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Abstract

Chichêwa is saidto displaymixed propertiesof con�gurationality suchastheexistenceof VP on
the onehandanddiscontinuousconstituents(DCs) on the other. In the presentwork we examine
thediscourseandsyntacticpropertiesof DCs, andshow thatDCs in Chicheŵa arisenaturallyfrom
the discoursecon�gurationalnatureof the language.We arguethat the frontedDCs in Chicheŵa
arecontrastive topicsthatappearin a left-dislocatedexternaltopic position,andtheremainingpart
of the split NP in the right-dislocatedtopic position. We develop an analysisthat integratesthe
discourseinformationof split constituentsinto theparallelarchitectureof LFG by assumingadirect
mappingbetweenc-structureandi(nformation)structure.

1 Intr oduction

LFG traditionallyencodesdiscourseinformationsuchastopicandfocusin f-structurevia annotationson
c-structure,recognizingthemasgrammaticizeddiscoursefunctions(e.g.BresnanandMchombo1987,
Alsagoff 1992,King 1995).1 In the lastdecade,with increasinginterestin therole of discourseinfor-
mationin coresyntacticphenomenalikewordorder, proposalshavebeenmadeto positanindependent
projectioni(nformation)-structurein additionto thetraditionalparallelLFG architecture(e.g.Choi1997,
1999,2001,King 1997,Cook2001,King andZaenen2004).

King (1997),for example,examinesRussianpredicatefocus,andpointsoutthatthetraditionaltreat-
mentof focusaspartof thef-structureinformationhasworkedadequatelyfor argumentsandadjuncts,
but it fails to capturethe correctscopingof predicatefocus: the standardannotationson the focused
predicatewould includemorematerials(e.g.selectedarguments)in focus than intended. Onesolu-
tion to this problemis to positanindependenti-structure,which is projectedoff thec-structure,andto
separatethei-structureinformationfrom theargumentstructureinformation.

Oneof thequestionsKing leavesopenfor futureresearch,which we wish to take up in this paper,
is whetherthef-structureshouldencodeany discourseinformationatall. As King pointsout, topicand
(perhapsto a lesserextent)focusaremoresyntacticizedin somelanguages(cf. BresnanandMchombo
1987for Bantu; Alsagoff 1992for Malay) thanothers. Theselanguagesthereforesuggestthat some
i-structurerolesarerepresentedin f-structure.

In thispaper, weexaminesplit constituentsin Chicheŵa,in whichpartsof anargument(thehead,its
modifyingadjectiveanddemonstrative)havedifferentdiscourse(topical)roles(= i-structureproperty),
yet thehead-markingmorphology(= f-structureproperty)cross-referencestheargumentasawholeasa
topic. Thatis, on theonehand,themorphologyindicatesthatthereis one(f-structure)topic,but on the
otherhand,thec-structurepositionsthesesplit partsof anargumentoccupy encodedifferenti-structure
rolesassociatedwith them.This aspectof theChicheŵa split constructionthereforemakesit a curious
empiricaldomainin which to further explore the questionraisedabove—morepreciselythe question
of how muchandwhattypeof discourseinformationshouldberepresentedin f-structure.Thepresent
work shouldalsoserve to illustrateonceagain thesigni�cant role of discourseinformationin syntactic
phenomenathatareasfundamentalasconstituency, andhow theLFG parallelarchitectureis well suited
to capturethepartitioningof discourseinformationacrossmultiple levelsof representation.

1Wearegratefulto LauraDowningandAl MtenjeonthediscussiononBantutonesandinformationstructure,andto Peter
Sells for valuablefeedbackon the formal aspectsof the paper. We alsothankMary Dalrymplefor her help with technical
detailsof LFG, the audienceat LFG-05 for usefulquestionsandcomments,andTracy King andMiriam Butt for editorial
comments.The intonationalpart of this paperis part of the projecton nominalandprepositionaldiscontinuousphrasesat
theInstitutefor Linguisticsin Potsdam,�nancedby theDFG andconductedby thethird authorin collaborationwith Gisbert
Fanselow andMartin Haspelmath.Wearesolelyresponsiblefor all remainingerrorsor misrepresentations.



The discussionin the restof the paperproceedsasfollows. In section2 we presentdataon split
constituentsin Chicheŵa, focusingon four observationsabouttheconstructionpertinentto our discus-
sion,andestablishthediscoursebasisof ouranalysis.Section3 providesphonologicalevidencefor the
discoursepropertiesof split constituentsandour syntacticanalysisto follow. Theanalysisis presented
in section4, whichhighlightsthec- to f-structuremappingfor thefunctionalidenti�cation of split con-
stituentswith thef-structureTOPIContheonehand,andc- to i-structuremappingfor thecon�gurational
identi�cation of i-structuretopics. Our analysisfollows earlierproposalsby King (1997),Choi (1999,
2001),andCook (2001),who alsoassumethat the i-structureprojectsoff the c-structure. The �nal
sectionsummarizestheresults.

2 Chicheŵa Split Constituents

In this sectionwe presentthe following four propertiesof Chicheŵa split constituents:(i) a left-edge
constraint,(ii) obligatorinessof a topic anaphoricpronounon theverbcorrespondingto thesplit argu-
ment,(iii) �x edorderingof two (or more)contiguouselements,and(iv) splittingof complex possessive
NPs.The�rst two propertiesareparticularlyrelevant in our analysis.Thepropertiesnotedin (iii) and
(iv) shouldalsofall outof theproposedsyntacticanalysis.2

To begin with, we show in (1) anexampleof a complex NP with rich nounclassconcord.In(1a),
thecomplex NP thesefoolishhunters all agreein thenounclassof thehead(class2). In (1b) thehead
nounmikangò lion' is class4, andthemodi�ers alsomustagree.

(1) a. Njúchí izi zi-ná-lúm-á álenje awa ópúsa.
10.bees10.these10-PST-bite-fv 2.hunter2.these2.foolish
`Thesebeesbit thesefoolishhunters.'

b. Mikángói-tátu i-ná-gúmúl-á makólá ónsea-náyi.
4lions 4three4PST-pull.down-fv 6corralsall 6four
`Threelionspulleddown all thefour corrals.'

Although partsof thesecomplex NPstypically occurtogetherwith the headnoun,3 it is possible,
thoughrestricted,to split thesenominalconstituents.Example(2a)showsthecanonicalNPstructurein
Chichêwa. As shown, it exhibits a strict head-initialstructurewith theHead-Demonstrative-Adjective
order. Theexamplesin (2b-f) show variouspatternsof discontinuityof thatNP(boldfaced).

2Throughoutthepaper, we will befocusingon split objectNPs,eventhoughsubjectscanalsobediscontinuous.Because
of theunambiguousstatusof theobjectmarker (OM) asananaphoricpronounratherthanagreementin Chicheŵa (Bresnan
andMchombo1987),we canrestricttherangeof possiblealternative analyses.Also, asopposedto thesubject,thecanonical
positionof theobject(SVO) makesit easierto seewhenpartof it is fronted.

