bite-PAss-fv by 10.beed0.these
“Thesefoolish hunterswerebitten by thesebees.

b. Ndi makéla onseanayi aménémikangoitatu ina-gumal-a.
cop 6.corralsall  6.four6.replod.lion  4.three4-psT-pull.dowvn-fv
*It wasall thefour corralsthatthethreelions pulleddown!



(2) a. Njuchiiizi zi-na-lim-a4 alenje awa OpuUsa ...[H D A]
10.beed 0.thesel 0-PsT-bite-fv 2.hunter2.these?.foolish
"Thesebeeshit thesefoolish hunters.

b. awanjichiiizi zi-nd-w&lim-aalenje 6pusa D...[HA]
c. alenjenjichiiizi zi-nad-wé&lim-aawa dpusa H...[DA]
d. alenjeawanjachiiizi zi-nad-wé&lim-adpusa [HD]... A
e. awaopusanjuchiiizi zi-na-walum-aalenje. [DA]...H
f. alenje 6pusanjdchiiizi zi-na-walim-aawa. [HA]...D

() Left-edgeconstraint: The rst obsenationto notehereis thatdiscontinuousonstituentgDcs)
in Chicheva mustoccur clause-initially as shavn in all the discontinuousexamplesin (2b—f). The
clause-initialbc awa "these'in (2b), for instance cannotbe placedelsavhere,asdemonstrateth (3).
In (3a,b),awais placedclause-medially—immediatelgre-andpost-\erbally. In (3c), awais placedin
clause- nalposition.

(3) a. *njachii izi awa zi-na-wa-lium-aalenje 6pusa
b. *njachii izi zi-na-wa-lim-aawa alenje 6pusa
. *njuchii izi zi-na-wa-lim-aalenje 6plsaawa.
(i) OM requirement Thesecondbsenationis thatall theinstance®f discontinuityof the object
NP above areaccompaniedby the presenceof the oM (wain (2)) thatis coreferentialwith the whole

NP, regardlessof which part of the objectNP (heador maodi er) is discontinuousWithoutthe om the
examplesareungrammatical:

(79 b. *awanjuchiiizi zi-na- -lim-aélenje 6pusa
c. *alenje njuchiiizi zi-n4- -lum-aawa opusa
d. *alenjeawanjuchiiizi zi-na- -lam-adpusa
e. *awaopusanjuchiiizi zi-na- -lim-aalenje.
f. *alenje 6pusanjuchiiizi zi-na; -lim-aawa.
The presencef the oM is crucialin thatthoseNPsthat cannotbe cross-referencelly the corre-

spondingom (or sM) cannotbe discontinuous.For example,an instrumentalphraselike ndi makasu
awaodbuntha with theseblunthoes'in (4) in anon-applicatie constructiorcannotbediscontinuous.



(4) a. Mikangdyokalamba-na-zi-gimdul-a ndi makastawa d&buntha nkhdokwe.
4lion 4.aged 4sm-psT-10om-demolish-fvwith 6.hoe 6.theses.blunt 10.granary
"Theagedlions pulleddown the granariesvith theseblunt hoes.

b. *Awa oObuntha mikango yékalambai-na-zi-gamul-a
6.these6.blunt 4.lion  4.aged 4-psT-100M-demolish-fv
ndi makasu nkhdékwe.
with 6.hoe  10.granary

Chicheiva exhibits objectasymmetry(cf. Bresnanand Moshi 1990, Alsina and Mchombo 1993,
Ngoryani 1998). In an applicatve constructiononly the appliedobjecthasthe propertiesassociated
with the primary object. For examplein (5), only the bene ciary object mikdngéyokalamba'aged
lions', introducedby the applicative andnot the themeobjectmakastawa dbintha'theseblunt hoes',
canbein anaphoriaelationwith theincorporategronominalobject.

(5) a. Anyani a-na-tgul-il-4 makastewa Obunthamikangdyokalamba.
2.baboor2-psT-40M-buy-APPL-fv 6.hoe 6.theses.blunt 4.lion 4.aged
"The baboon$ought(for) themtheseblunt hoes (for) theagedlions:

b. *Anyani a-na-va-gul-il-a mikangdyokalambanakastawa 6buntha.
2.baboor2-psT-60M-buy-APPL-fv 4.lion 4.aged 6.hoe 6.theses.blunt
[Intendedas:] Thebaboondoughtthemfor theagedlions, theseblunt hoes.

Theexamplesn (6) shawv thatonly theappliedbene ciary, andnotthethemeobject,canbediscon-
tinuous.

(6) a. Yokdlambaaryani a-na-tgul-il-a4 makastewa 6bunthamikanga.
4.aged 2.baboor2-psT-40M-buy-ApPPL-fv 6.hoe 6.theses.blunt 4.lion
"Thebaboondoughttheagediionstheseblunt hoes.

b. *Awa oObuantha aryani a-na-va-gul-il-a4 makasu
6.these6.blunt baboon2-psT-60M-buy-APPL-fv 6.hoe
mikang6 yokalamba.
4lion 4.aged

Similarly, the obliqueagentin a passie sentenceannotbe cross-referencelly an oM andhence
resistsdiscontinuity asshovn in (7).

