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1 Relevant Background

1.1 Introduction

Object marking on verbsin Bantulanguagess a mechanism for referring to discoufseniliar
entities similar to pronominalizationObject markingis generally realized by a prefix that
appears morphologically adjacent to the verb root, as is shown belo®) for (Lubukusu
[lcetukusu], a Bantuanguage spoken in Western Kerfya

1) n-d-! ona weekesa [Lubukusu]
1sgs-REM.PST-seerFv 1Wekesa
Ol saw Wekesa.O

2) n-d-mu-'on-a (#weekesa)
1sgs-PsT10-seerv  (#1Wekesa
Ol saw him.O (licit in a context whatekesas salient in the discourse)

The object marker in2) is nounclass 1agreeing with thelass 1discourse antecedeWekesa
As example Z) shows, doubling an object markg@M) with anin situ object is unacceptable in
neutral discoursecontexts Section?2 discusses the basic distribution of Lubukusu OMing in
neutral discourse contexts, particularly witlgaed to traditionallyused (syntactic) diagnostic
contexts.

Explainingthe properties obbjectmarkersglitics and cliticdoubling has long beendmmain
of syntactic investigatiomnd in this paperwe contribute a variety of new empirical patterns
regading the distribution of Lubukusu OMs$n particular we investigate the interaction of
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syntax and pragmatics in explaining the distribution of OMspdemostcontexts ruling outo-
occurenceof an OM and a in situ object(OM-doubling,as shown inZ)), a very specific set of
discoursecontexts allowsloublingto occur, as illustrated below.

3)  naalul-i'lZ | cetsUMA
lsgs-PsTl4o-eatPrv  14.14ugall
Ol DID eat the ugali!O

The example inJ) (like its English translations licit in a context imere somebody is doubting
that the speakeaite the ugaliThe sentencaboveasserts thigact with added confidengdor
example in a debat@ an argumentanmong other instances)Ve will showin section3 that the
interpretation ofOM-doubling in Lubukusu i®est analyzedsverum(also referred to agerum
focug, providing a wide range of evidence to describe disgourse condins licensing the
distribution of OMdoubling.

Evenhaving establishethe nature othe pragmatic effects adDM-doubling examples
like (3) raise important questions for the synfaagmatics interface, namely, how is itttlaa
specific pragmatic context licenses a syntactic process likel@MIling?As we show in section
4, there are in fact syntactic effects @M-doubling which suggest that doubled OMs are
generatedria different syntactic meemisms than nedoubled OMswe propose thadoubled
OMs arederived viaan Agree relatiometween a functional head and the DP objectontrast,
the derivation of an undoubled OMvolves movement of a pronoun (the OM) to the edge of vP,
where it undagoes an mmerger process to become part of a complex head with thghaib
of these solutionsire reminiscent oftraditional kinds of analyses for clitics in In@uropean
languagesagreements. pronominal incorporation

The conclusionhas variousanalytical and theoretical consequenceshimost narrow
sense, the evidence that a single language can generate OMs/clitics via different mechanisms
joins a growing amount of evidenéar this conclusionfrom other Bantu languages, and in this
way is smilar to thoughts on the matter based on Hidmopean clitics(Woolford 2001,
Sportiche 996).°> These conclusions also hafiether implications for the proper analysis of
object marking across the Bantu family, suggesting that accurate analysesyoitaieo many
OMing phenomena may not be possible without understanding the pragmatic/information
structure usage of the relevant constructidghsthermore, this adds a new construction to a
group of recent research (on African languages in particel@ipring syntacticconstructions
that induceverum (focus)nterpretive effectgsee sectiord.3). Finally, this paperdescribes and

% The downward facingrrowis a part of the tonal transcription, markiggwnstep.

* Ugali is the Swahili é&nd Kenyan English) word fahe staple stiff cornmeal porridge dish of EAsica.

®In this paper we use thierns object marke(OM) and object marker doubling (Otfoubling),following the
traditional terminology of Bantu linguistics. That said, we see no substantive difference b@tve&MV-doubling

in Bantu languages and clitictitic-doubling in IndeEuropean languagesnd as will be clear, we rely on

theoretical approaches thaere originally proposetbr cliticization processes. Therefore we find it appropriate to
refer to Lubukusu OMs as clitics that are realized internal to the verbal form (cliticizBdwe will argud. This

relies on a relatively empiricalipased designation for the tediitic as pronoudike morphemes that realize
arguments of a verb but have relatively more morphosyntactic freedom than agreement affixes do, and are not
obligabry in the way that agreement affixes are. As will become clear, however, we assume that syntactic Agree
relations may be used to generate these clitic morphemes, as do many other recent resegrblestinge2011,
Robert2010, KrameR014 Harizanov2014, Baker and Kramer 2016



analyzeghe syntax and pragmatics loibukusu OMimg, contributing to a growing literature on
the syntax oBantu languages araf Lubukusu in particular.

1.2 Theoretical & analytical background

Traditionally object marker#n various Bantu languagésve been argued b classified
as one of two differensorts of syntactic elementagreement morphemes or incorporated
pronouns(cf. Bresnan and Mchombo 198Ti) the first instance object markers are thought to
realizea syntactic agreement relation between the verb (or some syntactic projection of the verb)
and the objectnoun phrase The core alternative is that object markers are themselves
pronominal arguments of the verb originating in argument position, which appear prefixed on the
verbal root va an incorporation operatiofcf. Jelinek 1984, Baker 200&nd Bresnan and
Mchombo 198Y. For clarity of exposition, these two different analyses are sketched in
simplified formsin (4) and 6).°

Analyses of BantuObject Marking
4) Incorporation 5) Agreemert
vP
/\ vP
v VP v!/\VP
/\ ‘\ |/\
V' p % ﬂDP
5V Te-v

In short, an incorporation analysis claims that OMs are themsaigement®f the verb that

come to be realized as affixegthin the verbal form; an agreement analysis claims that an
indepeneént functional head in the syntagmes to bear the features of the thematic object of the
verbvia an Agree relatiariThe simplest sort of diagnostic that arises fromdlakotomyis a
complementary distributiodiagnostic Onan incorporation analysispjects and OMs are the
same sort of syntactic element @hdreforeought notco-occur in the same syntactic contexts

on the agreement analysis contrastpbjects and OMs are distinggntactic elementand

should have no (or fewer) constraints bait ceoccurrence.

® Marten and KulaZ012 and Marten et al (2007) report a typological study addressing parameters of
morphosyntactic variation between Bantu langua8iesajor focus othis studyis on parameters of object marking,
allowing for more systematic and comprehensive investigations of Bantu object marking utilizing their template.
The relevant parameters that they address include issues like whetieaucence of an OM and a lexical object
noun phrasés possible, and whetherstéver obligatory, how many object markers are possible (and under what
contexts) and what ordering restrictions there are in those contexts, and also whether object marking is
available/obligatory in relative clauses. This study was instrumental fgoritjesct (and others) in clarifying the
relevant domains of variation to be considered in evaluation the OMing properties of a given laagdagany of
the diagnostics discussed here are consistent with the parameters of variation discussed in those work

" This is a simplificatiorof the issuesas there armanyproposals that clitic doubling arises out of a complex DP
that contains both the prondglitic and the object argumdwta OBig DPO (Uriagereka, 1995; Belletti, 1999;
Cechetto, 2000; among otk@rWe do not adopt a Big DP approach here but briefly revisit the issue in section 4.6,
with comments on the advantages of our proposals here.



It has long been claimed for a variety of Bantu languages that object markers are
incorporated pronoungflams 2010 for Zulwan der Spuy 1993 and Zel20( for Nguni,

Zerbian 2006 for Northern SothByarushengo et al976, Durati and Byarushengo 1977, and
Tenenbaum 1977 for Hay#hough see Riedel 208%r arguments against these claims for
Haya). In their seminal paper, Bresnan and Mchombo (1987) arguedtz! affixesnay be
either grammatical agreement or anaphoric agesg(incorporated pronounsjelying on

evidence from word order, tone pattemi;questionsand relative clausespecifically arguing
that Chichewa OMs are anaphoric agreement, i.e. incorporated proRouttse sake of space

we donOt review all diigir claims here, buheir differentiation between grammatical agreement
and incorporated pronouns set the stage for the kinds of dichot@g@esnent/'s-pronoun
analy®s that followed Due to the anomalous pattethst recur ilanguages where OMs had
been claimeda be incorporated pronourRiedel (2009) sets forth the claim that all object
marking in Bantu is agreememtith all languages realizing some versioritgd analysis ing)

(see, for example, éhderson 2006, Riedel 2009a, ZeRed 2for discussions of Zulu, Haya, and
Chichewa) The pronominal incorporation analysis, on the other hand, makes much more rigid
predictionsabout the noito-occurrence of OMs and objectghich Riedel claim$iave nobeen
met by any documented Bantu langud@aker (2016) suggests that the traditional distinction
may be on the right track, with some languages generated OMs as pronounsRedube
operation) and others doing so via Agadene.

Lubukusu displayshe properties predicted by a pronominal incorporation analysis of
objectmarking perhapsnore than any of the languags#scumented at this poirparticularly the
fact that in mostontextsdoubling an object marker with &m situ object isunacceptabléhis is
demonstrated in the next sectidhpespite the general accordance to the predictions of a
pronoun incorporation analysis, such an analyisies out to be empiricallynsufficient as a
blanket analysis of Lubukusu OMings laid out in the sectierthat follow.