3Theintegrity of thecomplex NPsin (1) canbeshown by their occurrencein displacedpositionssuchaspassive, topical-
ization,andcleft (seeKatholandRhodes2000for relevantobservations).

(i) a. Álenje awa ópúsa a-ná-lúm-ídw-á ndínjúchí izi.
2.hunter2.these2.foolish2-PST-bite-PASS-fv by 10.bees10.these
`Thesefoolishhunterswerebittenby thesebees.'

b. Ndi makólá ónseanáyi aménémikángóitátu íná-gúmúl-á.
COP 6.corralsall 6.four6.replo4.lion 4.three4-PST-pull.down-fv
`It wasall thefour corralsthatthethreelionspulleddown.'



(2) a. Njúchií izi zi-ná-lúm-á álenje awa ópúsa. . . . [H D A]
10.bees10.these10-PST-bite-fv 2.hunter2.these2.foolish
`Thesebeesbit thesefoolishhunters.'

b. awanjúchií izi zi-ná-wá-lúm-aálenjeópúsa. D . . . [H A]

c. álenjenjúchií izi zi-ná-wá-lúm-aawaópúsa. H . . . [D A]

d. álenjeawanjúchií izi zi-ná-wá-lúm-aópúsa. [H D] . . . A

e. awaópúsanjúchií izi zi-ná-wá-lúm-aálenje. [D A] . . . H

f. álenjeópúsanjúchií izi zi-ná-wá-lúm-aawa. [H A] . . . D

(i) Left-edgeconstraint: The�rst observationto notehereis thatdiscontinuousconstituents(DCs)
in Chicheŵa mustoccurclause-initially, asshown in all the discontinuousexamplesin (2b–f). The
clause-initialDC awa`these'in (2b), for instance,cannotbeplacedelsewhere,asdemonstratedin (3).
In (3a,b),awais placedclause-medially—immediatelypre-andpost-verbally. In (3c),awais placedin
clause-�nalposition.

(3) a. *njúchií izi awazi-ná-wá-lúm-aálenjeópúsa.

b. *njúchií izi zi-ná-wá-lúm-aawaálenjeópúsa.

c. *njúchií izi zi-ná-wá-lúm-aálenjeópúsaawa.

(ii) OM requirement: Thesecondobservationis thatall theinstancesof discontinuityof theobject
NP above areaccompaniedby the presenceof the OM (wa in (2)) that is coreferentialwith the whole
NP, regardlessof which partof theobjectNP (heador modi�er) is discontinuous.Without theOM the
examplesareungrammatical:

(70) b. *awanjúchií izi zi-ná-; -lúm-aálenjeópúsa.

c. *álenjenjúchií izi zi-ná-; -lúm-aawaópúsa.

d. *álenjeawanjúchií izi zi-ná-; -lúm-aópúsa.

e. *awaópúsanjúchií izi zi-ná-; -lúm-aálenje.

f. *álenjeópúsanjúchií izi zi-ná-; -lúm-aawa.

The presenceof the OM is crucial in that thoseNPsthat cannotbe cross-referencedby the corre-
spondingOM (or SM) cannotbe discontinuous.For example,an instrumentalphraselike ndí makású
awaóbúnthà with theseblunthoes'in (4) in anon-applicativeconstructioncannotbediscontinuous.



(4) a. Mikángóyókálambai-ná-zí-gúmúl-a ndí makásúawa óbúntha nkhókwe.
4.lion 4.aged 4SM-PST-10OM-demolish-fvwith 6.hoe 6.these6.blunt 10.granary
`Theagedlionspulleddown thegranarieswith theseblunthoes.'

b. *Awa óbúntha mikángó yókálambai-na-zí-gúmúl-a
6.these6.blunt 4.lion 4.aged 4-PST-10OM-demolish-fv

ndí mákásu nkhókwe.
with 6.hoe 10.granary

Chichêwa exhibits objectasymmetry(cf. Bresnanand Moshi 1990,Alsina andMchombo1993,
Ngonyani 1998). In an applicative construction,only the appliedobjecthasthe propertiesassociated
with the primary object. For examplein (5), only the bene�ciary object mikángóyókálambà aged
lions', introducedby theapplicative andnot thethemeobjectmakásúawaóbúntha`theseblunt hoes',
canbein anaphoricrelationwith theincorporatedpronominalobject.

(5) a. Anyání a-na-í-gúl-íl-á makásúawa óbúnthamikángóyókálamba.
2.baboon2-PST-4OM-buy-APPL-fv 6.hoe 6.these6.blunt 4.lion 4.aged
`Thebaboonsbought(for) themtheseblunthoes,(for) theagedlions.'

b. *Anyání a-na-wa-gúl-íl-á mikángóyókálambamakásúawa óbúntha.
2.baboon2-PST-6OM-buy-APPL-fv 4.lion 4.aged 6.hoe 6.these6.blunt
[Intendedas:] `Thebaboonsboughtthemfor theagedlions, theseblunthoes.'

Theexamplesin (6) show thatonly theappliedbene�ciary, andnot thethemeobject,canbediscon-
tinuous.

(6) a. Yókálamba anyání a-na-í-gúl-íl-á makásúawa óbúnthamikángó.
4.aged 2.baboon2-PST-4OM-buy-APPL-fv 6.hoe 6.these6.blunt 4.lion
`Thebaboonsboughttheagedlions theseblunthoes.'

b. *Awa óbúntha anyání a-na-wa-gúl-íl-á makású
6.these6.blunt baboon2-PST-6OM-buy-APPL-fv 6.hoe

mikángó yókálamba.
4.lion 4.aged

Similarly, theobliqueagentin a passive sentencecannotbecross-referencedby an OM andhence
resistsdiscontinuity, asshown in (7).

(7) a. Mikángói-na-ph-édw-á ndíalenje awa ó-dzí-kónd-a.
4.lion 4-PST-kill- PASS-fv by 2.hunter2.these2-REFL-love-fv
`Thelionswerekilled by thesesel�sh (self-loving) hunters.'

b. *Ó-dzí-kónd-amikángói-na-ph-édw-ándíalenjeawa

c. *Awa mikángói-na-ph-édw-ándíalenjeó-dzí-kónd-a



As expectedby theobligatorypresenceof thetopic-anaphoricOM with a discontinuousobjectNP,
theDCs receive topic interpretation.More precisely, our preliminaryinquiry into discoursecontexts of
variousinstancesof DCs suggeststhat the frontedelementis often a contrastive topic equivalent to a
left-dislocatedtopic, ratherthansimply giveninformation,or a continuingtopic. Giventheanalysisof
theChicheŵa OM asa topic-anaphoricpronoun,thefactthattheOM is requiredwhenpartof theobject
NP is discontinuousshows that at leastthe fronteddiscontinuouspart of the NP mustbe outsidethe
minimal clausaldomain.