(7) a. Mikango6i-na-ph-édw-4 ndialenje awa 0-dzi-kénd-a
4.lion  4-psT-kill- PASS-fv by 2.hunter2.these-ReFL-love-fv
“Thelions werekilled by thesesel sh (self-loving) hunters.

b. *O-dzi-kénd-a mikangdi-na-ph-édw-andi alenje awa

c. *Awa mikangoi-na-ph-édw-adi alenje 6-dzi-kond-a



As expectedby the obligatory presencef the topic-anaphori©m with a discontinuousbjectNR,
the DCs receve topic interpretation.More precisely our preliminaryinquiry into discoursecontexts of
variousinstancef DCs suggestghat the fronted elementis often a contrastie topic equivalentto a
left-dislocatedopic, ratherthansimply giveninformation,or a continuingtopic. Giventhe analysisof
the Chicheva oM asatopic-anaphorigronoun thefactthattheom is requiredwhenpartof the object
NP is discontinuousshaws that at leastthe fronted discontinuougart of the NP mustbe outsidethe
minimal clausaldomain.

The rst obsenation that DCs appealin the clause-periphergbositionseemdo be true for a ma-
jority of languageshatallow suchsplit NP construction(cf. Baker (1996)for polysynthetidanguages;
Dahlstrom(1987)for Algonquianlanguage#n particular).Giventhatin mary languages;lause-initial
positionis reseredfor discourse-relateelementsuchastopic andfocus,theobserationin (i) lendsit-
selfwell to anothemspechotedin (ii) thatfrontedbcsrecevetopicinterpretationin fact,wewill shov
that“topicalizability” is apreconditiorfor ary constituento bediscontinuougatleastin Bantu).As ar-
guedby BresnarandMchombo(1987),the Chicheva objectmarkeris employedonly asa pronominal
argumentanaphorido a oating topic outsidethe minimal clausenucleus(S/IP), never asgrammatical
agreemento a non-topical(clause-internalNP. The obserationin (ii) is thereforecon rmed by the
morphosyntaxaswell. In previous generatie studiesof DCs (e.g. Jelinek1984, Speasl 990, Baker
1996),however, relatively little attentionis givento the discoursdunctionof DcCs.

Thereis nonethelessomeimportantwork thatrecognizegherole of informationstructurein split
constituentsn general:Reinholtz(1999),for example,amguesthat clause-initialbcs in Swampy Cree
hasthe discourseunction of Focus,andthat more generally the Swampy Creesplit NP construction
has“all of the hallmarksof wh-movementin so-calledcon gurationallanguages’{p.202)in that”. ..
both movementtypesshow the ability to spanseveral clausesa limited applicationin relative clauses
or embeddedjuestionsandan inability to move ary materialout of adwerbial constituents’(p.218).
Reinholtzthereforearguesthatbcs ariseasa resultof wh-movement.

Fanselav (2001)examinessplit XP constructionsn generalsuchasa split VP asin (8) anda split
DP asin (9) in German.

(8) KeineBucherhater [ gelesen].
no books hashe read

(9) Schrecklicher Morde an Studentenist er vieler beschuldigtvorden.
horrible murdersat students is hemary accused been
"He hasbeenaccusedf mary horrible murdersof students.

Fanselev arguesthat suchsplit XP constructionsare generallyassociatedvith a particularpragmatic
structure:“in a split constructionthe right partof XP mustbe focal, while the lefthandpartmaybea
(link-)topic or a secondfocus” (p.85). Althoughthe precisepragmaticnatureof the frontedelements
still deseresfurtherdiscussionthesestudiesnonethelessuggesthatdiscourse-pragmatitinctionsof
split constructionsnustbe partof ary analysis.

(iii) Fixed ordering of contiguouselements Two otherobsenrationsarerelevantfor our analysis
of the syntaxof Chicheva DcCs. First, regardlessof the position,the orderingof contiguouslementss
x ed—H(eadp D(emonstratie) > A(djective)—asshawvn by the contrastetween(2) and(10).



(10) a. *Njuchii izi zi-na-lum-adawaalenje 6pusa * .. [DHA]

b. *awanjuchiiizi zi-na-walim-aépusadlenje. *D ... [A H]
c. *alenje njuchiiizi zi-n4-wélum-aoplusaawa. *H ... [A D]
d. *awaalenje njuchiiizi zi-na-w&lim-aodpusa *DH]... A
e. *Opusaawa njuchiiizi zi-na-wélum-aalenje. *AD]...H
f. *6puUsaalenje njuchiiizi zi-na-walim-aawa. *AH]...D

The orderingrestrictionon the fronted elementssuggestshat they form a single constituent.This
neednot alwaysbethe case however. For examplewhenthe subjectNP is left-dislocatedjt cancome
betweenthe two partsof the objectDcs, asin (11). In suchcasesthesediscontinuougpartsof the
objectNPsmaycomein ary ordet eachforming aseparateonstituentasshavn in (11), thecanonical
head-modi erorderingmikango(lion) 6-kalamb-a(aged)is not maintained.

(11) Y6-kadlamb-aaryani  mikango a-na-i-gul-il-a makastewa 0-bunth-a.
4.aged 2.baboongl.lion  2-pPsT-4-buy-APPL-fv 6.hoes 6.theses-blunt-fv
"Theagedlions;, thebaboong they; boughtthem theseblunthoes.

(iv) Splitting of complexpossessie NPs The secondadditionalobsenationconcerncs involv-
ing complex possessie NPs.As shavn by example(12),apossessi NP canbesplitin Chichava.