We instead argue that there are two distinct derivations of OMs in Lubukusu. 4n non
doubling contexts, we argue that the OM is an incorporated pronoun. When the-@iduce
with anin situ object, we will claim that this is the result of agreement operatia@rising ona
syntactic projection that introduces a pragmatic operator to the syntax, triggering the verum
focus readings associated with OM doublisgction2 overviews the fundamental syntactic
propertes of Lubukusu OMing, and sectidoutlines the interpretation of Oddioubling in

8 This tradition of analytical argumentation follows also on the vast literature addressinglmdpean ctics,

which likewise often links cliticization with either movemaefita pronominal elemepagreement, or some

combination of the two.

° A third alternative goes in the other direction: that OMs in all/most Bantu languages are pronouns/pronominal
clitics. We are actually inclined toward this kind of approach given the stark contrast in the language family between
subjectagreemen(iterableacrossmany functional heads in most languages) and object marking (limited to one OM
per object in every language we have encounterdtifh suggests a quite distinct account of SMs (clearly

agreement) and OM@n our opinion, in many instances, clearly néje donOt have any evidence for such eross
linguistic claims, but if any kind of crodmguistic generalizatiois possible we suspect it is that OMs gemerally
pronominal clitics that necessarily trigger interpretive effects in clitic doulimgthermore arguably

Ogrammatical® interpretive effects like specificity, or more pragmatic/information structure ones like topicality or
verum) We claim that OMdoubling in Lubukusu is in fact generated by an Agree relation, however, suggesting that
a more hetmgeneous approach may be necessary where OMs are generated by a disparate range of mechanisms.
°Two possible exceptions to this claim are Ikalanga (Letsholo 2013) and Herero (Marten ag6¥uMarten et

al 2007), both of which display similar patterto Lubukusu, at least with respect to neutral discourse contexts.
Letsholo (2013) in particular describes the Ikalanga patterns in a depth similar to what we do in section 2 of this
paper, with patterns similar to the Lubukusu pattern.



Lubukusu, describing the pragmatic contexts that licensedGibling.Section4 then proposes
the syntactic analysend provides some additional evidence supporting our approach. Section
concludes.

2 Object Marking in Lubukusu

In Bantu languages each noun is lexically specified as belonging to a particular noun class, and
therefore objectarkers can take a variety of morphological forms, as illustrated Hdeloa

subset of the Lubukusu OMS

6) Forms of the OM (partial listinggeeWasike 2007: 40):

Class| OM | Example heyd take XO

1 mu | bala-mu-bukuka Gheyd take him/her®
2sM-FUT-10M-take

2 ba | bala-ba-bukula Gheyd take themQ(animate)

3 ku- | bala-ku-bukula Gheyd take itO

4 ki- bala-ki-bukula Gheyd take themQnonrhuman)

5 li- bala-li-bukuka Gheyd take itO

6 ka- | bala-ka-bukula heyd takeit/themQ(norrhuman)

7 Si- bala-si-bukula Theyd take itO

8 bi- | bala-bi-bukula heyd take themQ(usuallynon-humar)

9 ki- bala-ki-bukula Gheyd take itO

10 chi- | bala-chi-bukula (heyd take themQ(nonrhuman)

This sectiordescribed ubukusu object marking with respect to a varietyashiliar empirical
diagnosticghatdiscriminate betweethe analytical options of incorporation vs. agreement,
relying on the core diagnostic criterion ofgocurrencen a variety of syntactic contextsf.
Bresnan and Mchombo 1987, Henderson 2006, RiedeB20G8tenet al2007,Marten and
Kula 2012 Marten and Ramadhani 2001, Keach 1995, Woolford 2001, Baker 2003, van der
Spuy 1993, Zelle012 Zeller 2015Baker 201§. This line of argumentatiosenes to situate
the Lubukusu patterns in the literature on Bantu OMs generallwilhshow thatin neutral
discoursecontextsLubukusu OMs behawveery clearlyas if they were incorporatgmonouns.
ThereforeLubukusu is in many ways a prototypical instaiet the longhypothesized pronoun
incorporation analysis of object markinihe critical caveat, of course, is this holds when we
restrictthe discussion to neutral pragmatic contextisgreeach sentence considemgduld be
consideredinassertioraddinga proposition to theommon ground)Section 3 will deal with the
specificdiscourse contexthat licenseéOM-doubling

2.1 OMs Generally Cannot DoubleObjects

First to be considered theinteractionof the Lubukusu ® with anin situobject. As is shown
in (7) and @), object markingin neutral contexts ibubukusucannotoccur with ann situ noun
phrasgheaded by a lexical no).*?

1 We follow Bantust tradition by labeling noun classes by number, but note that these designations do not denote
[person], which is instead denoted by the addition of a number specification (1pl for first person plural, 2sg for
second person singular, etc).



7) n-fmulon-a (#weekespn [Lubukusu]
1sgs-REM.PsT-10-seeFv  (#1Wekesa) 3
Ol saw him.O (not possible: Ol saw Wekesa.O)

8) n-ila-lon-a (#'aa-soom)
1sgs-REM.PST-20-SeeFv (#2.2students) 5
Ol saw them.O (not possible: Ol saw the students.O)

As Riedel (2008) discusses, there is a large amount of variation across Bantu languages with
respect tohow the features obbject noun phrasesiffect their cecoccurrence withan object
marker. For example, proper names, kinship terms, and terms of respect in Sarabba
obligatoiily co-occur withan object marker, butloer sorts of objeatoun phrasedo not equire
object marking in Samba&o even in languagethat allow doubling, it is not allowed or
requiredwith all objects

However,in neutraldiscoursecontextsLubukusu always disallows the -o@currence of
the object marker with aim situobjectnoun phraseregardless of the animacy and social status
of the object DPThis is demonstrated in the examples below:

9) n-f-mulon-a (#paapI [Lubukusu]
1Sgs-REM.PST-10-SeeFv (#1father)
Ol saw him.O (not Ol saw father.0)

10) a. n--ki-lon-a (#Zem-bwa) [Lubukusu]
1sgs-REM.PST-90-seeFv  (#9-9-dog)
Ol saw it.O (not Ol saw the dog.O)

b. n-t-ka-'lon-a (#ka-mabaale
1sgs-REM.PST-60-seeFv  (#6-6-stones)
Ol saw themO (not Ol saw the stones.O)

To the extent bour knowledgeall lexical objectDPsbehavesimilarly in thatthe object marker

is prohibitedto cooccur with (i.e. double)the in situ lexical objectnoun phrasen neutral
contexts.’* By a simplistic metric of complementary distribution, the fact that the object marker
and thein situ object cannot c@ccursuggests that they ab®th objectargument of the verb,
providinginitial evidencefor the pronominkincorporation analysiof LubukusuOMs in neutral
discourse context$

2The glossingconventions that are adopted here are as folleg/sFUT, andprv stand for past tense, future tense,

and perfective aspect, respectively. Cardinal numbers on their own in glosses represent noun class; person features
are marked by a number followed &ynumber specification (e.g. 1sg is first person singular, 2pl is second person
plural). Thesando that appear on verb forms designate subject marking and object marking, respexitaiys

for C-agreement (agreement on a complementizer heatinds for locative markingzoMp = complementemeM

= demonstrativeap = applicative,CAUS = causativeciandbJ = conjoint and disjoint, respectivelygG = negation;

Fv = final vowel;RFM = reflexive markerasp = unspecified aspect markingem.PST=remote pastSee Mutonyi

(2000) for an overview of Lubukusu morphology.

13 Theexception to thipatternis pronouns: see section 4.

41t is worth noting here that because there are not instances in neutral contexts where an object marker may double
anin situ DP object (with a lexical noun), there arecessarilyno instances where the OM obligatorily occurs with



2.2 Object Marking in Dislocation Contexts

As is common fotanguages with OMsthe OM may occur in the presence of an overt lexical
noun phrasebjectwhen that object is either righor left-dislocated(these kinds otlitic left-
dislocationsare relatively common among Bantu languagesZeller 2009).

11) a. n--siim-a weekesa
1sgs-REM.PsT-like-Fv 1Wekesa
Ol like Wekesa.O

b. wZZkZst n-f-mus’ima
1Wekesa 1sgs-REM.PST10-like-Fv
OWekesa, | like him.O

In these cases the object marle@n readily be analyzed danctioning asa pronominal
argument of the verpanaphorically related tthe topcalized object thais dislocated to the left
periphery of the clause.

The more problematigssueis identifying the status of a postverbal objeotoccurring
with an object marker on the verblhe pronominal incorporation analigsof object marking
predictsthat postverbal B objects should only esccur with OMs in the event that the object is
right-dislocated We adopt relatively widely assumed criteria for rigiglocated phrases: they
are clausdinal via adjunction to a relatively high syntactic projection (unless followed by
another dislocated phrase, eller 2015), have an afterthought reading, and receive
phonological phrasing apart from the other clausal mai@iatlel 2009a)

Riedel (200%) examines these issues in deptincerningexisting proposalsthat the
object marker in Hayas an incorporated pronounvhich claim that objechoun phrasesre
right-dislocated on the basis of tonal evidence and evidence from conjoint/disjtimttahas in
verbal morphology (cfByarushengo et al. 1976; Duranti and Byarushengo 1977; Tenenbaum
1977, Hyman 1999While Riedelagreeghat thismorphophonologicatvidence is relevant, she
also provides syntactic evidence that argues against adigjbtation analysis of Haya object
marked objectsHenderson(2006) points out that if an objectarked object were right
dislocated in clausénal position, it ought to follow temporal adjuncts in simple claus®eshe
assumption that temporal adjunare VRadjoined (see also van der Spuy 1983¢del (2009)
demonstrateshat is not the case for Haya, however, as demonstrateti2inffdr both object
marked and noobjectmarked objects, (a) and (b), pestively.