The �rst observation that DCs appearin the clause-peripheralpositionseemsto be true for a ma-
jority of languagesthatallow suchsplit NP construction(cf. Baker (1996)for polysyntheticlanguages;
Dahlstrom(1987)for Algonquianlanguagesin particular).Giventhatin many languages,clause-initial
positionis reservedfor discourse-relatedelementssuchastopicandfocus,theobservationin (i) lendsit-
selfwell to anotheraspectnotedin (ii) thatfrontedDCsreceivetopicinterpretation.In fact,wewill show
that“topicalizability” is apreconditionfor any constituentto bediscontinuous(at leastin Bantu).As ar-
guedby BresnanandMchombo(1987),theChicheŵa objectmarker is employedonly asa pronominal
argumentanaphoricto a �oating topic outsidetheminimal clausenucleus(S/IP),never asgrammatical
agreementto a non-topical(clause-internal)NP. The observation in (ii) is thereforecon�rmed by the
morphosyntaxaswell. In previous generative studiesof DCs (e.g. Jelinek1984,Speas1990,Baker
1996),however, relatively little attentionis givento thediscoursefunctionof DCs.

Thereis nonethelesssomeimportantwork that recognizestherole of informationstructurein split
constituentsin general:Reinholtz(1999),for example,arguesthatclause-initialDCs in Swampy Cree
hasthe discoursefunctionof Focus,andthat moregenerally, the Swampy Creesplit NP construction
has“all of the hallmarksof wh-movementin so-calledcon�gurational languages”(p.202)in that “. . .
bothmovementtypesshow theability to spanseveralclauses,a limited applicationin relative clauses
or embeddedquestions,andan inability to move any materialout of adverbial constituents”(p.218).
ReinholtzthereforearguesthatDCsariseasa resultof wh-movement.

Fanselow (2001)examinessplit XP constructionsin general,suchasa split VP asin (8) anda split
DPasin (9) in German.

(8) KeineBücher hat er [ gelesen].
no books hashe read

(9) Schrecklicher Morde an Studentenist er vieler beschuldigtworden.
horrible murdersat students is hemany accused been
`Hehasbeenaccusedof many horriblemurdersof students.'

Fanselow arguesthat suchsplit XP constructionsaregenerallyassociatedwith a particularpragmatic
structure:“in a split construction,theright partof XP mustbefocal, while the lefthandpartmaybea
(link-)topic or a secondfocus” (p.85). Although the precisepragmaticnatureof the frontedelements
still deservesfurtherdiscussion,thesestudiesnonethelesssuggestthatdiscourse-pragmaticfunctionsof
split constructionsmustbepartof any analysis.

(iii) Fixed ordering of contiguouselements: Two otherobservationsarerelevant for our analysis
of thesyntaxof Chicheŵa DCs. First, regardlessof theposition,theorderingof contiguouselementsis
�x ed—H(ead)> D(emonstrative)> A(djective)—asshown by thecontrastbetween(2) and(10).



(10) a. *Njúchií izi zi-ná-lúm-áawaálenjeópúsa. *. . . [D H A]

b. *awanjúchií izi zi-ná-wá-lúm-aópúsaálenje. *D . . . [A H]

c. *álenjenjúchií izi zi-ná-wá-lúm-aópúsaawa. *H . . . [A D]

d. *awaálenjenjúchií izi zi-ná-wá-lúm-aópúsa. *[D H] . . . A

e. *ópúsaawanjúchií izi zi-ná-wá-lúm-aálenje. *[A D] . . . H

f. *ópúsaálenjenjúchií izi zi-ná-wá-lúm-aawa. *[A H] . . . D

Theorderingrestrictionon the frontedelementssuggeststhat they form a singleconstituent.This
neednot alwaysbethecase,however. For examplewhenthesubjectNP is left-dislocated,it cancome
betweenthe two partsof the object DCs, as in (11). In suchcases,thesediscontinuouspartsof the
objectNPsmaycomein any order, eachformingaseparateconstituent:asshown in (11), thecanonical
head-modi�erorderingmikángo(lion) ó-kálamb-a(aged)is notmaintained.

(11) Yó-kálamb-a anyaní mikángo a-na-í-gúl-íl-á makásúawa ó-búnth-a.
4.aged 2.baboons4.lion 2-PST-4-buy-APPL-fv 6.hoes 6.these6-blunt-fv
`Theagedlionsj , thebaboonsi , theyi boughtthemj theseblunthoes.'

(iv) Splitting of complexpossessive NPs: ThesecondadditionalobservationconcernsDCs involv-
ing complex possessiveNPs.As shown by example(12),apossessiveNPcanbesplit in Chicheŵa.

(12) a. Anyaní á mísala a-ku-pwány-a chipanda chá kazitápé.
2.baboon2ASSOC 4.madness2-PRES-smash-fv7.calabash7ASSOC 1.spy
`Themadbaboonsaresmashingthecalabashof thespy.'

b. Chipanda anyaníámísalaa-ku-chí-pwány-achákazitápé.
`Thecalabash,themadbaboonsaresmashing(it) of thespy'

c. Chá kazitápéanyaníámísalaa-ku-chí-pwány-achipanda.
`Of thespy, themadbaboonsaresmashing(it) thecalabash'

However, assoonaswe addanotherlayer of possessive NP, splitting becomesmoreconstrained.
Considertheexamplesin (13). Example(13a)is anon-discontinuousexample.Theelementin question,
theobjectpossessive NP, is in boldface.In (13b)we front theheadnounof thepossessive NP, andthe
resultis ungrammatical.4 In (13c)we front a possessora mfumu`of thechief'. Again theexampleis
renderedungrammatical.Example(13d),on theotherhand,shows that it is possibleto front theentire
possessorandleave theheadnounpostverbally.

4Notethattheexample(13b)would begoodif thereis no OM. In this case,however, we only gettheappositive interpre-
tationof thefrontedelement.Theabsenceof thecorrespondingOM thussuggeststhatnothingis out of thebasicclause,and
thatthesentence-initialelementis addedon to thesentenceasanappositive. We returnto this contrastbetween(13b)andthe
appositive readingwithoutanOM whenwediscusstheinformationstructureof thenon-frontedelements.



(13) a. Anyaní a-na-mphwanyachipanda chá alenje a mfumu.
2.baboons2-PAST-smash 7.calabash7ASSOC 2.hunter2.ASSOC 1.chief
`Thebaboonssmashedthecalabashof thehuntersof thechief.'

b. *Chipandai anyaní a-na-chi-mphwanya i chá alenje a mfumu.
7.calabash 2.baboons2-PAST-7-smash 7.ASSOC 2.hunter2.ASSOC 1chief
`Thecalabash,thebaboonssmashedof thehuntersof thechief.'

c. *A mfumu i anyaní a-na-chi-mphwanyachipanda chá alenje i .
2.ASSOC 1.chief 2.baboons2-PAST-7-smash 7.calabash7.ASSOC 2.hunter
`Of thechief, thebaboonssmashedthecalabashof thehunters.'

d. Chá alenje a mfumu i anyaní a-na-chi-mphwanyachipanda i .
7.ASSOC 2.hunter2.ASSOC 1.chief 2.baboons2-PAST-7-smash 7.calabash
`Of thehuntersof thechief, thebaboonssmashedthecalabash.'