(12) a. Anyani a misala a-ku-pway-a chipanda cha kazitapé.
2.baboor2assoc 4.madnes2-PRES-smash-fv7.calabasrassoc 1.spy
"Themadbaboonsaresmashinghe calabastof the spy.

b. Chipanda aryaniamisalaa-ku-chipwary-achakazitapé.
“The calabashthe madbaboonsaresmashindit) of thespy'

c. Chakazitapé aryaniamisalaa-ku-chipwary-achipanda
"Of the spy, themadbaboonsaresmashindit) the calabash'

However, assoonaswe addanotherayer of possessie NP, splitting becomesmore constrained.
Considetheexamplesn (13). Example(13a)is anon-discontinuousxample.Theelemenin question,
the objectpossessie NP, is in boldface.In (13b)we front the headnounof the possessie NP, andthe
resultis ungrammaticat. In (13c)we front a possessoa mfumu’of the chief. Again the exampleis
renderedingrammaticalExample(13d),on the otherhand,shawvs thatit is possibleto front the entire
possessaandleave the headnounpostwerbally,

“Notethatthe example(13b)would be goodif thereis no OM. In this case however, we only getthe appositve interpre-
tationof the frontedelement.The absencef the corresponding®M thussuggestshatnothingis out of the basicclause and
thatthe sentence-initiablementis addedon to the sentenceasanappositve. We returnto this contrastbetween(13b)andthe
appositve readingwithoutan OM whenwe discusgheinformationstructureof the non-frontedelements.



(13) a. Anyani a-na-mphwaryachipanda cha alenje a mfumu.
2.baboon®-PAsT-smash 7.calabasifAssoc 2.hunter2.Assoc 1.chief
"The baboonsmashedhe calabastof the huntersof the chief!

b. *Chipanda aryani  a-na-chi-mphwrya__ ; cha alenje a mfumu.
7.calabash 2.baboon2-PAST-7-smash 7.ASSOC 2.hunter2.Assoc 1chief
"The calabashthebaboonsmashedf the huntersof the chief!

c. *A mfumu; aryani  a-na-chi-mphwryachipanda cha alenje __ ;.
2.Assoc 1.chief 2.baboong-PAsT-7-smash  7.calabasl7.Assoc 2.hunter
“Of thechief, thebaboonsmashedhe calabashof the hunters.

d. Cha alenje a mfumu; aryani  a-na-chi-mphwryachipanda __j.
7.ASSoOC 2.hunter2.Assoc 1.chief 2.baboon®-pPAST-7-smash 7.calabash
“Of thehuntersof the chief, thebaboonsmashedhe calabash.

At this point, we leave thesefactssimply as an additionalobsenation aboutcomple possessie
NPs. In the analysisto follow, we suggesthat the constraintthat bansthe examplesin (13b,c)must
be formulatedin termsof the information structureand heavinessof the partsof the NP that remain
postwerbally ratherthanthe syntaxof complex possessie NPs.

3 DiscourseFunctions and Syntactic Position of DCs

Basedon the basicpropertiesobsened earlier that (i) bcs in Chicheva must occur clause-initially;
and (ii) clause-initialDCs receve topic interpretationand require an anaphoricpronounon the verb
correspondingp thewholeNP, we analyzehesplit constituentasinstance®f left-dislocationjn which
thedislocatecelements outsidetheminimal clausenucleusandrecevescontrastwetopicinterpretation.
The analysisis consistentwvith the factthat every instanceof DCs requiresthe oM on the verb andthe
analysisgiven by Bresnanand Mchombo(1987)thatthe om in Chichava is resened only for topic-
anaphoricity

Furthermorethefactthateveryinstanceof adiscontinuousbjectNP requireghecorrespondingom
suggestshatnopartof theobjectNPremaingnsidethe VP, giventhetopic-anaphorianalysisof theom
proposedy BresnarandMchombo(1987). This meanghattheremainingposterbalpartof the object
NP mustberight-dislocated Thisassumptioris in line with thepresumedliscoursdunctionof thispart
of theDC: it is old, non-promineninformation. The discours€unctionsandtheir structuralcorrelates
we wish to explore are supportedoy cross-linguisticstudiesof left- andright-dislocatecelementsand
by phonologicakvidence.

3.1 Cross-LinguisticFunctional Evidence

Accordingto C. Lee (1999a,b)while TopPIC is prototypically given, presupposedand anchoredin
speechsituation, CONTRASTIVE TOPIC hasa focal partin contrastwith the restof the parts,andthe
spealer hasthe alternatvesin contrastor contrastsetin mind. While topic canbe unaccentedgon-
trastive topic shawvs a prominentintonationpatterncross-linguistically

In Chichaiva, the contrastve part of a topic constituentappearsn the left-dislocatedposition, re-
sultingin asplit construction For examplefor the split examplein (2d), repeatederein (14),themost



likely contet is wherethereare two setsof foolish peoplein prior discourse—thes#oolish hunters
andthosefoolish shermen. alenjeawa thesehunters'is thencontrastedvith “those shermen'in the
example.The “foolish' partof the NP is old, non-contrastie information,andremainspostwerbal. We
returnto this point shortly.

(14) alenje awa njuchii izi zi-na-wa-lum-a 6pusa
2.hunter2.thesel0.beed 0.thesel 0-psT-2-bite-fv 2.foolish
"Thesebeeshit thesefoolish hunters.

Additional datashaw that“topic-hood” is in facta pre-conditionfor a constituento be discontin-
uous. For example, Chicheva hasa numberof verb-objectidioms, in which the objectis formally
non-referentialasin example(15a).Non-referentiaNPscannever betopics,and,assuch,they cannot
bediscontinuousasdemonstrateth (15b,c).

(15) a. Nd-a-gwil-a mwendowako.
1sG-PrReF-grab-fv3.leg  3.your
(lit.) "I have grabbedyour)leg. ="l apologize.

b. *Wako nd-a-gwil-amwendo.

c. *Mwendo nd-a-gwil-amwendo

Similarly wh-phraseswhich areinherentfocused cannotbe fronted:

(16) a. Mikangou-na-gumula nyumbayayani?
lion sm-past-destgohouse of who
"Whosehousedid thelions destry?'

b. *ya yani mikangou-na-gumulanyumba?