12) a. Y-aamu-bona Kato kileki. [Haya]
1s-psTl.D}10-see  1Kato today (Riedel 200&: 71)
OHe saw Kato today.O

b. Y-abona Kato kileki.
1s-psTl.C} see 1Kato today
OHe saw Kato today.O

any sort of object. Obligatory object marking has been invoked by Riedelg)2@d8ong others) as a diagnostic of
anagreement process



Riedel interprets this as evidenagainst the rightlislocation argument for Haya objeaiarked
noun phrasegand also provides other evidence leading to the same conclusiad#)erefore
that Haya OMsare not amenable to a pronomainadorporation analysjsiespite the outstanding
momhophonological evidend@ An anonymous reviewer disagrees that an object occurring
inside a temporal adverb is evidence that it is still in VP, because the availability of a low topic
position would allow for dislocation out of the base position whilg igmaining inside an
adverb (this has been argued to be the case for Zulu by Cheng & Downing 2009, Buell 2009, and
Zeller 2012). It is possible that this would explain the apparent contradictions between the
syntactic evidence and phonological evidenneHaya and Chichewa: perhaps these
dislocation constructions, which the morphophonology reflects, but the dislocations are to such
low positions that the relevant syntactic diagnostics did not recognize their dislocation (e.g.
remaininginside of tempmal adverbs). This may well be a correct analysis of Zulu, Chichewa,
and Haya, butas will be evident below, this diagnostic shows quite clear distinctions in
Lubukusu

In Lubukusu,the argumentgagainst Haya object marking as pronominal incorporatdion
not hold As noted aboveOM-doubling is unacceptablen neutral contextslt is possible
howeverto have a postverbal objemtcur with an objeetnarked verbbut only when the object
is clearly and obviously pronounced in a separate phonological phmadesd by a significant
and easily perceptiblgause, as shown idJ). In theseinstanceshe objecihoun phraseeseceive
an afterthought readings represented in the translations

13) n-f-ki-lon-a  *()) Ze-mrbwat® [Lubukusu]
1sgs-REM.PST-90-seeFv 9-9-dog
Ol saw it, the dog.O

Looking at the placement of temporal advethgyukusuagainshows the predicted effects if the
OM is analyzed as an incorporated pronassuming that temporativerbs demarcatbe edge

of the verb phras@he postverbal object®occurs to the left of the temporal adverb (i.e. within
the VP) if there is no OM on the verb ,(&ut when an OMoccurs on the verthe postverbal
objectDP must appear to the right of the temporal aolyl)y. Example (c) shows that doubling
an object that occurs within the VP (demarcated by the temporal adverb) is unacceptable.

14) a. n-aa-f—ne laa-soomi lukolod a'’ no OM
1sgs-PsT-seepFv  2.2-students yesterday
Ol saw the students yesterday.O

b. n-aala-!l—ne lukoloo!a, laa-soomi OM+Dislocation
1sgs-PsT-20-seerFv  yesterday  2.2students
Ol saw them yesterday, the staslén

15 Riedd uses similar lines of reasoning to HendersonOs criticisms of the pronominal incorporation analysis of
Chichewa, and seemingly in conflict with the phonological evidence that shows dislocation patterns.

181t is perhaps worth comparing the roght-dislocated constructiom-1-ki-! on! Zerbwa Thistriggers theverum
(focus)reading that we will discuss in what follows, as opposed to the afterthought topic reading seen in (13).
Research on the morphophonological cues of syntactic structure is ongoing for Lubukuss, datatpair would

suggest that that the lack of the vowel deletion in (13) could be taken as an additional morphophonological clue as to
theright-dislocatedoosition of the object.

7 This adverb has the forfikoloo! a for manyspeakers. We report Mauri&funaOs pronunciations here.



c. #n-aala-!——ne laa-soomi lukoloo!a OM, no dislocation
1sgs-PST-20-seePrFv 2.2-students yesterday

Therefore, diagnostic evidence from both phonological phrasing and adverb placemenssuggest
that when an OM is present on the verb, thetymrbalDP object cannot remain iits base
argument position within the VP

All of this evidenceis consistent with aanalysis that the object marker in Lubukisu
neutralpragmaticcontexts)is in fact an incorpated pronoum that is, it isitself an argument of
the verb merged as the complement of the verbhtiethenbeen incorporated into the verb: the
presence of an Olules out the presence of associateabject noun phrase within the VP. If
the object marér were simply an agreement morpheme that arose on a functiongrétbad
than as an independent P®e would have na priori reason to rule out the OM -@xcurring
with anin situ object’®

There arehowevertheories of agreement that might prediee effects above, namely,
that theagreement with an object is only triggergden an objectsi dislocated outside of the VP.
Baker (2008), Carstens (2005), and Collins (2004) all argue for different implementations of
what Diercks 011a) refers to asthe Upward Agreement HypothegldAH): a headn Bantu
languages (among othem)ly agres with a phrase thasistructurally higher than it.

15) [DP* H [ E DP’E ]]

That is to say, undehe UAH DP* doesn{itigger agreement on Ht, is DP* thatwould do so
One mechanismfor achieving agreeménthen, would be to mova relevantDP over the
relevant head Hh order for H to agree with that DBaker (2008) claims that this is indeed the
process, and that heads in Bantu are incapable of agreé@ima structurally lowerXP (cf.
Agree in Chomsky20002001 and much following work)Carstens (2005) and Collins (2004)
formulate this differently, instead claiming that heads can inAgcee with structurally lower
DPs but this agreement relationecessarily triggers movementinder either approach,
movement is very closely linked with agreemenmith the result that heads only Agree with DPs
thatare/endup structurally higher than the head itgélf

The relevancef these theorie® our digussion obbject marking is that is possible to
claim thatobject markingin Lubukusuis in fact agreemerthat can only be triggered the
event that the object has bemoved/dislocatedbecaus@ movemenif some sorts necessarily
correlated with agreemefftAs will be seen in what followshis analysisiocesnot in fact hold
up for Lubukusu when considering extractemvironmentof objects?*

18 As we will see below, there are selected instances where doubling an in situ object is possible in neutral contexts,
including when that object is a free pronoun. These examples are introduced and analyzed in section 4.

19 see Carstens and Diercks (2013) for an argument against BakerOs (2008) claim that heads in Bantu probe upwards
Evidence in that paper is drawn from manner adverbs (Ohose®jeinuyia languages that agree with the subject of

the sentence, and in particyléhe postverbal unaccusative subject in a locative inversion construction.

2 Forexample Zeller (2015) analyzeZulu OMs in rightdislocation constructions as the result of an Agree relation

on a rightfacing topic headRanero (2017) adopts a similgrpoachfor some right dislocationis Luganda.

ZL1f we were to apply the Upward Agreement Hypothesis to Lubukusu in this way, however, it would create an
additional (major) analytical difficultynamely how to explain object marking for the languagesnatibe OM
commonlyco-occurs with ann situ object (as demonstrated by Riedel 2869 languages like Haya, Sambaa, and
Swabhili). As suggested by Baker (2008), it may be preferable to assume that postverbal subjects in Haya (and others
like it) are notin their base position, but have moved to a position atop the agesting head (e.g. AgrO), and

that movement of the verb over this position has obscured the-ohbjeetment. This approach rules out the



2.3 Object Marking in Non-Declarative Contexts

This section describes Lubukusu OMnhg in nondeclarative contexi$relative clauses,
interrogatives, and clefiswhich all show that object movement to a structurally higher position
is an insufficient condition to fyger object marking

As is shown in16)and (L7), in an object relative clause it is impossible toeham object
marker on the verba@reeing with the head of the relative claube, extracted objecthe
extraction gaps are noted with empty underlijing

16) Object Relative Clause
wZZkZst k-t-soma®? [ sii-talu n-syo n-3-(*si)-kula_ ]
Wekesa 1s-REM.PSTreadrv  7.7-book coOmMP-7 1S@-REM.PST-(*70)-buy-Fv
OWekesa redlde book which | bought.O

17)  Object Relative Clause
n-1-lon-a [ muxasi n-ye WZZkZst k-a-(*mu)-siima__ ]
1Sgs-REM.PST-Seerv 1-1-woman comp-1  1Wekesa 1s-REM.PST-(*10)-love-Fv
Ol saw the womavho Wekesa loves.O

This patterncontrastswith reported patterns iatherBantu languagedor example, Henderson
(2006) demonstrates thaulu, Sesotho, and Tswaral show obligatory object marking in
object relative clausesienderson claismithat the pattern of object marking in relative clause
diagnosticof the status of the OM, namely, whether it is pronominal or whether it is an
agreement morphemeHenderson notes that those languages in his survealtbat object
marking in relative clausesre those that also allow object markinghaainin situ object(citing
Swabhili, Zulu, and Chichewand those thatisallow object marking in relative clausa® those
same languages whiato not allowthe object marker to eoccur with anin situ objectnoun
phraseLingala Kirundi, and Dzamba

What we find, then, is that the Lubukusu exampled.&) énd (L7) are in accordanceith
HendersonOs generalization, as Lubukusu rules out the object marker in relative clauses, and alst
rules ou the object marker with an situ objectnoun phrasé® If we expand the data set to other

application of the UAH as an explanatory meckanfor the distinct properties of Lubukusu object marking (i.e. the
lack of OM-OBJ doubling constructions), which would instead need to be explained by another point of structural
variation, such as the (un)availability of verb movement, but we have denmé of other correlating syntactic
differences (e.g. verb movement) that the object marking variation might be attrib(éed tin fact, Diercks

2011a crucially relies on verb movement to explain certain locative inversion constructions in Lubukusu)

#k- is epentheti¢and optional for some speakersgcurring in cl. 1 forms that would otherwise have an initial

long vowel. There are a variety of contexts that give rise to ikitidllost of these involve cl. 1 /&followed
immediately by a voweli) a vowetinitial verb root, (ii) a vowelnitial tense prefix such &BemotePasta-,
HesternaPerfectivea-, or ImmediatePastakha, (iii) and reflexivee-. An additional context is when cl. 1-/as
immediately followed by the 1sg object prefix pre-NC lengthening results in lengthening and tkuspenthesis.