At this point, we leave thesefactssimply asan additionalobservation aboutcomplex possessive
NPs. In the analysisto follow, we suggestthat the constraintthat bansthe examplesin (13b,c)must
be formulatedin termsof the informationstructureandheavinessof the partsof the NP that remain
postverballyratherthanthesyntaxof complex possessiveNPs.

3 DiscourseFunctionsand SyntacticPosition of DCs

Basedon the basicpropertiesobserved earlier that (i) DCs in Chicheŵa must occur clause-initially;
and (ii) clause-initialDCs receive topic interpretationand requirean anaphoricpronounon the verb
correspondingto thewholeNP, weanalyzethesplit constituentsasinstancesof left-dislocation,in which
thedislocatedelementisoutsidetheminimalclausenucleusandreceivescontrastivetopicinterpretation.
Theanalysisis consistentwith the fact thatevery instanceof DCs requirestheOM on theverbandthe
analysisgiven by BresnanandMchombo(1987)that the OM in Chicheŵa is reserved only for topic-
anaphoricity.

Furthermore,thefactthateveryinstanceof adiscontinuousobjectNPrequiresthecorrespondingOM

suggeststhatnopartof theobjectNPremainsinsidetheVP, giventhetopic-anaphoricanalysisof theOM

proposedby BresnanandMchombo(1987).Thismeansthattheremainingpostverbalpartof theobject
NPmustberight-dislocated.Thisassumptionis in line with thepresumeddiscoursefunctionof thispart
of theDC: it is old, non-prominentinformation. Thediscoursefunctionsandtheir structuralcorrelates
we wish to explorearesupportedby cross-linguisticstudiesof left- andright-dislocatedelementsand
by phonologicalevidence.

3.1 Cross-LinguisticFunctional Evidence

According to C. Lee (1999a,b)while TOPIC is prototypically given, presupposed,and anchoredin
speechsituation,CONTRASTIVE TOPIC hasa focal part in contrastwith the restof the parts,andthe
speaker hasthe alternatives in contrastor contrastset in mind. While topic canbe unaccented,con-
trastive topicshowsaprominentintonationpatterncross-linguistically.

In Chicheŵa, the contrastive part of a topic constituentappearsin the left-dislocatedposition,re-
sultingin asplit construction.For examplefor thesplit examplein (2d), repeatedherein (14), themost



likely context is wherethereare two setsof foolish peoplein prior discourse—thesefoolish hunters
andthosefoolish �shermen.álenjeawa`thesehunters'is thencontrastedwith `those�shermen' in the
example.The`foolish' partof theNP is old, non-contrastive information,andremainspostverbal.We
returnto thispoint shortly.

(14) álenje awa njúchií izi zi-ná-wá-lúm-a ópúsa.
2.hunter2.these10.bees10.these10-PST-2-bite-fv2.foolish
`Thesebeesbit thesefoolishhunters.'

Additional datashow that “topic-hood” is in facta pre-conditionfor a constituentto bediscontin-
uous. For example,Chicheŵa hasa numberof verb-objectidioms, in which the object is formally
non-referential,asin example(15a).Non-referentialNPscanneverbetopics,and,assuch,they cannot
bediscontinuous,asdemonstratedin (15b,c).

(15) a. Nd-a-gwil-a mwendowáko.
1SG-PREF-grab-fv3.leg 3.your
(lit.) `I havegrabbed(your) leg.' = `I apologize.'

b. *Wáko nd-a-gwil-amwendo.

c. *Mwendond-a-gwil-amwendo

Similarly wh-phrases,whichareinherentfocused,cannotbefronted:

(16) a. Mikangou-na-gumula nyumba ya yani?
lion sm-past-destroy house of who
`Whosehousedid thelionsdestroy?'

b. *ya yani mikangou-na-gumulanyumba?

Crosslinguistically, thesetypesof discoursetopic seemto be associatedwith the syntacticposi-
tions just noted.5 For example,regardingthe left-peripheraltopic, in verb-initial languages,D. Payne
(1990,1992) identi�es the preverbalpositionto be what sherefersto asthe “pragmaticallymarked”
(PM) position. ThePM informationis non-presupposedassertednew information,contrastive informa-
tion (i.e. focus)aswe asgiven,discourse-prominentinformation(topic). Payneshows that in strongly
verb-initial languages,thesepragmaticallymarkedconstituents,eitherfocusor topic,appearsentence-
initially. Cooreman(1992:244)essentiallymakesthesameobservation: thenon-verbinitial orderin the
canonicallyverb-initial languageChamorrois commonlyfoundwhen“the thematicunity of the [nar-
rative] is disrupted”,suchaschangeof events,or whentheparagraphthemeis temporarilysuspended.
Cooreman'sdescriptionof thesesentence-initialelementsin Chamorrois comparableto Aissen's(1992)
descriptionof the external topic—thenew or contrastive topic. Subsequentwork on verb-initial lan-
guagesmakes similar observationsaboutthe discoursefunction of the sentence-initialposition (e.g.
Harold(1995:50)for Biblical Hebrew).

In SVO languages,new or contrastive topic alsoappearsat the left-peripheryin a dislocatedposi-
tion. BirnerandWard(1998:256–257)show thatamongthevarioussyntacticconstructionsthatencode

5Thediscussionthefollowing cross-linguisticstudiesis basedonthefuller review of thecitedliteraturein Morimoto(2000,
chapter2).



different typesof discoursereferentsin English(e.g. inversion,by-phrasepassive, topicalization,ex-
istential, left-dislocation,right-dislocation),new or contrastive topic (hearer-new or discourse-new in
BirnerandWard's taxonomy)is expressedin theleft-dislocatedposition.In anotherSVO languageTok
Pisin,acreolelanguagein PapuaNew Guinea,Sankoff (1993)providesanexampleshowing that(what
we would call) a new/contrastive topic appearsin a left-dislocatedpositionfollowed by an anaphoric
pronoun.6

In SOV languages,wherescramblingandcasemarkingarecommontypologicalfeatures,contrastive
topicsmaynot alwaysappearin a left-dislocatedposition. They arenonethelessmorphologicallyand
prosodicallyclearlymarked,accordingto C. Lee(1999a,b).In Korean,for example,eventhoughtopics
with the topic marker -(n)un canscramble,the canonicalpositionof thesetopicsseemsto be clause-
initial (Choi 1999). In German,contrastive elements(topic or focus)appearin theleft-peripheralposi-
tion (e.g.SpecCPfor Choi1999,Berman2000).