Crosslinguistically thesetypesof discoursetopic seemto be associatedvith the syntacticposi-
tionsjust noted® For example,regardingthe left-peripheraltopic, in verb-initial languagesp. Payne
(1990,1992)identi es the preverbal positionto be what sherefersto asthe “pragmaticallymarked”
(P™m) position. The PM informationis non-presupposegssertecen information,contrastve informa-
tion (i.e. focus)aswe asgiven, discourse-prominenhformation(topic). Payneshows thatin strongly
verb-initial languagesthesepragmaticallymarked constituentseitherfocusor topic, appeaisentence-
initially. Cooremar(1992.244essentiallynakesthe sameobsenation: thenon-\erbinitial orderin the
canonicallyverb-initial languageChamorrois commonlyfound when*“the thematicunity of the [nar
rative] is disrupted”,suchaschangeof events,or whenthe paragraphthemeis temporarilysuspended.
Cooremarsdescriptiorof thesesentence-initiablementsn Chamorrds comparabléo Aissens(1992)
descriptionof the externaltopic—thenew or contrastve topic. Subsequentvork on verb-initial lan-
guagesmales similar obsenationsaboutthe discoursefunction of the sentence-initiaposition (e.g.
Harold (1995:50)for Biblical Hebrew).

In SVO languagesnew or contrastve topic alsoappearst the left-peripheryin a dislocatedobosi-
tion. BirnerandWard(1998:256—-2573hav thatamongthe varioussyntacticconstructionshatencode

SThediscussiorthefollowing cross-linguisticstudiess basednthefuller review of thecitedliteraturein Morimoto (2000,
chapter2).



differenttypesof discoursereferentsin English (e.g.inversion,by-phrasepassve, topicalization,ex-
istential, left-dislocation,right-dislocation),new or contrastve topic (hearemew or discourse-ne in
BirnerandWard's taxonomy)is expressedn theleft-dislocatecposition.In anothelSVO languageTok
Pisin,acreolelanguagen PapuaNew Guinea,Sanloff (1993)providesanexampleshaving that(what
we would call) a new/contrastve topic appearsn a left-dislocatedpositionfollowed by an anaphoric
pronoun®

In SOV languagesyherescramblingandcasemarkingarecommontypologicalfeaturescontrastie
topicsmay not alwaysappeaiin a left-dislocatedposition. They are nonethelessorphologicallyand
prosodicallyclearlymarked,accordingo C. Lee(1999a,b) In Korean for example,eventhoughtopics
with the topic marker -(n)un canscramble the canonicalposition of thesetopics seemgo be clause-
initial (Choi 1999).In Germancontrastie elementgqtopic or focus)appeaiin theleft-peripheraposi-
tion (e.g.SpecCHor Choi 1999,Berman2000).

As for theright-dislocatedopic, it is obsened for a numberof languageshat the right-dislocated
positionis resened for afterthoughtor discourse-oldnformation—e.g.Takami (1995) for Japanese
andEnglish,Birner andWard (1998)for English, Sells (1998)for Japanese&Kimenyi (1980)for Kin-
yarwanda;seealsoMorimoto (2000, chaptersd—5), who discusseshe afterthoughtfunction of right-
dislocatecelementsn Bantulanguages.

Thesecrosslinguisticstudieson left- andright-topicscollectively tell usthatthereis a robustten-
deng thatthesetypesof topicsarestructurallyde ned. As shavn below, our preliminary ndings on
phonologicapbhrasingof thesdeft- andright-topicsindicatethatthey eachform theirown phonological
phrase(alsoshovn by Downing, et al. 2005, ascited belon). Theseobserationsaboutthe structural
correlatesat the syntacticandphonologicalevel togethersuggesa grammaticakrchitecturén which
thereis a o w of information, or mapping,(at least) betweendiscourseor information structure(’i-
structure’)andc-structureon theonehand,andi-structureandprosodicstructureon the other

3.2 PhonologicalEvidence

Our preliminaryinvestigation of the prosodicstructureof split constructionsn Chicheva alsocorrobo-
ratesthe precedingobsenrationsregardingthe discoursestatusandthe proposedsyntacticpositions.In
orderto testtheprosodigohrasingwe elicitedspolenutterancefrom thesecondauthor SamMchombo
(native spealer of Chichava). Theresultsof our experimentarealsosupplementedty thoseof Down-
ing, Mtenje, and Pompino-Marschal(2005), who investigated phonologicalphrasingwith respecto
focus’

Kanena's (1990)studyof focusandphrasingin Nkhotalota Chicheva shavedthatin a canonical,
discourseneutralSVO sentencethe subjectformsits own phonologicalphrase(henceforthp-phrase)
separatérom the VP, andtheverbandobjectform onep-phrasdogethelseealsoBresnarandKanena

5An exampleof a new/contrastve topic from Sanloff (1993:121)s givenbelow. Thedislocatedopicis in smallcapsand
theanaphorigronounis underlined.

(i) kakarukna pik wonemsamting i-stap.Na OLGETA MAN IA ol i-poretlongguria na ol i-go
chicken andpigwhat somethingstay andall peopledEeT 3pl afraid of earthquak and3pl go
pinis.
complete
*(Only) chickensandpigsandwhateser werethere.But ALL THE PEOPLE, they wereafraidof theearthquak andthey
hadall left.

"The investigation of phonologicalphrasingof relevantutterancess only preliminary andwe have not yet testedall the
relevant utteranceswith split constituents. Nonethelessthe samplingwe obtainedso far conformsto resultsreportedby
Kanena (1990)andDowning et al. (2005)on phonologicalphrasingof discourse-prominerglementsn Chicheiva, andwe
thereforetake our samplingto representeliableevidence.