The presence of initidd- in RemotePast forms is somewhat surprising since it is followed by a surface short vowel,
which is the result of a tenspecificshortening found in Bukusu amdher Luyia varietiegsee Dalgish 1986).
Although we treat kas epenthetic, we simplify interlinear glosses here by identifyiiag the cl. 1 subject marker.

% Note that Bax and Diercks (2012) show that Manyika Shona does not adhere to Hendersoaifatimme

(allowing object marking of a postverbal object but ruling it out in an object relative clause), analyzing the
prohibition of OMs inside object relative clauses as the result of a general prohibition against object marking
foregrounded elemenis a sentence, another instance (as we will show for Lubukusu) of information structure
constraints creating effects that have commonly been analyzed on purely syntactic grounds.
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constructions we can see that this generation holds up across various forms of object
extractionb the OM is ruled outith object clefts as shown i(18), and object whclefts as
illustrated in (9).

18)  (k-1-!-a) WZZkZst  ni-ye n-1-(*mu)-lon-a *OM + Cleft
}S—REM.PST—be-FV 1Wekes§1 coMP-1  1sgs-PST-(*10)-seeFv
OlwasWekesa who | saw.O

19) naanu ni-ye w-%-(*mu)-lon-a? *OM+ WH -CLEFT
1yvho comp-1 %SgS—REM.PST—lO-SeeFV
OWho did you see?0O

For completeness, we also note that object marking is impossible witts@mwh-word:**

20)  w-t-(*mu)'on-a naanu?
%SgS—REM.PST—lOMlseeFV 1who
OWho did you se®?

Our conclusionsare consistent wittdendersonOs generalization, namely, that laeguabere
the OM is prohibited with an immediately postverbal object also rule out the OM in-object
extraction contextsThis of courses precisely the prediction of account of the OM asna
incorporatedpronound if the object marker origetes in the &se position of a noun phrase
object, then it should not be possible to extract an operator from that same fosittbe gap
in the relative clauses and clefts in the preceding exajnples

If we consider the clear prosodic break disflocation of olectsdiscussed in sectidh2
along with the lack of OMing iextraction contexts in this section, théngppears that in neutral
discoursecontexts an OM may never-ozcur in the same clause issassociatetexical object
DP (excluding those objects adjoined via dislocation constructidhg) is a clear and consistent
pattern that shows arehg complementary distributiobetween OMs and their associated
objects(again, limited to neutral pragmatic contextSp wheeas many laguages would still
allow for an agreement analysis of OMs where agreement is linkedlisittatioriextraction
the Lubukusu patterns provide a strong argument against an agreement dmatlyse section
4 for our final word on the matter)

These extraction facts aedso relevanin addressing gotential alternativeanalysis of
(right-/left-) dislocation constructiond his alternative analysdaims thatwhen the overt DP is
dislocatedthere is a nulpro in canonical object positiofmeaning that OMs are still agreeiinyg
the case of objedtislocations just withpro instead of the overt DPThis alternativeanalysisis
unavailablefor Lubukusy however, given the facts presented in this sectsnOMs are still

%4 See Riede2009bon whobject marking in other Bantu languages, whichrofteows distinct properties from

OMing of non-wh-phrases.We donOt pursue these patterns in this paper, but there may inddditiomal
exceptionadiscourse contegtwhere OMdoubling is available foin situwh-constructions: for example-t-mu-

on-a naanuwould be fine where the interlocutors both know someone was seen but the one questioned doesnOt
want to admit (say, he saw John but on first inquiry he says Peter, then James) so this question as the third wants to
put the matter to rest, and teéore the speaker expects the right ans\W&r will also see other instances of ©M

doubling as viable in nedeclarative contexti® what follows(albeit not in objecextraction environments).
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ruled out in the presice of a gap in an extraction context (whether the gap is analyzed as an
unpronounced copyf the extracted objectrr an operator}>%°

2.4 Challengingthe Pronoun Incorporation Analysis

There are a variety of ways that a pronoun incorporation analysislm®uttblemented, such as
a strict head movement approach where a pronominal complefrteetvertheadmoves into
the V head (based on Baker 18&hdthe HeadMovement Constraint of Travis984),or
perhaps an Agrekased theory dhcorporation based dRobertsO (2010) analysis of clitics (see
van der WaR015for a Bantuspecific application)or even a movemetiased approach of
pronoun incorporation based on MatushanskyOs (206&rger approach to head movement
and the recent cliticization analysessbd on mmerger (Harizanov 2014, Kramer 20 Bhker
and Kramer 2016 Whatever the theoretical explanatidtine core empirical generalization that
underlies thevhole notion of praominal incorporations a complementary distribution between
OMs andin situobjects, as any theory that explains that complementary distribution will
necessarily be designed to rule outoozurrence of an OM and its associated object.

As we noted in the introductigihowever there aren factcontexts in which doubiig an
OM with anin situobject is acceptabie Lubukusu?’ We illustrate with an instance here that
proves a useful jumping off point for the discussions that will follow in the next section.
Consider the context below and the examples that follow:

Conext: My son has brought a book and a magazine on a trip with me where we are traveling to
join his motherl have discussed with his mother that we both expect he will read the magazine.
So wherwe arrive, his mother asks, ODid he read the book or thezmag§O

Thereare two(relevant)licit response this contextthe first is to include theoun phrase

object with no OMing on the verb at all, as #1}, or as is shown ir2Q)it is possibé to have an
OM co-occur with ann situobject(note the lack of a prosodic break he@)is is preciselgort

of OM-doubling construction that was shown to be impossible in neutral discourse contexts in
the preceding discussion

21) k-aas—ike i -kazZeti
];S-PST-readPFV 5.5-magazine
OHe read the magazine.O

22) k-aal"-s—ite i -kazZeti
];S-PST-SO-readPFV 5.5-magazin~e
OHadlid indeedread the magazine iifirmation readingthat it occurred as expecled

% Thanks to an anonymous reviewer for their comments orisghie. The patterns of free pronouns also become
relevant at this point (given the alternative analysis of OMs as agreemeptr®)itbut we take up the question of
free pronouns in section 4.4 below once the core aspects of our analysis have béshesstabl

% Buell (2005) relies on a conjunction diagnostic and sloppy/strict readings of OMs to argue that Zulu OMs are
agreement morphemeBhe Lubukusu factgield the opposite result as the Zulu facts and again support the
incorporated pronoun analysigjtispace concerns lead us to leave discussion of those data aside.

27 Our thanks to Mark Baker and Ken Safir for first bringing this pattern to our atteirtaunding the first context

we discuss below, which wasiggestedhy Mark Baket
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What we ge, hen, is that while in mostontexts doubling is ruled out, this discourse context
doublingis licensedas there is no prosodic break between the verb and the DP 4¥f2tit)s
not entirely clear from the example above, however, whatgheific reevant contexts aré¢his
will be the topic of the next section.

Data like these bring into question fm®nounincorporation analysighat to this point
had seemed quite proballléf doubling is sometimes possibtajs ought to rule ouany
mechanism foobject markingvhere the OM head and the full object noun phrase are in
complementary distributioas the complement of therbe at least without positingseparate
mechanism for OMloublingas opposed to netoubling OM contextsAs we will show, there
isin factgood evidence that there are distinct syntactic mechanisrdsedibting and non
doubling OMs andin general OMsaused in neutradiscoursecontexts(i.e. nordoubling OM3
arestill amenable to pronoun incorporation analysis.

The first majortask howeverjs togive aprecise and restrictivéescriptionof which
contextsallow the exceptional coccurrence bOMs and corresponding objects; thisgaken up
in the next section, after whiete addresghe syntacti@nalyss of the resultingempirical
generalizationsThe context used ir2()(22)is a useful jumpingff point because allowsa
variety of plausiblexplanatios, so we start from this point in thextesection.

3 The Pragmatic Contexts of Lubukusu OMdoubling

What are th@recisecontexts that allow OMloubling in Lubukusu? We will consider a range of
intermediate hypotheses as the data description advances, but in the end we will show that the
bestdescription of the relevant contexts is one defined in terms of pragmatic contexts like
common groundi.e. shared knowledge) and conversational participantsO stances with respect to
that shared knowledgé&s mentioned above, Lubukusu Gdédubling construabns generatan
interpretation much like verum (focusdnstructions such as the English insertiodai
declarativesAlexDID drink my beel).

As we will show, Lubukusu OMloubling triggers a set of interpretatiangte similar to
established pattes of verumFirst, despite creating an emphaiiterpretation in a sentence like
@harlie DID rip my sweatefverum cannot be reduced to familiar sorts of focus like
informational focus or contrastive focuss isdemonstrated in sectidhl.1for Lubukusu OM
doubling(cf. Guzmann and Castroviejo Mi2011). And while focus constructions can
generally affect truth conditions, verum hasimituence on truth conditional meaningistead,
as proposed by Gzmann and Castroje Mir—2011) (hencefortie& CM), the main
interpretive contribution of verum instead is an instruction to take a particular issue being
discussedthequestion under discussipar QUD)and effectively put it to rest (i.downdate
theQUD). Thisis disaissedor Lubukusu OMdoublingin section3.1.2 For all of these issues
we show how Lubukusu OMoublinghas the properties @krum constructions.