As for theright-dislocatedtopic, it is observed for a numberof languagesthat theright-dislocated
position is reserved for afterthoughtor discourse-oldinformation—e.g.Takami (1995) for Japanese
andEnglish,Birner andWard(1998)for English,Sells(1998)for Japanese,Kimenyi (1980)for Kin-
yarwanda;seealsoMorimoto (2000,chapters4–5),who discussesthe afterthoughtfunction of right-
dislocatedelementsin Bantulanguages.

Thesecrosslinguisticstudieson left- andright-topicscollectively tell us that thereis a robust ten-
dency that thesetypesof topicsarestructurallyde�ned. As shown below, our preliminary�ndings on
phonologicalphrasingof theseleft- andright-topicsindicatethatthey eachform theirown phonological
phrase(alsoshown by Downing, et al. 2005,ascitedbelow). Theseobservationsaboutthestructural
correlatesat thesyntacticandphonologicallevel togethersuggesta grammaticalarchitecturein which
thereis a �o w of information,or mapping,(at least)betweendiscourseor informationstructure(`i-
structure')andc-structureon theonehand,andi-structureandprosodicstructureon theother.

3.2 PhonologicalEvidence

Ourpreliminaryinvestigationof theprosodicstructureof split constructionsin Chichewaalsocorrobo-
ratestheprecedingobservationsregardingthediscoursestatusandtheproposedsyntacticpositions.In
orderto testtheprosodicphrasing,weelicitedspokenutterancesfrom thesecondauthor, SamMchombo
(native speaker of Chichewa). Theresultsof our experimentarealsosupplementedby thoseof Down-
ing, Mtenje, andPompino-Marschall(2005),who investigatedphonologicalphrasingwith respectto
focus.7

Kanerva's (1990)studyof focusandphrasingin NkhotakotaChichewa showedthat in a canonical,
discourseneutralSVO sentence,the subjectforms its own phonologicalphrase(henceforthp-phrase)
separatefrom theVP, andtheverbandobjectform onep-phrasetogether(seealsoBresnanandKanerva

6An exampleof anew/contrastive topic from Sankoff (1993:121)is givenbelow. Thedislocatedtopic is in smallcaps,and
theanaphoricpronounis underlined.

(i) kakarukna pik wonemsamting i-stap.Na OLGETA MAN IA ol i-poretlongguria na ol i-go
chicken andpig what somethingstay andall peopleDET 3pl afraid of earthquakeand3pl go
pinis.
complete
`(Only) chickensandpigsandwhateverwerethere.But ALL THE PEOPLE, they wereafraidof theearthquakeandthey
hadall left.'

7The investigationof phonologicalphrasingof relevantutterancesis only preliminary, andwe have not yet testedall the
relevant utteranceswith split constituents.Nonetheless,the samplingwe obtainedso far conformsto resultsreportedby
Kanerva (1990)andDowning et al. (2005)on phonologicalphrasingof discourse-prominentelementsin Chicheŵa, andwe
thereforetakeoursamplingto representreliableevidence.



(1989),Downingetal. (2005:15,ex.(19a))).Kanerva(1989,1990)discussesseveralphonologicalrules,
summarizedin (17), that aresensitive for phrasingat the level of the p-phrasewhich he calls `focal
phrases'.Sincethesephrasesarenotexclusively triggeredby focus,but canalsoarisethroughsyntactic
movementandtopicalization,we preferto usea moreneutralterm `p-phrase'.This level of prosodic
phrasingis indicatedby roundbracketsin thefollowing examples.

(17) Phonologicalrulesapplyingat thelevel of thephrasingin p-phrases

a. PenultimateLengthening:Thevowel in thepenultimatesyllableof ap-phraseis lengthened.

b. Retraction:A H-toneis retractedfrom the�nal moraof ap-phraseto thepenultimatesyllable.

c. Non�nal Doubling:A H-toneis doubled(amorais spreadedto theright), exceptif it is in the
phrase�nal foot.

The word n jingá `bicycle' is realizedunchangedin n jingá yábwiino`goodbicycle' because
there,it is not �nal. But it is pronouncedas[n jiínga] (with lengtheningandretraction),when
it is p-phrase�nal. Considernext theword kugúl�to buy.' H-tonedoublingappliesin kugúlá
nyaamà to buy meat'. Whenthis word is p-phrase�nal it is realizedaskuguula,with penul-
timatelengthening.

As far asprosodicphrasingis concerned,Kanerva claims that, in an all-new expression,a head
is phrasedtogetherwith a following complement,aswell aswith any otherelementwithin the same
projection,asshown in (18)and(19).

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

(19) [X1 XP2 XP3]X P 1

( )p

[ V NP [ P NP ]P P ]V P

( anamenya nyumba ndi mwaala )p
he-hit house with rock

`Hehit thehousewith therock.'

Thismeansthat,in asentencewithoutnarrowly focusedconstituent,all constituentsarepronounced
in a single P-phrase.But focus restructuresthe phrasingof utterances.For instance,if the verb is
focused,it forms its own phrase,and the subsequentphrasesare phrasedindividually, as illustrated
schematicallyin (20).

(20) [VF OC NP PP]V P

( )p ( )p ( )p



As onecanseefrom (21), illustratedin Figure1 (in the appendix),8 the sameprosodicpatternas
theoneshown in (19) wasreproducedin our recordings.As canbeextractedfrom Figure1, njuchi izi
`thesebees'is separatedfrom therestof thesentenceby a clearbreak.The�rst [i] of izi is lengthened,
aspredictedby rule (17a). Furthermore,the �rst p-phraseof a sentenceis regularly terminatedby a
high tone,regardlessof theunderlyingtoneof the �nal syllableof this p-phrase.Thesecondp-phrase
in Figure1 is utteredataregisterwhich is altogetherdownsteppedrelatively to the�rst one.Thereis no
breakbetweentheverbandthefollowing directobject.On thecontrary, the�nal a of theverbandthe
�rst a of alenjaarefusedtogether. Thehigh toneof opusais downsteppedrelatively to thehigh toneof
theverb. Thelastcharacteristicof thisphraseis the�nal low tonetypical for declarativephrases.

(21) (Njuchi izi) (zi-na-lumaalenje awa opusa) CanonicalSVO sentence
10.bee 10.these10-past-bite2.hunter2.these2.foolish
`Thesebeesbit thesefoolishhunters.'

A right-dislocatedobjectformsits own p-phraseseparatedfrom theverb,asillustratedin (22) and
Figure2. Onceagain, the sameresult is reportedby Downing, et al (p.15,ex.(19b)). The difference
betweenFigure1 andFigure2 is in the phrasing,which inducesdeaccentingof awa opusa (andof
coursein thepresenceof theOM -wa- on theverb).

(22) (Njuchi izi) (zi-na-wa-luma)(alenje awa opusa) Objectright dislocation
10.bee 10.these10-past-2-bite 2.hunter2.these2.foolish
`Thesebeesbit them,thesefoolishhunters.'