(1989),Downingetal. (2005:15ex.(19a))).Kanena(1989,1990)discusseseveralphonologicatules,
summarizedn (17), that are sensitve for phrasingat the level of the p-phrasewhich he calls “focal
phrases'Sincethesephrasesrenotexclusively triggeredby focus,but canalsoarisethroughsyntactic
maovementandtopicalization,we preferto usea moreneutralterm “p-phrase'. This level of prosodic
phrasings indicatedby roundbracletsin thefollowing examples.

(17)  Phonologicatulesapplyingatthelevel of thephrasingn p-phrases
a. Penultimatd_engthening:Thevowel in the penultimatesyllableof a p-phrasés lengthened.
b. Retraction:A H-toneis retractedrom the nal moraof ap-phraseo thepenultimatesyllable.

c. Non nal Doubling: A H-toneis doubled(a morais spreadedo theright), exceptif it is in the
phrasenal foot.

Theword "ji"ga “bicycle' is realizedunchangedn "ji"ga yabwiino ‘goodbicycle' because
there,it is not nal. Butit is pronouncedas["jii" ga] (with lengtheningandretraction) when

it is p-phrasenal. Considemext the word kugulto buy' H-tonedoublingappliesin kugula

nyaama'to buy meat'. Whenthis word is p-phrasenal it is realizedaskuguula,with penul-

timatelengthening.

As far as prosodicphrasingis concernedKanena claimsthat, in an all-newv expression,a head
is phrasedogetherwith a following complementaswell aswith arny otherelementwithin the same
projection,asshovn in (18) and(19).

(18) [V NP]
(tinaba  kaluulu),
we-stole hare

(19)  [X1 XP2 XP3lxp1
( )p

[ \ NP [P NP Jpp Jvp
( anamema nyumba ndi mwaala )p
he-hit house with  rock

“He hit the housewith therock!

This meanghat,in asentencevithoutnarravly focusedconstituentall constituent@arepronounced
in a single P-phrase. But focus restructureshe phrasingof utterances.For instance,if the verb is
focused,it forms its own phrase,andthe subsequenphrasesare phrasedndividually, asillustrated
schematicallyn (20).

(20) [Vroc NP PPl e
C » C ) C



As onecanseefrom (21), illustratedin Figure1 (in the appendix)® the sameprosodicpatternas
theoneshawvn in (19) wasreproducedn our recordings.As canbe extractedfrom Figurel, njuchi izi
“thesebees'is separatedrom therestof the sentencdy aclearbreak.The rst [i] of izi is lengthened,
aspredictedby rule (17a). Furthermorethe rst p-phraseof a sentencas regularly terminatedoy a
high tone,regardlessof the underlyingtoneof the nal syllableof this p-phrase.The secondp-phrase
in Figurelis utteredataregisterwhichis altogethedownsteppedelatively to the rst one.Thereis no
breakbetweerthe verb andthe following directobject. On the contrary the nal a of theverbandthe

rst a of alenjaarefusedtogether The hightoneof opusais downsteppedelatively to the high toneof
theverh Thelastcharacteristiof this phrasds the nal low tonetypical for declaratve phrases.

(21) (Njuchiizi) (zi-na-lumaalenje awa opusa) CanonicalSVO sentence
10.bee 10.thesel0-past-bite2.hunter2.these2.foolish
"Thesebeeshit thesefoolish hunters.

A right-dislocatedbjectformsits own p-phraseseparatedrom theverb, asillustratedin (22) and
Figure2. Onceagain, the sameresultis reportedby Downing, et al (p.15, ex.(19b)). The difference
betweenFigure 1 andFigure 2 is in the phrasing,which inducesdeaccentingf awa opusa (and of
coursen the presencef theoM -wa- ontheverb).

(22) (Njuchiizi) (zi-na-wa-luma)(alenje ava opusa) Objectright dislocation
10.bee 10.thesel0-past-2-bite 2.hunter2.these2.foolish
"Thesebeesbit them,thesefoolish hunters.

Similarly, a left-dislocatedobjectforms its own p-phrase.Figure 3 is taken from Downing et al
(p.15,ex.(19c)). In (23), the left-dislocatedobject mhuzi izi ‘thesegoats'is a contrasive topic. The
postwerbalsubjectmikango’lion’, non-prominentnformation,is right-dislocatecandforms a separate
p-phrasdrom theverh

(23) (Mbuziizi) (indzisaaka) (mikaango) Obijectleft dislocation
10.goatl0.theset.past.10.hurd.lion
"Thesegoats they (lions) huntedthem(goats) thelions:

Turning now to split constituentsexample (24) in Figure 4, shawvs that the fronted part alenje
“hunters'formsits own p-phraselik e theleft-dislocatedvholeobjectin (23). Thepostwerbalremaining
partof the split objectNP is extraposedandappearsn theright periphery

(24) (Alenje) (zinawvalumanjuchiizi) (awaopusg Splitting the headof the obj NP
Hunters bite bees thesethesefoolish
"Thesebeedbit thesefoolish hunters:t

Figure5 shaws a pitch track of example(14), reproducedn (25) with its phonologicabhrasing.In
this example theobjectis split andthesubjectis topicalized.Both frontedpartsarephrasedn separated
p-phrasesandarenot dovnsteppedelatively to eachother In otherwords. njuchi izi ‘thesebees'is at
the samepitch heightasalenje hunters, but the p-phrasecontainingtheverbis again downstepped.

(25) (Alenje) (njuchiizi) (zinavaluma)(awa opusg =(4c)
2.hunter10.bee10.thesel0.past.2.bite.these2foolish
"Thesebeesbit thesefoolish hunters'

8All the gures areattachedn the appendix.



Finally, example(26) and Figure 6 illustrate that both the subjectandthe objectmay be split in a
singlesentenceThe extraposecelementsare phrasedogetherpointing to the factthattheremaybe a
restrictiononthe numberof deaccente@-phrases.