The conclusion that OMoubling is essentially a verum constructieadsus b an
important discussion of the exact nature of the constraints on OMing in Lubhikosihey
pragmatic or syntactic? The answer will be ObothBisiatises important questions for just

2 This effectis similarin broad strokeso what was documented in Manyika Shona by Bax and Diercks (#012)
being pragmaticalblicensed OMdoubling, though very different in the detai3M-doubling is possible in

Manyika, but only in noffocus contexts. Bax and Daks argue that the Manyika OM is a clitic and clitic doubling
is licensed by particular kinds of pragmatic/semantic meanings, a familiar pattern frordanitiing in Inde
European languages (see, among others, Kallulli 2008and Anagnastopoulou 2006

? These contexts notably lack all the hallmarksight-dislocation noted abovéhe object isn situ.

13



how much pragmatics ought to be represented in the syntax, whiaddress sectiors 3.3
and4.

3.1 Clarifying the interpretive effect of OM-doubling.

3.1.1 OM-doubling is not licensed by contrasor focus

Basedonthebook vs. magazinexample that first introducedsdo these patterns (21)-(22), the
presence of contrast is a viable hypothesis for a licensing context fataddbling Consider first the
contrastive focus constructioms(23) (which provides the basic constructica)d @4), where OM
doubling isshown to bainacceptable

23) lionZeli k-f-ly-a keemd&Zele, sek-d-ly-t l;essumi  ti.
1Leonell 1s-REm.PsTeatrv 3-3-rice NEG-1s-REM.PsT-eatFv 14.14ugali NEG
Oleonnel ate the rice, he didnOt eat the ugali.O

24) #ionZeli k-f-kuly-a keemdad ele,sek-1-ly-F lcewsumi  tf.
1Leonnel 1s-psT30-eatFv 3-3-rice NEG-1s.PsTeatFv 14.14ugali NEG
Oleonell ate the rice, he didréatt the ugali.O
(infelicitous in a neutral context

While this is initial evidence that contrast is not sufficient to licenseddhbling,it is possible that
what rules out doublinm (24)is the fact hat these are focusetementsin addition to being
contrasted objest That is to sayperhaps théook vs. magazineontextgiven aboven (22) is best
identifiedas a contrastive topmontext as there is a contrast at hand ibuhis instane both
elementsgiitabu Gookdandligazeti agaziné are already salient and familiar in the discourse
This would distinguish this example froexample 24), where without additional context neither
kumucheel®riceO ndrusumaDugaliO is discowfaniliar. And it does appear that focus itself
cannot trigger OMdoubling; the example below shows tsahple new information focudoes not
license OMdoubling

25)Q: lionZeli  k-t-ly-a s'ina?
1Leonell 1s-ReM.PSTeatFv what
OWhat did ¢onell eat?0

Al: lionéeli  k--ly-a I ceesUMA.
1Leonell 1s-REm.PsT-eatfv 14.14ugali
Oleonell ate the ugali.O

A2: #HlionZeli k-1-lu -ly-a fewsuma.
1Leonell 1s-REM.PST-14-eatFv 14.14ugali
Oleonell DID eat the ugali.@deds a different context to be felicitous)

Therefore, it could be possible that a contrastive focus constructior2éikegnnot license OM
doubling because OMoubing is incompatible with focus. Therefore Wwave not yesuccessfully
ruled out contrast as a licensing property of @bdubling.

Neeleman et a[2009)proposethat there are essentially three primitive notiauith respect to
grammaticized information tcture: topic, focus, and contrgss. nonrcontrast) creating a four
way contrastbetween new informatiofocus,contrastivefocus, aboutness topics, and contrastive
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topics.To isolate contrasasdistinct from focus, therconsider the contrastive teptontextggiven
below, where a topical element in a sentence is introduced as contrsiginading a shift irthe
discourse topi¢but is not@ocusedin the sense ajeneratinga set of alternativeshn this exchange

a question is posed as to who hsumaligaliCandin the response the topic is still what was eaten,
but it is shifted tdkumucheel@icefrom ! usumarto clarify thatwhatwas eateris distinct from
whatwas qustioned in the question itself (i.establishing a contrgsis is dear from @6), it is not
possible in these contexts to double an object marker with an in situ object.

26)Contrastive Topic, OMloubling not licensed

Q: naan$ oeekiilZ  !oessumi  leen— meesilo®?
Who  1s-eatprv 14.14ugal today night
OWho ate the ugali tonight?0

A: seeminyd "xoe loewsumi i, nekaxdaali E
NEG-1sg.knowfv 17 14.14ugali NEG, but
OWell, | donOt know about ugali, but EO

Continuation 1:lionZeli  a-l-iilé koemdad? ele
1Leonell 1s-eatPrv 3-3-rice
Oleonell ate the rice.O

Continuation 2#lionéeli  a-kod-iile koemdeéele
1Leonell 1s-30-eatPrFv  3-3-rice
Oleonell DID eat the rice.®

This evidence suggedfsata contrasve objectis notsufficientto license OMdoubling, whether
thatcontrast is a topical elemeat a focused elemerresumably, then, theontrasting obook vs.
magazinan (22) is not what license@M-doubling in that contexPerhaps critically here, the
diagnostic in 26) sets up sentence topics, but they are still unfamiliine discoursé.e. not treated
as given or taken for grantedi) fact,speakers report the intuition generathat the OMdoubled
objectcannotbe new information, and A (26) it is new information despite beirtge topic of the
sentenceAs will become clear in what follows, discoutfsamiliarity is anecessargondition on
OM-doubling, but not a sufficient condition.

It is relevant to note lme thatthe truthconditional output of a@M-doubling construction is
apparently in no way different than a R@M-doubling construction: they are both true in exactly
the same situatior(ge. both answers ir2p) are true irthe case thdteonellate the ugali)Of course,
OM-doubling and nordoubling are notelicitousin exactly the same discourse contexts, as has
already been seen and we will continue to demonstrate as we moveTdlsig.precisely peallel to
familiar verum patternand other useonditional constructiongs we will discuss more below
(Gutzmann and Castroviejo Mi2011, Gutzmann 2013, Hartmann 2013)

39 This form of the subject agreement morpheme is aragméement effect that occurs in cases of subject extraction
(seeDiercks 201Cor a discussion of the Lubukusu pattgrns
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3.1.2 Addressinglistener doubt and putting the issue to rest

Following on the same line of questioning ag46), notethat if the response thé eonell ate the
riceQ(Continuation 1 in(26)) is brought intodoubtby a further continuatiarit is possible to OM
double the object in the response:

27)a. lionZeli a-l-iilZ keemod#Zele kwZeli?
1Leonell 1s-eatPrv 3-3-rice really
ODid keonell really eat the rice?0

b. lionZeli a-kod-iile koemdad? ele
1Leonell 1s-3o0-eatPrv 3-3-rice
Oleonell DID eat the rice.®

This suggests that in order for ONbubling to be licit, the proposition denoted in@kl-doubling
sentencdnas to already have beenthe common groundand perhaps also must b@ught into
question in the discoursBpeakers often report intuitions that @Mubling is useful iDsomeonds
doubtingOWe will see belowthat thisnotion of Oaddressing doulig®ot theonly context that
provides a sufficient condition to generate @dubling but it isperhaps the most prominent
interpretive contexthat speakermtuitively recognizeWha we will see as we proceed is that the
notion of a proposition being part of the Oquestion utideussionQd{scussedelow) will be
central to what licenses Odlloubling.

To this point we have considered whether focused elements, topical elemeotdrastive
elements are resnsible for licensing, since altepotentially in play given our initial illustrative
book vs. magazinexample in 22). What we have seen, though, is that none of these information
structure congasisolate theconditionsthatlicenseOM-doubling. The exampl (27) begirs to
point us in the righdirection,howeverwhich is that the proposition uttered in an @iubling
contextmust 1) be in the common ground, ajd2at issue or under discussidvhat this suggests,
then, is that theitial book/magazine instanégnot acceptable becausesicontrastive, but instead
because both propositionse(read the bogke read the magazipare in the common ground. In
this minidiscourse, interlocutomnter the exchange with an expectation that one of them jdbirtie
this expectation has beesised to the level of being timeain issuaunder discussiarOM-doubling
then serves to resolve the issue at hand.

This semse of confirmation, or eliminating all doubt,esen moreclear in the example below,
a Lubukusuetellingof the biblical story of Peter denying Jesus. In this story Jesus is being arrested
and the mob is trying to root out am@who is associated wittim, and the mob identifies Peter as
an associate of Jesus and begins to harasshinPeter repeatedly denies any association with .Jesus
In this story,Peter is questioned three times aedies knowing Jesus three distinct times.

28)Q1: !a-!f#ndoe!-f-red -a pZtero, Oeminyile —muundu yu-no?0
2-2-people 2s-REM.PsT-askFv 1Peter 2sgs-know-prv 1-1-person 1-DEM
OSo people asked Peter, ODo you know this person?00

Ala: pZtero k-1-t#i! -a, Oseenocamanyile t+.0

1Peter 1S-REM.PSTansver-Fv  NEG.1Sg-10-KnOw-PFV  NEG
OPeter answered, Ol donOt know him.0O
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Alb: #Oseenoamanyile —muund$ uyce ttO OM-doubling infelicitous
NEG.1sgs-10-know-PFv  1-1-person 1-DEM NEG
Ol DONOT know this person.O

Q2: !-fmurZd-a luund, Ooeminyile —muundu  yu-no0
2S-REM.PST-10-askFv again 2sgs-know-prv  1-1-person  1-DEM
OThey asked him again, ODo you know this person?00

A2a: pZtero k-i-t#il -a, Oseamoamanyile t+.0
1Peter 1s-REM.PSTanswefFv NEG.1sgs-10-know-PFvV  NEG
OPeter answered, Ol donOt know him.00

A2b: #Oseemi-manyile —muund$ uyce ttO OM-doubling infelicitous
NEG.1sgs-10-know-PFv  1-1-person 1-DEM NEG
Ol DONOT know this person.O

Q3: !-f-murZd -a Iw-1 xtitaru, Oeminyile —muundu yu-no?0
2s-REM.PST-10-askFv 11-assoc three 2sgs-know-Prv  1-1-person 1-DEM
OThey asked him a third time, ODo you know this person?00

A3a: pZterok-a-t#i! -a, Oseenoamanyile t+.0
1Peterls-psTanswesFv NEG.1Sgs-10-know-PFV NEG
OPetaanswered, Ol donOt know him.0

A3b: Oseemoamanyile —muund$  uyce t30 OM-doubling licit
NEG.1sgs-10-knowpPFv  1-1-person 1-DEM NEG
Ol DONOT know this person.O

The intuition of speakers here is that @&l-doubling in the thirdound of questioningnsures
thatquestionerslonOt come back Reter with another inquiry essenceaying Othis response
is final, donOt ask agaifl@e here that in this context, even on a secondd of questions
OM-doubling is infelicitous. Thissibecause of the entidesscoursecontext however. If there
were no third round of questioning, it would be perfectly acceptalddkaouble after the
second round of questions. But if Peter dd-doubled the object after the second round of
guestionsit would have then beerery strangeor the inquisitors to insist on asking the question
a thirdtime, because the issue would have already been clemdyved OM-doubling an object
essentiallysettlesthe issue.