Similarly, a left-dislocatedobject forms its own p-phrase.Figure3 is taken from Downing et al
(p.15,ex.(19c)). In (23), the left-dislocatedobjectmbuzi izi `thesegoats' is a contrastive topic. The
postverbalsubjectmikango`lion', non-prominentinformation,is right-dislocatedandformsa separate
p-phrasefrom theverb.

(23) (Mbúzí izi) (inázísaaka) (mikáango) Objectleft dislocation
10.goat10.these4.past.10.hunt4.lion
`Thesegoats,they (lions)huntedthem(goats),thelions.'

Turning now to split constituents,example(24) in Figure 4, shows that the fronted part alenje
`hunters'formsits own p-phrase,liketheleft-dislocatedwholeobjectin (23). Thepostverbalremaining
partof thesplit objectNP is extraposedandappearsin theright periphery.

(24) (Alenje) (zinawalumanjuchi izi) (awaopusa) Splitting theheadof theobj NP
Hunters bite bees thesethesefoolish
`Thesebeesbit thesefoolishhunters.t'

Figure5 shows a pitch trackof example(14), reproducedin (25) with its phonologicalphrasing.In
thisexample,theobjectis split andthesubjectis topicalized.Bothfrontedpartsarephrasedin separated
p-phrases,andarenot downsteppedrelatively to eachother. In otherwords.njuchi izi `thesebees'is at
thesamepitchheightasalenje`hunters,' but thep-phrasecontainingtheverbis againdownstepped.

(25) (Alenje) (njuchi izi) (zinawaluma)(awa opusa) =(4c)
2.hunter10.bee10.these10.past.2.bite2.these2foolish
`Thesebeesbit thesefoolishhunters'

8All the�gures areattachedin theappendix.



Finally, example(26) andFigure6 illustratethat both the subjectandthe objectmay be split in a
singlesentence.Theextraposedelementsarephrasedtogetherpointingto thefact that theremaybea
restrictionon thenumberof deaccentedp-phrases.

(26) (Izi) (awa opusa) (zinawaluma) (alenje njuchi)
These these foolish bite hunters bees

Thephonologicalphrasingof thesplit constructionsin (23) to (26)clearlyshows that,prosodically,
nopartof thesplit NP is insidetheminimal clausenucleusVP.

Summary

TheavailabledatasuggestthatDCs in Chicheŵa arebestanalyzedasinvolving bothleft-dislocationof
thefrontedelement(s)andright-dislocationof theremainingelement(s).Pragmaticallythefrontedpart
servesasa contrastive topic,ascharacteristicof external,left-dislocatedtopicsin otherlanguages.The
externaltopic analysisof DCs in Chicheŵa is not in line with Reinholtz' (1996)analysisthatDCs have
focusandariseby wayof wh-movement.Wesuggestherethatlanguagesthatpermitsplit NPconstruc-
tionsmakeuseof themfor discoursepurposes,but exactlywhich functionDCshavemaydependon the
informationstructuringof anindividual language(seealsoFéryandPaslawska2005for asimilarobser-
vation). While focus(or discourse-prominentelementsin general)maybeexpressedclause-initiallyin
Algonquianlanguages(cf. Aissen1992),in Bantulanguagesclause-initialpositionis strictly reserved
for topic,andfocusis expressedpostverbally(cf. Morimoto2000).Thus,giventhepatternsof informa-
tion structuringin Bantu,clause-initialDCswouldnaturallyreceivea topic interpretation.

4 DiscourseCon�gurational Analysis

Taking thediscoursefunctionsandphonologicalphrasingasour basis,we now considerthesyntactic
structureof split NPs. Thekey analyticalproblemswe wish to solve arethe following: (i) functional
identi�cation of the DCs with the associatedargumentfunction, and(ii) con�gurational identi�cation
of thetypesof topic involvedthesplit construction—namelytheexternal,contrastive topic in the left-
periphery, andthenon-prominent,old topic in theright-periphery.

4.1 I-Structur e

Theparallelstructuresandtheir relationsweassumein thepresentwork areshown (27).

(27) f-str TOPIC

i-str [� NEW]

[+PROM] [� PROM]

[+CONTRASTIVE] [� CONTRASTIVE]

c-str left-dislocated clause-internal right-dislocated
"externaltopic" "internaltopic" background



Asshown, thef-structureTOPICinterfaceswith i-structure[� NEW], andsubsumesthedistincti-structural
topics:contrastiveandnon-contrastive,andamongthelatter, prominentandnon-prominent.Following
Choi (1999,2001),we usebinaryfeaturesto representthesetypesof i-structuretopics.Thec-structure
positionsof thesenodesthendeterminethedifferenttypesof i-structuraltopics:the(f-structural)TOPIC

in the left-peripheryis associatedwith the (i-structural)contrastive topic, and the one in the right-
peripherywith old non-prominenttopic. In other words, it is the mappingbetweeni-structureand
c-structurethatgivesthef-structurenotionof TOPICparticulardiscourseinterpretations.

The ideathat thereis a grammaticizednotion of TOPIC at the level of f-structurewhich subsumes
different i-structuretopics is supportedby the fact that different i-structuretopics are not distinctly
markedby morphology(which is representedat thelevel of f-structure).For example,theJapaneseand
Koreantopic markerswa andnunmarkall typesof i-structuraltopic: contrastive,continuing,andnon-
prominentold topic. Thesedifferenti-structuraltopicsareusuallydistinguishedby structuralposition
or prosody. Wethereforeassumeadirectmappingbetweeni-structureandc-structureto accountfor the
discoursecon�gurationalnatureof DCs.

4.2 Mapping betweenthe Parallel Structur es

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

(28) S

NP S NP

álenjeawa
2.hunter2.these

NP VP AP

njúchií izi
10.bee

V ópúsa
2.foolish

zi-ná-wá-lúm-a
10-PST-2-bite-fv

LFG positstwo typesof clausalorganizationin naturallanguages:the endocentricclausalorgani-
zationwith headedXPs, andthe exocentriconewith S. As in the structurein (28), we make useof
the exocentriccategory S for languagesthat lack independentevidencefor I. In Bantulanguages,all
verbsin�ect uniformly like mainverbs,andthereis noparticularclassof in�ectional verbsthatbehave
otherwise.For this reason,it hasbeenproposedthatBantuclausesconsistof theexocentriccategory S
ratherthanIP (e.g.BresnanandMchombo1987,Morimoto2000,2001).

C- to f-structur emapping: Thefunctionalannotationson (28)areshown (29). Thecorresponding
f-structureis shown in (30).9

9As theinternalstructureof thefrontedNP in (29) is abbreviated,thecorrespondingf-structurein (30) is alsosimpli�ed:
thelexical informationof awahasbeenreducedto asinglefeaturePROX(IMATE).