(26) (1zi) (awa opusa) (zinavaluma) (alenje njuchi)
These these foolish bite hunters bees

Thephonologicabhrasingof the split constructionsn (23)to (26) clearlyshowvs that, prosodically
no partof the split NP is insidethe minimal clausenucleusVP.

Summary

Theavailabledatasuggesthatbcs in Chicheva arebestanalyzedasinvolving bothleft-dislocationof
thefrontedelement(sandright-dislocationof theremainingelement(s) Pragmaticallythe frontedpart
senesasa contrastve topic, ascharacteristiof external,left-dislocatedopicsin otherlanguagesThe
externaltopic analysisof DCsin Chichava is notin line with Reinholtz' (1996)analysisthatDcs have
focusandariseby way of whrmovement.We suggesherethatlanguageshatpermitsplit NP construc-
tionsmale useof themfor discourseurposesbut exactly which functionbcs have maydependnthe
informationstructuringof anindividual languagdseealsoFéryandPaslavska2005for a similar obser
vation). While focus(or discourse-prominerglementsn general)may be expressedlause-initiallyin
Algonquianlanguagegcf. Aissen1992),in Bantulanguage<lause-initialpositionis strictly resened
for topic, andfocusis expresseghostwerbally (cf. Morimoto 2000). Thus,giventhepatternsof informa-
tion structuringin Bantu,clause-initialbcs would naturallyreceve atopic interpretation.

4 DiscourseCon gurational Analysis

Taking the discoursefunctionsand phonologicalphrasingas our basis,we now considerthe syntactic
structureof split NPs. The key analyticalproblemswe wish to solve arethe following: (i) functional
identi cation of the DCs with the associategrgumentfunction, and(ii) con gurationalidenti cation

of thetypesof topic involvedthe split construction—namelyhe external,contrastve topic in the left-

peripheryandthe non-prominentpld topicin theright-periphery

4.1 |-Structur e

Theparallelstructuresandtheir relationswe assumen the presenivork areshowvn (27).

(27) f-str TOPIC
I-str [ NEW]
[+PROM] [ PROM]
[+CONTRASTIVE] [ CONTRASTIVE]
c-str  left-dislocated clause-internal  right-dislocated

"externaltopic” "internaltopic®  background



As shavn, thef-structuretopPiCinterfaceswith i-structurel NEw], andsubsumethedistincti-structural
topics: contrastve andnon-contrastie, andamongthe latter, prominentandnon-prominentFollowing
Choi(1999,2001),we usebinaryfeaturedo representhesetypesof i-structuretopics. The c-structure
positionsof thesenodeghendeterminghe differenttypesof i-structuraltopics: the (f-structural)ToOPIC
in the left-peripheryis associatedvith the (i-structural) contrastie topic, and the onein the right-
peripherywith old non-prominentopic. In otherwords, it is the mappingbetweeni-structureand
c-structurghatgivesthef-structurenotion of TOPIC particulardiscoursenterpretations.

Theideathatthereis a grammaticizechotion of TopPIC at the level of f-structurewhich subsumes
differenti-structuretopics is supportedby the fact that differenti-structuretopics are not distinctly
markedby morphology(whichis representedtthelevel of f-structure).For example the Japanesand
Koreantopic markerswa andnunmarkall typesof i-structuraltopic: contrastve, continuing,andnon-
prominentold topic. Thesedifferenti-structuraltopicsareusuallydistinguishedy structuralposition
or prosody We thereforeassume directmappingbetweern-structureandc-structurego accountor the
discoursecon gurationalnatureof DCs.

4.2 Mapping betweenthe Parallel Structures

The proposedc-structureof the split constructionis shavn in (28). For the illustration, we usethe
examplein (14) above.

(28) S
P N
NP S NP
G e e
njGchil iz y Aépl]sa

10.bee ‘ 2.foolish

Zi-nad-wa-lim-a
10-psT-2-bite-fv

LFG positstwo typesof clausalorganizationin naturallanguagesthe endocentricclausalorgani-
zationwith headedXPs, andthe exocentriconewith S. As in the structurein (28), we make use of
the exocentriccategory S for languageghat lack independengvidencefor I. In Bantulanguagesall
verbsin ect uniformly like mainverbs,andthereis no particularclassof in ectional verbsthatbehae
otherwise.For this reasonjt hasbeenproposedhatBantuclausesonsistof the exocentriccatajory S
ratherthanlP (e.g.BresnarandMchombo1987,Morimoto 2000,2001).

C- to f-structur e mapping: Thefunctionalannotation®n (28) areshovn (29). Thecorresponding
f-structureis shavn in (30)°

°As theinternalstructureof the frontedNP in (29) is abbreviated,the correspondingd-structurein (30) is alsosimpli ed:
thelexical informationof awahasbeenreducedo a singlefeaturePROX (IMATE).



(29) S

(" TOP)=# "= # (" TOP)=#
NP, S3 NP4
alenjeawa (" sUBJ)=# "=# #2("ADJ AP,
2.hunter2.these  NPs VPg ADJ
njuchii izi "=y oplsa
10.bee Vg 2.foolish

|
zi-na-wa-lum-a
10-PST-29-bite-fv
The annotationon the frontedDc (NP,) andthe remnantpartof thebc (NP,) “(* TOP) = # states
thatthef-structureof themothemode(S;) containstop, whosevalueis identi ed with thef-structureof
therespectie NP. Theannotatioron the AP builds aninnerf-structureof the AbJ(unct)functioninside
thef-structureof TOPIC.
2 33
PRED hunter'

AGR 2
TOP 2 PROX 't

(30)

PRED “foolish'

ADJ
7AGR 2
" . #
1;3:6; PRED bee'
SUBJ 5
AGR 10
PRED bite'
TENSE PAST 4
o8] PRED pro'
® AGR 2

Thefunctionalidenti cation of TOPICwith theargumentfunctionoBJis ensuredy the principlesof
COMPLETENESS andCOHERENCE, or morepreciselyEXTENDED COHERENCE. Completenessequires
that every function designatedy a predicatebe presentin the f-structureof that predicate(Bresnan
2001:63).Thus,completenesaulesout exampledik e thatin (31), whereall theagumentsselectedy
thepredicategivearenot present.