This notion of&ettling the issu@s in fact precisely the proposal G&CM (2011: 159fj
for the core interpretive contribution of verdman utteranceThey claim that/ERuM is an
instruction of the speaker, who wants to down@atga questbned propositionfrom the
Question Under DiscussiddThey describe the QUD as ordered set of questiotimst
organize interlocutorsO intentions in a conversatienyingto modelthe common goal(s) of
conversational participantto resolve questions in the QUIB&CM 160). Following Engdahl
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(2006:95), G&CM assume that downdating the QUD consisteafoving any questiorthat
have been resolvedssentially amstruction from the speaker that the issue being discussed is
settled, dae and over witf*

While the Lubukusu paraphrase of the biblical narrasveclear illustration of these
issues, there are many additioegamples oOM-doublingwherea proposition being uttered
already in the common groumahd is being called to questionwhich is settled by the OM
doublingconversational movef someone expresses dowbtsurprise about a circumstanoe
an interrogative exchage, the responder can Ofloublein their responsehe key being that
guestion has been raistidt is thenbeingput to resby theOM-doublingconstruction

29)Q: w-aifl-iilZ leewsuma  (kwZel)?!?
2sgs-PsTeatPrv  14.14ugali  (really)
OYou ate ugali?!?0
(question assumes this is unexpected in some way)

A: n-af! u-l-iilZ | ceesuma.
1sgs-PsT140-eatPFv  14.14ugali
Ol DID eat ugali.O

Note, however, that the Lubukusu questioii28) has the same discourse constraints as the English
translationbit can only be asked in the case that we have some evittexigeu did in fact eat the
ugali, andperhapghatit runs counter to our expectation in the situation (perhaps we knowhéhat
addressedoesnQike ugaliat all). And in fact, OM-doublingis acceptable withim yes/no question
itself in this samecortext, wherethe questionefinds the informatiorbeing questioned
surprising/unexpecte@ssentially the echo questiorcredulity context in English):

30)a. w-at!u-l-"le I ceecsUME?!?
2sgs-PST140-eatPFv  14.14ugali
OYou ate ugali?!?0 (not ODid wougali?O)

b. lionZeli  k-aa-kul"le keemd&Zele kwZel'?
1Leonell 1s-psT30-eatPFv 3-3-rice really
Oleonellreally ate the rice?!?0 (not @Dgonell eat the rice?0)

Again, this reveals both that the questioner has some informatioméhatdposition in question is
true, but alsahat they hav@reviousexpectations that bring the truth of that proposition into
guestionNote, however, that &n interlocutor posesanonicalyes/no informatiorseeking
questionOM-doubling is infelicibus in both the question and the response

31)Q: w-aal-"le I ceesUMa?
2sgs-PsTeatPrv  14.14ugali
ODid you eat ugali?0

31 G&CM in fact derive many of the other properties of verum from this basic instruction, which we discuss briefly
in this section, though the best semantic analysis of vergif is beyond the scope thfis paper.
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Al: n-aal-"le I ;eeBUMA.
1sgs-PsTeatPrv  14.14ugali
Ol ate ugali.O

A2: #nraa! u-l-’le I iu-suma.
1sgs-PsT140-eatPFv  14.14ugali
Ol DID eat ugali.O

OM-doubling in the response (31)A2 is interpreted aputting unnecessary emphasishe

sentence, since the questiomersn©doubtingthe issugbut was simply asking for informatidh

The persistent questioner of Petetha biblical retelling in28), in contrastappears on the face of it

to beseeking informationbut therepeatedjuestioning betrays to a listeniagdience thathat the
questioner already has strong suspicions and expatiatiat Peter was in fact with Jesus and knew
him. And in fact, the interrogators in that story themselves could havel@NMled their

guestion, which would in effect strengthen the accusation, as a confirmation of their suspicions
(cf. EnglishYoudo know this man, donOt ygu?

It appears, then, that OMloublingis licit whenthe propositiordenoted by theentences
already in the common groumahd it is being called into question to some exteietherhaving
beenexplicitly addedo the common grounda the discourse, dreatedby the interlocutorss pre
existing in the common grouipdA mere information question such as the oneip {s insufficient
to licenseOM-doubling. F OM-doubling is a verum construction anerum is necessarily an
instruction to downdat@p from the QUD, this instructiopresupposes th&pis the highest ranked
issuein the QUD.

As we will see in the next sectiotioubtitself on the part of conversational participants is not
a necessary pecendition for OMdoubling rather, douband confirmatioraresimply prominent
example of the more general conditiotisata proposition be in the common ground and closely
connected to the question under discussion

3.1.3 OM-doubling as an expression of speakeonfidence

As we can see in the examples that follow #rattweperson exchanges, it is possible to deny
anotherOs assertigia OM-doubling.

32)A: WZZkZst se-k-aa-nyw-ZZle kimalwi tf.
1Wekesa NEG-1s-PsTdrink-PEV  6-6-beer NEG
OWekesa didnOt drink the beer.®

B: wZZkZst k-aa-ka-nywZZle kimalwal
1Wekesa 1s-psT-60-drink-pFv  6-6-beer
OWekesa DID drink the beer!®

32 5peakers report that Ollbubling in response to a simple yestneestion like this sounds like the respondent is
being unnecessarily argumentative, and even sounds like they have a gutfienoe and are hiding something,
since they are overacting to a simple question: protesting too much, as it viaig.is similar to answering a
yes/no question with emphatio in mainstream American English, which likewise sounds unnecessarily
argumatative.
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The reverseituation is also acceptable, if A were to make the affirmative assertion that is then
denied with a negated ORBlbubling constructiont is not just denials that can licenS®-

doubling, however. As the examples below shexpressions of agreement witlpreceding
assertioralsolicense OMdoubling(this is again true whether thgreement is with an

affirmative or a negated claysee illustrate with a negated clause here

33)A: wZZkZst sek-aa-nywZZle kimalwi tf
1Wekesa NEG-1s-PSsTdrink-PEV  6-6-beer NEG
OWekesa didnOt drink the beer.®

B: yZe, wZZkZst sek-aakf-nywZZle kimalwi ti.
yes, 1Wekesa NEG-1s-PST-60-drink-PFv 6-6-beer NEG
(In agreement) OYes, Wésa didnOt drink the beer.O

TheB speakefwho utilizes OMdoubling)is emphasizing their agreement with the A speaker,
adding certainty. It is not just straightforward agreement then, but a sense of emphasis, that this
is confirmed beyond any reasornatlbubt(because B either has evidence to give a confirmation,
or becaus® haspre-existingexpectations that confirm the asserjion

It seems, however, that tkdM-doubledobject has to bdiscoursefamiliar, soa novel
object introducd in the same deal context is insufficient to license GNbubling.

34)A: lionZeli k-1-ly-a | ceesUMa.
lLenel 1s-Rem.psTeatrv 14.14ugali
Oleonell ate the ugali.O

B: #ttawZ, lionZeli k-F-ku-ly-a keemod#Zele,
no 1Lemel 1s-REM.PST-30-eatFv  3-3-rice

sek-1-ly-a ldu-sumi t+33
NEG-1S-REM.PST-eatrv 14.14ugali NEG
ONo, kEorell DID eat the rice, he didnOt eat the ugali.O

But when the object is familiar from the immediate context (again, withtherprevious B
discussioror expectationg play here)the denialgan occur with OMdoubling,as seen in BO
extendedlenial in @5), and in the denial ir3@).