(29) S1

(" TOP)= #

NP2

" = #
S3

(" TOP)= #

NP4

álenjeawa
2.hunter2.these

(" SUBJ)= #

NP5

" = #
VP6

#2(" ADJ)

ADJ
AP7

njúchií izi
10.bee

" = #
V8

ópúsa
2.foolish

zi-ná-wá-lúm-a
10-PST-29-bite-fv

Theannotationon the frontedDC (NP2) andtheremnantpartof theDC (NP4) `(" TOP) = #' states
thatthef-structureof themothernode(S1) containsTOP, whosevalueis identi�ed with thef-structureof
therespective NP. Theannotationon theAP builds aninnerf-structureof theADJ(unct)functioninside
thef-structureof TOPIC.

(30)

1;3;6;8

2

6
6
6
6
6
6
6
6
6
6
6
6
6
6
6
6
6
6
6
6
6
6
6
6
6
6
4

TOP 2;4

2

6
6
6
6
6
6
6
6
4

PRED `hunter'
AGR 2
PROX +

ADJ 7

"
PRED `foolish'
AGR 2

#

3

7
7
7
7
7
7
7
7
5

SUBJ 5

"
PRED `bee'
AGR 10

#

PRED `bite'
TENSE PAST

OBJ 9

"
PRED `pro'
AGR 2

#

3

7
7
7
7
7
7
7
7
7
7
7
7
7
7
7
7
7
7
7
7
7
7
7
7
7
7
5

Thefunctionalidenti�cation of TOPICwith theargumentfunctionOBJ is ensuredby theprinciplesof
COMPLETENESS andCOHERENCE, ormoreprecisely, EXTENDED COHERENCE. Completenessrequires
that every function designatedby a predicatebe presentin the f-structureof that predicate(Bresnan
2001:63).Thus,completenessrulesout exampleslike that in (31),whereall theargumentsselectedby
thepredicategivearenotpresent.

(31) *Johngaveabook.

Notethatcompletenessis a requirementthatappliesat thelevel of f-structure,anddoesnot require
thatall theargumentsbepresentonc-structure.Null argumentlanguageslikeJapaneseandKorean,for
examples,allow anutterancelike that in (31), but at the level of f-structure,all theargumentsselected
by thepredicatearerepresentedandprovide theirmorphosyntacticinformationandsemanticcontent.

Now in exampleslike that in (29), part of the DC is the ADJUNCT function (AP) insidethe object
NP. Completenessis not suf�cient to licensesuchelementsbecauseit only requiresthat the selected
argumentsbeproperlyrepresentedin thef-structure.Theseadjuncts,notproperlyselectedby thepred-
icate,nonethelessmustbe properly integratedinto the semanticsof the predicateand its arguments.



COHERENCE, or theEXTENDED COHERENCE CONDITION, on theotherhand,ensuresjust this typeof
well-formedness.Coherencerequiresthatevery argumentfunctionin anf-structurebedesignatedby a
PRED. Theprinciplerulesout ill-formed exampleslike thatin (32) (Bresnan2001:63).

(32) *We talkedthemanaboutthatproblemfor days.

2

6
6
6
6
6
6
6
6
6
6
6
6
6
4

PRED `talk < SUBJ, OBL> '

SUBJ
h
“we”

i

* OBJ
h
“the man”

i

OBL
h
“aboutthatproblem”

i

ADJ
h
“for days”

i

TENSE PAST

3

7
7
7
7
7
7
7
7
7
7
7
7
7
5

Theintransitiveverbtalk takesanoptionalobliqueargument,andPREDhastheOBL designatorin (32). It
hasno OBJdesignator, however; having theextraargumentviolatesthecoherenceconditionandresults
in anill-formed f-structure.

While the coherenceconditionappliesonly to argumentfunctions(SUBJ,OBJ, OBJ� , OBL), the ex-
tendedcoherenceconditionappliesto all syntacticfunctions,requiringthemto be appropriatelyinte-
gratedinto an f-structure(FassiFehri 1984,Zaenen1985,BresnanandMchombo1987). As stated
above,argumentfunctionsareintegratedwhenthey aredesignatedby thePRED. Adjunctsareintegrated
if their immediatef-structurecontainsa PRED. ThegrammaticizeddiscoursefunctionsTOPandFOCare
integratedif they arefunctionallyidenti�ed, or anaphoricallylinkedto, anintegratedfunction.

SemanticCoreference:Returningto our examplein (29), theTOPIC functionin theleft- andright-
peripheryis properly integratedinto the f-structurein (30) by the extendedcoherencecondition,but
completenessandextendedcoherencemustbe satis�ed by oneof the argumentsidentifying TOPIC as
beingassociatedwith it. As we have seen,in a sentencewith anobjectDC, theDC is cross-referenced
by theobligatorypresenceof theobjectmarkeron theverb.

A standardwayof identifyingTOPICwith oneof theargumentsin LFG is theequationin (33),which
simplystatesthatthef-structureof themothernodecontainstheOBJattribute,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 TOPIC NP have differentPREDvalues,andPREDvaluescannotunify. Whatwe want is to
anaphoricallylink theTOP to anintegratedfunctionthatsharesthesameagreementfeatureswith those
of theTOP. To obtainthis coreference,we assumethat theOM carriesthe following informationgiven
in (34). For theillustration,weusetheverbform in (29), repeatedbelow as(34).



(34) V

zi-ná-wá-lúm-a
10-PST-2-bite-fv

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

Thefunctionalannotationson theOM in (34) instantiatesthef-structureswithin thef-structureof OBJ,
containedin the f-structureof the mothernode(V). The down arrow pointsto the f-structureof OBJ.
Theannotation'( # INDEX AGR) = 2' statesthatthef-structureof OBJcontainsanotherf-structurewhose
attributeis INDEX. Thevalueof INDEX is anotherf-structure,whoseattributeis AGR andits value2.

C- to i-structur e mapping: To model the direct mappingbetweenc- andi-structure,we simply
replacethefunctionalannotations# and" with thenotationsusedin (35),whichrepresentanabbreviated
c-structurefor thesplit NPconstruction.

(35) c- to i-structuremapping

a. S1

(M(� )i TOP) = � i M(� )i = � (M(� )i TOP) = � i
NP2 S3 NP4

. . .

b.

1;3

2

6
6
6
6
6
6
6
6
6
6
6
6
6
6
4

TOP 2

2

6
6
4

NEW �
PROM +
CONTR +

3

7
7
5

. . .

TOP 4

2

6
6
4

NEW �
PROM �
CONTR �

3

7
7
5

3

7
7
7
7
7
7
7
7
7
7
7
7
7
7
5

The � refersto thecurrentc-structurenode,andtheM(� ) to themothernode(cf. Kaplan1987). The
subscriptedi refersto the i-structureof thatnode.Theannotationon NP2, for example,statesthat the
i-structureof themothernodecontainsa topic, whosevalueis identi�ed with [� NEW, +PROMINENT,
+CONTRASTIVE], dueto thec-structurepositionof theannotatednode(left-adjoined).Theannotation
on the right-peripheralNP, on the otherhand,associatesthe nodewith the i-structuretopic [� NEW,
� PROMINENT, � CONTRASTIVE].