(31) *Johngave abook.

Notethatcompletenesis arequirementhatappliesat thelevel of f-structure anddoesnot require
thatall theamgumentse presenpn c-structure Null argumentanguagedik e JapanesandKorean for
examplesallow anutterancdike thatin (31), but at thelevel of f-structure,all the agumentsselected
by the predicatearerepresentedndprovide their morphosyntactiinformationandsemanticcontent.

Now in exampleslike thatin (29), part of the DC is the ADJUNCT function (AP) insidethe object
NP. Completenesss not sufcient to licensesuchelementshecauset only requiresthat the selected
argumentde properlyrepresenteéh thef-structure. Theseadjuncts not properlyselectedy the pred-
icate, nonethelessnust be properly integratedinto the semanticof the predicateandits aguments.



COHERENCE, or the EXTENDED COHERENCE CONDITION, ontheotherhand,ensuregustthis type of
well-formednessCoherenceequiresthatevery agumentfunctionin anf-structurebe designatedby a
PRED Theprinciplerulesoutill-formed exampledik e thatin (32) (BresnarR001:63).

(32) *Wetalkedthemanaboutthatproblemfor days.

2
PRED r‘]talk<i SUBJ, OBL>"
suBJ  “we” _
h i
*OBJ “the man”
h i
OBL “aboutthatproblem”
h [
ADJ “for days”
TENSE PAST

Theintransitive verbtalk takesanoptionalobliqueargumentandPREDhasthe OBL designatoim (32). It
hasno oBJdesignatagrhowever; having the extraagumentviolatesthe coherenceonditionandresults
in anill-formed f-structure.

While the coherenceonditionappliesonly to agumentfunctions(SuBJ,0BJ, OBJ , OBL), the ex-
tendedcoherenceonditionappliesto all syntacticfunctions,requiringthemto be appropriatelyinte-
gratedinto an f-structure(FassiFehri 1984, Zaenenl1985, Bresnanand Mchombo1987). As stated
abore, agumentfunctionsareintegratedwhenthey aredesignatedby the PRED. Adjunctsareintegrated
if theirimmediatef-structurecontainsa PRED. Thegrammaticizedliscoursdunctionstop androc are
integratedif they arefunctionallyidenti ed, or anaphoricallylinkedto, anintegratedfunction.

SemanticCoreference: Returningto our examplein (29), theTopricfunctionin theleft- andright-
peripheryis properly integratedinto the f-structurein (30) by the extendedcoherencecondition, but
completenesandextendedcoherencanustbe satis ed by one of the agumentsidentifying TOPIC as
beingassociatedvith it. As we have seen,in a sentenceavith anobjectDcC, theDC is cross-referenced
by the obligatory presencef the objectmarker on theverh

A standardvay of identifying TOPIC with oneof theargumentsn LFG is theequationin (33), which
simply stateghatthef-structureof the mothernodecontainghe oBJattribute,whosevalueis identi ed
with thef-structureof TOP.

(33) (" oBJ) =(" TOP)

This equationwould be a problem,however, for the presentcaseof OM-TOPIC identi cation: the
oM andthe TorPIiC NP have differentPRED values,and PRED valuescannotunify. Whatwe wantis to
anaphoricallylink the TOP to anintegratedfunctionthatsharegshe sameagreementeatureswith those
of the TOP. To obtainthis coreferenceywe assumehatthe om carriesthe following informationgiven
in (34). For theillustration,we usetheverbform in (29), repeatedelon as(34).



(34) V
Zi-né [Gm-a
10-Pbite-fv

(" oBY)
(# PRED) = "pro'
(#INDEX AGR) =2
(#INDEX) = (" TOP INDEX)

The functionalannotation®n the oM in (34) instantiateghe f-structureswithin the f-structureof oBJ,
containedn the f-structureof the mothernode (V). The down arron pointsto the f-structureof oBJ.
Theannotatiori(# INDEX AGR) = 2' stateghatthef-structureof oBJcontainsanotherf-structurewhose
attributeis INDEX. Thevalueof INDEX is anotherf-structure whoseattributeis AGR andits value2.

C- to i-structur e mapping: To modelthe direct mappingbetweenc- andi-structure,we simply
replacehefunctionalannotationgt and" with thenotationsusedn (35),whichrepresenanabbreiated
c-structurefor the split NP construction.

(35)  c-toi-structuremapping

2 2 33
a. S b. NEW
TOP 2§PROM +é
(M( )i TOP) = M( )i = (M( )i TOP) = N
NP, SS NP, CONTR
AN N
' 2 3
NEW
TOP 4§PROM é
CONTR

The refersto the currentc-structurenode,andthe M( ) to the mothernode(cf. Kaplan1987). The

subscripted refersto thei-structureof thatnode. The annotationon NP,, for example,stateshatthe

i-structureof the mothernodecontainsa topic, whosevalueis identi ed with [ NEw, +PROMINENT,

+CONTRASTIVE], dueto the c-structurepositionof the annotatechode(left-adjoined). The annotation

on the right-peripheralNP, on the otherhand,associateshe nodewith the i-structuretopic[ NEW,
PROMINENT, CONTRASTIVE].