35)A: lionZeli k-d-ly-a | iu-suma.
lLenel 1s-Rem.psTeatrv 14.14ugali
OLenell atethe ugali.O

¥ This sentence does not sound natural without some prior mention of the rice.
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B: tdawé, lionZeli k-f-ly-a kcemddZele,
no lLemmel 1s-Rem.psTeatrv 3-3-rice

sek-1-! u-ly-a | ;etsumad ta.
NEG-1S-REM.PST-140-eatFv 14.14ugali NEG
ONo, Lewel ate the rice, he didnOt eat the ugali.O

36)A: lionZeli k-d-ly-a | ceesUMa.
lLenel 1s-Rem.psTeatrv 14.14ugali
OLenell ate the ugali.O

B: ttawZ, sek-i-!u-ly-a l;essumi  ti.
no NEG-1S-REM.PST-140-eatFv  14.14ugali NEG
ONo, he DIDNOT eat the ugali.O

It is clear, then, that thepecific propositiordenoted by the sententcewhich OM-doubling
occursdoes not have to be repeated again in order fordobling to be licensedqr example,
an affirmative statement can be used to deny a negative, and vice Bats)least the object
has to be familiain the context for doubling to be licensg@dore on this below)What we see
shared in common between all of these contextsNthesponding to listener doubt, denials, or
affirmationdN is that OMdoubling communicates a sense of confidence on the pie of
speakethat theirassertion is accurgtthatOM-doubling relies on thassertiorbeingclosely
related to information thasialready in the common grouadd is part of the QUand that
OM-doubling is a conversational movedowndate the QUi.e. to put a matter to rest)

3.1.4 Existing Expectations/Common Ground is Crucialto license OMdoubling

In this section we briefly revisit thaitial example from above to clarifome issuesegarding the
nature of spaker expectations in licensing Gdbubling As can be seen in the exchangeg3in)
below,the basic question Odid he read the book or the magagine®n its own sufficient to
license OMdoubling:

37)Q: k-d-soma sii-talce namwZ Ii-kazZeti?
1s-REM.PSTreadrv 7.7-book or 5.5magazine
ODid he read the book or the magazine?0

Al: k-f-soma I'i -kazZeti.
1s-REM.PST-readrv 5.5magazine
OHe read thmagazine.O

A2: #k-t-li-soma I'ikazZeti.

1s-REM.PST-50-readrv 5.5-magazine
OHe DID read ¢hmagazine.O

But recall the full context that we introduced above:
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Context: My son has brought a book and a magazine on a trip with me where we are
traveling to join his mothel.have discussed with his mother tiagg both expect he will
read the magame. So whenve arrive, his mother asks, ODid bad the book or the
magazine?0

The crucialelementin this context isinderlinedabove- that the parents enter with an expéotaof
what the child will do, s there is common grouritiat existgthe isue is already iquestion, or
under discussion}t is this added common ground that then licersseanswer like37)A2.

We see a similakind of pattern in the example belpwhere relevant common ground is
sufficient to lcense an OMioubling construction

38)Q: WZZkZst k-f-nywa kimalwd namwZ k-d-kusya t#-miito?
1Wekesa 1s-REM.PSTdrink-Fv 6-6-beer  or 1s-ReEM.PST-sellFv 10-peanuts
Did Wekesa drink beer or sell the peanuts?

A: #wZZkZst k-1-ka-nywa kimalwa.
1IWekesa 1S-REM.PST-60-drink-Fv 6-6-beer
Wekesa DRANK the beer. / Wekesa DID drink the beer.
This response is felicitous in the context described below.

With no additional context, the exclganin 38) sounds anomalous and would be better
ansvered wthout OMdoubling. But f the situation is that Wekesa is supposed to sell peanuts,
but we know he likes drinking beemdrelaxing instead of working, then the respons8&)i¢
perfectly appropriate, as confirmation of gpeakerOs expectationsth these expectations, the
guestion in 88) leaves the realm @& simple information questiothe existing expectations
mean that the question of whether or not Wekesa did ifadt the beer hasli@ady been
raised tomaximal in the QULby the mere asking 088)Q, because our expectations in that
regard raise the stakes of that aspect of the information question.

In both of these instances, therefore, we can seé thatot mere repetition of specific
discourse material that licenses @ldubling.Rather this fits firmly in the framework of a
verum analysis, where an existing proposition that is high on the list of msusdered
relevant by interlocutons putto rest by a sentence formed wéthOM-doubling construction.

3.1.5 License OMdoubling by foregrounding VP/VP-constituents

There is an intuitive sense among speakerghieabbject ideingemphasized in OMioubing
contextsput the evidence suggests that the requirement is in faceltic, so some
component of the VP has to bpecfically at issue in the exchangEehe results in this section
are provisional, as itOstrotear to us precisely which pragmatimncepts appropriately capture
the patterns we show here. At present, however, we rely on the (informal) notion of
foregrounding vs. backgrounding to represent the ways in vitnchole of drawing participantOs
attention to particular constituents in atmce affects the felicity of OMoubling.For our
purposes here, we takdackgrounde@lement tdoe one which is taken for granted, and a
foregrounded element one which is not taken for graitédt we show here is that an object
being familiar is nosufficient to license OMloubling; rather, an object must also be
foregrounded, clearly at issue in the exchange, in order fad@Mling to be licit.
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_ Our first set of examples here shows ihéte subject of a clause fisregrounded, such
that Owhas the one thalid XO igheforegroundedt-issue contentOM-doubling is degraded,
even if the other conditions on Qbubling are met.

Context:Theugali is gone, and we know that Wekesa is the one who loves ugakawd L
rarely eats ugali.

39)Q: lionZeli  k-f-ly-a I ceesumi,
1Leonell 1s-Rem.psTeatrv 14.14ugali

namwé — WZZKZst k-1-ly-a | cesUMa?
or 1Wekesa 1s-REM.PST-eatFv  14.14ugali
ODid Leoell eat the ugali, or did Wekesa eat the ugali?O

40)Al: WZZkZst k-1-ly-a | cesumMa.
1Wekesa 1s-REM.pSTeatFv 14.14ugali
OWekesa ate the ugali.O

A2: #wZZkZstk-1-1 u-ly-a | cesuma.
1Wekesa 1s-REM.PST-140-eatFv  14.14ugali
OWekesa DID eat the ugali.O

This context serves to isolaa#ernativesubjects ofdentical VPan thedifferent sentences as a
contrast that is in questipto the exclusion of the V@vhich is taken for granted her&yhat we
see, then, is that while the VP must be in the Common Grioucense OMdoubling it must
also be foregrounded in the Coran Groundas part of the question under discusBiGM-
doubling becomes infelicitousthe VPis backgrounded and something dlsated as the
element that is at issi{eere,whois it thatate the ugali)A similar pattern occurs when we can
unambiguosly target an entirproposition as the foregrounded questioackgrounding
distinctions between particulaub-constituentsvithin theclause:

Context:Lavendah usually reads witlednellunless shéLavendahjalls adeep early(and
Leonell needs her to reath him because heOs youriff)e expectation betwedmand Bis that
Lavendah will fall asleep early, because she just got home from a trip today and is tired.

41)A: lionZeli  k-t-somi, namwZ lavZenda  k-t-kona?
1lLeonell 1s-REM.PSTreadrv or lLavendah 1s-REM.PST-Sleeprv
ODid_eonellread, or didLavendah fall asleep?0

B1: lavZenda k-1-kona I'i -lo.

lLavendah 1s-REM.PST-sleeprv  5.5sleep
Olavendahslept a sleep.O
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B2: #lavéenda k-1-li-k—a I'i-lo.
lLavendah 1s-REM.PST-50-sleeprv  5.5sleep
Olavendah DID sleep a sleep.O

Here we see that if we are raising a question that compares two whole clausgsuy g
is ruled out. It appears,eéh, that OMdoubling in some way needs to distinguish between
constituents within a clause. So if the exchange is continued by a third party:

If the exchange continues:
C: lavZenda k-f-li-k—a Ij-—21?
lLavendah 1s-REM.PST-50-sleeprv  5.5sleg
Olavendah slept a sleep?!?0

B: ee, lavZenda k-d-li-k—m lii-lo.
yes, lLavendah 1s-REM.PST-50-sleeprv 5.5-sleep
OYeah, &vendah slept a sleep.O

COs commefs a third participant in the interaction hezs$entially serves to promotetdP
itself as a prominent (foregrounded) aspect ofgghestion under discussion, whereas previously
the question under discussion was two contrasting proposiitthghe VP itself not
sufficiently foregroundedo allow for OM-doubling(as shown in B2)As we have seen before,
OM-doubling downdatethe (maximal)question under discussiowhat we see here is thathe
VP itself is notforegroundedOM-doublingis anomalous.

What we see from both of these preceding example contexts, then, is WBtrthest itself
be prominentlyforegroundedo license OMdoubling®* If the content of the VP itself is
foregrounded as thet-issuecontent OM-doubling is completely natural.

42)A: WZZkZst k-t-soma s'i-tal u.
1Wekesa 1s-ReEM.PSTreadrv 7.7-book
OWekesa read the book.O

B: see-n-d’ ne Luw-lEl ne-k-1-xol$ ttry— tf
NEG-1sgs-be with 14.14certainty if-1SREM.PSTdO 1-thus NEG
O1Om not sure whether he did s0.0

A: yee, WZZkZst k-f-si-sém-a s'i-tal u.
yes, 1Wekesa 1S-REM.PST-70-readrv 7.7-book
OYesWekesaDID read the book.

34 A reviewer asks if verb focus generates @bubling: it does not. Contrastive focus on the verb alone, for
example, requires prosodic stress on the verb (it appebhesspecifically on the macrostem, though that requires
further investigation).
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As we can see from the examples below,-@ddibling is licit even with distinct tensearking
in the triggering context and in the Gdbubling context, suggesting that tense itself is not
crucially part of what must béoregroundedn theQUD to license OMdoubling:

43)A: WZZkZst sek-t-soma si-taloe  tf.
1Wekesa NEG-1S-REM.PSTreadrv  7.7-book NEG
OWekesa didnOt read the book.O

B: wZZkZst a-x}-si-s—nx s'i-tal u.
1Wekesa 1s-Fut-70-readrv  7.7-book
OBut he WIL read the book!O
(Gives a clear sense a$surance that he will read it.)