Of course,a further analyticalproblemwe mustconsiderfor a morecompleteanalysisis how to
ensurethat left-peripheraltopic will be associatedwith the contrastive, prominentoneandthe right-
peripheraltopic with thenon-contrastive,non-prominentone.An obvioussolutionmight beto assume
a setof mappingconstraintslike thosein (36), which areto beinterpretedasuniversalandviolableas
in OT. We thenlet theseconstraintsinteractwith c-structureconstraintsto give us languageparticular
c-structurerealizationof i-structuretopics.



(36) a. Realize� NEW at theleft edge.(“old beforenew”)

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

c. Realize+PROMINENT at theleft edge.(“iconicity”)

d. Do not realize� PROMINENT at theleft edge.

We will leave for future researchthe preciseimplementationof sucha constraintsysteminto our
analysisof split constituents.Suchanapproachis alreadyexploredby Choi (1999,2001)for various
wordorderphenomenasuchasscrambling,detachment,topicalization,andfocuspreposing.

4.3 Further Consequencesof the Right-Dislocation Analysisof the “Remnant”

We now returnto the last restrictionnotedearlier in section2 on the splitting of complex possessive
NPs.Therelevantexamplesfrom (13)arerepeatedherein (37). Theobservationwasthatof thevarious
splittingpossibilitiesof acomplex possessiveNP, theonly grammaticalinstanceis wheretheheadnoun
remainsandtherestis fronted,asin (37d).

(37) a. Anyaní a-na-chi-mphwanyachipanda chá alenje a mfumu.
2.baboons2-PAST-7-smash 7.calabash7.ASSOC 2.hunter2.ASSOC 1.chief
`Thebaboonssmashedthecalabashof thehuntersof thechief.'

b. *Chipandai anyaní a-na-chi-mphwanya i chá alenje a mfumu.
7.calabash 2.baboons2-PAST-7-smash 7.ASSOC 2.hunter2.ASSOC 1.chief
`Thecalabash,thebaboonssmashedof thehuntersof thechief.'

c. *A mfumu i anyaní a-na-chi-mphwanyachipanda chá alenje i .
2.ASSOC 1.chief 2baboons2-PAST-7-smash 7.calabash7.ASSOC 2.hunter
`Of thechief, thebaboonssmashedthecalabashof thehunters.'

d. Chá alenje a mfumu i anyaní a-na-chi-mphwanyachipanda i .
7.ASSOC 2.hunter2.ASSOC 1.chief 2.baboons2-PAST-7-smash 7.calabash
`Of thehuntersof thechief, thebaboonssmashedthecalabash.'

Ourspeculationonthesedatais thatthis is notdueto somesyntacticconstraint,but it is constrained
(at leastpartly) by phonologicalweight—namelythatonly oneprosodicword is allowed in the right-
dislocatedposition,wheretheconstituentformsits own phonologicalphrase.A similar observation is
madefor non-discontinuousright-dislocationin otherBantulanguages.For examplein Kinyarwanda,
Kimenyi (1980:203)observesthatwhereasmultiple left-dislocatedtopicsarepossible,right-dislocated
topicsarerestrictedto only oneconstituent.Thelatterrestrictionis exempli�ed in (38).

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

Furthermore,we notedearlier in footnote3 that (37b) would be grammaticalif the frontedhead
nounChipandà calabash'hadanappositive interpretation.Crucially, in thatcasetheverbcannothave



theOM. This suggeststhattheinstanceof whatappearsto befrontingwith theappositive interpretation
in fact involvesneitherfronting of any elementnor right-dislocationof the “remnant”element(s),and
that theclause-initialappositive elementis simply addedon to a canonicalSVO sentence.Therefore,
assumingthat our right-dislocationanalysisof the remnantis correct,we conjecturethat this right-
dislocatedpositionimposestheconstraintonphonologicalweight,andDCs involving `heavy' remnants
aredispreferred.10

5 Conclusion

In thispaper, wehaveofferedadiscourse-con�gurationalanalysisof Chicheŵasplit cosntituents,where
thefrontedelement,thecontrastive topic,occupiesa left-dislocatedtopicposition,andtheremnantpart
of the split NP, the old, non-prominenttopic, appearsin a right-dislocatedposition. The analysisis
consistentwith the fact thatevery instanceof objectDCs requiresthecorrespondingobjectmarker on
the verb,whosefunction is topic-anaphoric(BresnanandMchombo1987). The structuralanalysisis
alsosupportedby thepreliminary�ndings on phonologicalphrasingof DCs. Giventheright-dislocated
analysisof the remnantpart of a split NP, we speculatedthat the constrainton splitting of complex
possessive NPs hasto do with phonologicalweight—thatheavy elementsare dispreferredin right-
dislocatedposition.

ExaminingDCs beyond the Bantufamily would naturallyrequirelooking at the variousdiscourse
functionsthatDCs serve in the languagesin questionanddeterminingthestructuralcorrelatesof such
discourseelements.Nonethelesswe hopethat, in future research,our analysisof Chicheŵa split NPs
will bea stepin theright directiontowardstaking into accountmultiple levelsof representations(dis-
course,syntax,phonology)in orderto provideacomprehensiveanalysisof split constructions.

10We realizethat this cannotbethewholestory, astheright-dislocationof theentirecomplex possessive NPsin (37a),for
example,wouldbepossible.Sothereis somethingpeculiaraboutthesyntaxof splittingcomplex possessiveNP.
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grammar. LinguisticInquiry 20(1),1–50.

Bresnan,Joan,andSamA. Mchombo. 1987. Topic, pronoun,andagreementin Chicheŵa. Language 63(4),
741–782.

Bresnan,Joan,andLioba Moshi. 1990. Objectasymmetriesin comparative Bantusyntax. Linguistic Inquiry
21(2),147–185.

Choi, Hye-Won. 1999. OptimizingStructure in Context: Scramblingand InformationStructure. Stanford,CA,
CSLI Publications.

Choi, Hye-won. 2001. Phrasestructure,informationstructure,andresolutionof mismatch.In PeterSells(ed.),
FormalandEmpirical Issuesin OptimalityTheoreticSyntax, 17–62.Stanford,CA, CSLI Publications.

Cook,Philippa.2001.Coherencein German:An InformationStructureApproach. Doctoraldissertation,Univer-
sity of Manchester, Machester, UK.

Cooreman,Ann. 1992. The pragmaticsof word ordervariation in Chamorronarrative text. In Payne(Payne
1992),243–263.

Downing, Laura,Al Mtenje, andBerndPompino-Marschall.2005. Non-accentualprosodiccuesto focusin a
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