Of course,a further analyticalproblemwe mustconsiderfor a more completeanalysisis how to
ensurethat left-peripheraltopic will be associatedvith the contrastve, prominentone andthe right-
peripheralopic with the non-contrastie, non-prominenbne. An obvious solutionmight beto assume
a setof mappingconstraintdik e thosein (36), which areto beinterpretedasuniversalandviolable as
in OT. We thenlet theseconstraintdnteractwith c-structureconstraintdo give uslanguageparticular
c-structurerealizationof i-structuretopics.



(36) a. Realize NEw attheleft edge.(“old beforenew”)

b. Realize+CONTRASTIVE at the left edge. (“iconicity”: prominentinformation= prominent
position)

c. Realize+PROMINENT attheleft edge.(“iconicity”)

d. Do notrealize PROMINENT attheleft edge.

We will leave for future researchhe preciseimplementatiorof sucha constraintsysteminto our
analysisof split constituents.Suchan approactis alreadyexploredby Choi (1999,2001)for various
word orderphenomenauchasscramblingdetachmentopicalization,andfocuspreposing.

4.3 Further Consequencesf the Right-Dislocation Analysis of the “Remnant”

We now returnto the lastrestrictionnotedearlierin section2 on the splitting of complex possessie
NPs.Therelevantexamplesdrom (13) arerepeatedherein (37). Theobsenrationwasthatof thevarious
splitting possibilitiesof acomple possessie NP, theonly grammaticalnstanceas wheretheheadnoun
remainsandtherestis fronted,asin (37d).

(37) a. Anyani a-na-chi-mphwryachipanda cha alenje a mfumu.
2.baboon®-PAsT-7-smash  7.calabaslt.Assoc 2.hunter2.Assoc 1.chief
"The baboonsmashedhe calabastof the huntersof the chief!

b. *Chipanda; aryani  a-na-chi-mphwrya__; cha alenje a mfumu.
7.calabash 2.baboong-PAST-7-smash 7.ASsoc 2.hunter2.Assoc 1.chief
“Thecalabashthebaboonsmasheaf the huntersof the chief!

c. *A mfumu; aryani a-na-chi-mphwrya chipanda cha alenje _ ;.
2.Assoc 1.chief 2baboon®-PAsT-7-smash  7.calabasit.Assoc 2.hunter
“Of thechief, thebaboonsmashedhe calabastof the hunters.

d. Cha alenje a mfumu; aryani  a-na-chi-mphwryachipanda __;.
7.AsSsSocC 2.hunter2.Assoc 1.chief 2.baboong-PAST-7-smash 7.calabash
"Of the huntersof the chief, thebaboonsmashedhe calabash.

Ourspeculatioronthesedatais thatthisis notdueto somesyntacticconstraintput it is constrained
(at leastpartly) by phonologicalweight—namelythat only one prosodicword is allowedin the right-
dislocatedposition,wherethe constituenformsits own phonologicalphrase.A similar obserationis
madefor non-discontinuousight-dislocationin otherBantulanguagesFor examplein Kinyarwanda,
Kimenyi (1980:203)obsenresthatwhereagnultiple left-dislocatedopicsarepossible right-dislocated
topicsarerestrictedo only oneconstituent.Thelatterrestrictionis exempli ed in (38).

(38) *Umgaboy-a-ya-mu-haa-ye, = amafaraanga umugore.
man 1SM-PAST-it-give-PERF money/ woman
"Themangave it to her, themoney (to) thewoman.

Furthermorewe notedearlierin footnote3 that (37b) would be grammaticalif the fronted head
nounChipanda calabashhadanappositve interpretation Crucially, in thatcasethe verb cannothave



the oM. This suggestshattheinstanceof whatappeardo befronting with the appositve interpretation
in factinvolvesneitherfronting of ary elementor right-dislocationof the “remnant” element(s)and
thatthe clause-initialappositve elementis simply addedon to a canonicalSVO sentence.Therefore,
assumingthat our right-dislocationanalysisof the remnantis correct, we conjecturethat this right-

dislocatedpositionimposeghe constrainton phonologicaweight,anddcs involving “heary' remnants
aredispreferred?

5 Conclusion

In this paperwe have offeredadiscourse-con gurationanalysisof Chichavasplit cosntituentswhere
thefrontedelementthecontrastve topic, occupiesa left-dislocatedopic position,andtheremnantart
of the split NP, the old, non-prominentopic, appearsn a right-dislocatedposition. The analysisis
consistentith the factthat every instanceof objectDcs requiresthe correspondingbjectmarker on
the verb, whosefunctionis topic-anaphori¢BresnarandMchombo1987). The structuralanalysisis
alsosupporteddy the preliminary ndings on phonologicaphrasingof Dcs. Giventheright-dislocated
analysisof the remnantpart of a split NP, we speculatedhat the constrainton splitting of complec
possessie NPs hasto do with phonologicalweight—thatheary elementsare dispreferredin right-
dislocatedposition.

ExaminingDcs beyond the Bantufamily would naturally requirelooking at the variousdiscourse
functionsthatDcs sene in the languagesn questionanddeterminingthe structuralcorrelatesof such
discourseelements.Nonethelessve hopethat, in future researchpur analysisof Chicheva split NPs
will bea stepin theright directiontowardstakinginto accountmultiple levels of representationflis-
course syntax,phonology)in orderto provide acomprehensie analysisof split constructions.

10We realizethatthis cannotbe the whole story, asthe right-dislocationof the entirecomplex possessie NPsin (37a),for
example,would be possible. Sothereis somethingpeculiaraboutthe syntaxof splitting complex possessie NP,
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