What we see from thegatterns, then, is that it is not sufficient that¢batent of a/P (or an
object itself) simply be in the common grouiod OM-doubling to be licibthe VPmust also be
directly and clearlyreated as aissue contenBut it is also clear from this evidence that the VP
or the object itself must Hderegroundedn order for OMdoubling to be licensed: contexts that
unambiguouslyoregroundthe subject or the entire proposition as the maximal @oDot
license OMdoubling.It is not clear to us how precisely to formalize this notion of
OforegroundedO vs. Obackgrounded€ituentsespeciallyin the context of a proposition
necessarily in the common groursg, at present we will have to let teenpirical facts stand for
themselves on thigarticularissue leaving a precise formalization to future research

3.2 Intermediate Summary: The Conditions on Lubukusu OM-doubling

Given all of this preceding discussion, hevearrived at thegeneralizatioain (44)
regarding the distribution @M-doubling in Lubukusu:

44)  Conditions on_ubukusuOM-doubling
I.  The propositionutteredis relevant tahe question under discussi@UD).
I. Specificall, some component of the verb phrastoregrounded
ii. Evidenced by the fact that Olbubling is infelicitous itheforegrounded
material isunamliguously a whole clausa the subject
ii.  Theverb phrase&lescribed isn the common graud, thougmot necessarthe
entire proposition, because:
i. OM-doublingis independent afiegation
li. OM-doubling is ndependentf tense
ii. OM-doubling asserts a speakerOs certaintyiteptoposition should be added to
the common ground
i. In a deniabf a propogion
li. Addressing doubt about an issue under discussion
lii. In agreeing with a preceding assertion
iv.  OM-doubling is a conversational move to put the issue to rest, to end the
discussion on the mattét.

FIntuitively speaking, in the context of a debate the person defending themselves or a point is the one putting an
issue to rest; an OaccuserO can uséddbling to strengien their accusatiora¢ with the verum focugoin
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The next stepof course, is to reconsider what this meamsafsyntactic analysis of Lubukusu

object marking, and offer a solution. Before we do that, however, we want to briefly look at
some crosginguistic parallels to consider the relative novelty of the data patterns described here
andto clarify theanalyticalpuzzle thathey pose

3.3 UseConditional Items and Lubukusu OM -doubling asvERUM

There aren facta wide variety ophenomendke this Lubukusu casgrammaticized
constructions whose interpretations directly bear on maintemdémmoeanmongroundin some
way. These are items or constructiagenerally considered tmntribute meaning in a domain
distinct from truthconditional meaning, often referred to as eiggrressive meaning, non
truth-conditional meaning, usgonditional meaningor referred to as meaning that is Onot at
issueQcf. Potts2012 Gutzmann and Castroviejo Mir— 20Giitzmanr2013: we will follow
Gutzmann2013in referring totheselexical items and constructioasuseconditional items
(UCIs). Familiar examplesf UClsincludediscourse particle@.g. Germaia, wohl),

expressive epithetshigat damn cgt and appsitives among othes. As discussed throughout the
precedingsections, othe many sorts of expressives that contritiet at issueO meanings, the
closest parallel to the Lubukusu caseverum.

While English encodegerumwith thedo auxiliary, it is realized in othexwayscross
linguistically. Nupe (BenueCongo, central Nigeria) offers two distinct strategies fer re
assertions that are contingent on discourse contextlivdandybowicz 2013 refers to as
emphasis One is the peripheral partiake: and the other is a verdoubling strategy
(Kandybowicz 201352):

45) Musag kinkere ni:
Musaeat scorpionni: N
O(l assure you) Musa DID eat the scorpion.O

46) Musa g kinkere (¢.
Musa eat scorpion eat N
O(Apparently) Musa DID eat the scorpion.O

Kandybowicz shows that the two constructions show distinct properties with respect to those
scope of their emphasis, among other things, concluding that the verb doubling construction
arises from verb movement to a low emphasis head located betweerv.T and

Hartmann (20133hows thaverb positions in South Marghi (central Chadic, spoken in
northern Nigeriayary based othe class of sentences that are capable of expressing.\&nem
also shows that this restriction correlates with similar patterns in other Chadic languages, where
Hausa usedifferent auxiliary formdor the same classof sentences, and an overt verum
morpheman Burais restricted from occurring those same sentersc&he takeaway for our
concerns here is that the expressibmavum (and similar kinds of ussnditional
interpretationscan take a variety of different morphosyntactic realizatavasslinguistically
andis introduced by range of syntactic restrighs as well.

Many researchera/orking on constructionske verumhave concluded thatssemantic

operatorin the syntactic structur@arries theelevantinterpretive contentHshle 1992, Romero

English: You DID eat my carrots, didnOt you?his is an instance of confirming previous expectations/suspicions,
as mentioned in the discussion above.
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and Han 2004 However,G&CM (2011)point outthatin verun sentences it is not possible to
denythe speakecertaintyaspect of the verum interpretatj@uggesting that the operator in
guestion ought not be strictly semantic in natiiteerefore in the examples u7)-(48)
(reproducedrom G&CM: 153, it is possible to denthe propositional content ofv@rum
assertiorbut not the speakearertainty portion.

47)  Denial of the assertiorthat p
A: Karl schreibt ein Buch.
OCarl is viting a book.O
B: NO, thatOs not true. (Carl is not writing a book)

48)  Denial of the verumassertionthat p
A: Karl scHREIBTein Buch.
OCaris writing a book.O
B: NO, thatOs not true.
(Carl is not writing a boal#You are not sure that he is wrg a book

The point being, of course, thiie speakecertainty aspect of the meaning of verum is-non
deniable, evidence that it is a npropositional sort of meanifgnot part of the assertion of the
sentence As can be seen in the example belows 8ame pattern is true of Lubukusuan
argument you can contest the propositional content, but the certainty of the shatiser
evident via OMdoublingcannot be felicitously denied:

49)A. WZZkZs?t k-1-si-s—ra s’i-tal ul
1Wekesa 1s-REM.PST-70-readrv  7.7-book
OWekesa DID read the book!O
(in an appropriate context)

B: se!ce lun-pali tt!
NEG-14s-be 14-14-truth  NEG
OThtDs not true!®
I 1tOs not true that Wekesa read the book.
# 1tOs not true that you are certain of that.

We continue to see, then, that the properties of Lubukustd@Mling pattern with familiar
verum patterns: OMloubling is infelicitous in what we referred to previously as neutral
discourse contexignstead requiring specific sorts of material to be fiamin the discourse
context), OMdoubling downdates the QUD ritinforcesa speakdd confidence that a
proposition belongs in the canon ground, and as seen here its interpretive component-is non
truth-conditional,as it cannot béelicitously denied.

G&CM concludethatverumis in fact multitdimensionala conversational operattiat
explicitly interfaces between the propositional content of a clause afelitiiy conditionsof
theconversation where it is utterethey propose that theerum opeatoressentiallyconsists of
an instruction by the speaker to downdate the QUD (as discussed #sofa)theempirical
properties overum beyond the ussnditional discourse content and the Qd@wvndate
themselvege.g. dependence on familiarity fracontext and theensdhatverum denotes a
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speakerOs confidence that a proposition be added to the common, @@&@id)derivethese
from basic conversational logic deriving from t@mponents of the multdimensional operator
with QUD-downdate senmics®

Hartmann (2013) and Kandybowicz (2013) both assume aecsational operator along
thelinesof theonedescribed abov&Ve will assume a simildind of approach, as it captures
well the pattern of Lubukusu facts. If we assume something simitheteerum operator
proposed byc&CM, the mainanalytical problemareto identify the precise felicity conditions
on Lubukusu OMdoubling @s we havalready donén (44)) andto establisthow this operator
is introduced in th syntax such that it produces @Mubling which we do in the following
section

To concludea verum operatas responsible for the particulBalicity conditions and
resulting interpretation for using Oblbubling in Lubukusiwe will claim in what folbwsthat
this verumoperatoiis introducedn an Emphasis head in the syntaich triggers OM
doubling. OM-doubling in Lubukusshows much the same distribution as vermelated
languagesdf. Hartmann 2013, Kandybowi@013 Gutzmanr2013. Despitethe parallels,
however, the Lubukusu OMoublingpatterns described here areavelverumphenomenoiito
our knowledgevhere verum isnarkedby a cliticdoubling operatiotinside the verb phrasé.

To restatavhatshould beobviousby this point many ofthe constraintson LubukusuOM-

doubling should best be analyzedoaagmaticin nature:useconditionsintroducel by the verum
operatorrather than explain by any syntactic restrictiofisereforehe distribution oL.ubukusu
OM-doubing is a mix of pragmtic and syntactipatternsWe expect that future research on the
pragmatics of.ubukusu OMdoubling will serve to further clarify, expand, and refine the
analysisof the felicity conditionsve presented aboybutat the very least the broadadtes of
an analysis are clear

3.4 Two analytical options for Lubukusu

There still remains the syntactic question of lprecisely theOM-doublingconstructions
are generated in the syntd¢hat connection is there between the interpretive effects of OM
doubling andhe syntactic mechanisms that generat®itput another way, what aliothe
presence of the veruoonversational operatttiggersOM-doubling?

There ardat leastfwo distinctanalytical optiongor solving the puzzle of Lubulsu
OM-doubling Thefirst is that thdelicity conditionson uttering an OMloubling sentencare
represented directly in the syntax some way triggeng OM-doubling This is theaccount we
have already begun to argue,fand will argue for belowtOs worthwhile tbriefly entertain an
alternative approach, and to discuss its shortcominging so the role for a syntdvased
explanation is clarified

The prominent alternative approach is tthat felicity conditiongegarding OMdoubling
are entirely possyntactidl on this accountOM-doubling is discourseonstrained, but is not in
fact g/ntactically constrainedzrom this perspectivé)M-doubling would be recognized by
some metric as a more marked foandtherefore wouldacquireparticular interpretations based
onthelong-familiar process of conversational implicature (Grice 197Bg most critical reason
to move toward the firgsyntaxbased)ption and away from theostsyntactic Gricean analysis

3We refer the reader to G&CM for details, as & digrivation of interpretive effects and the theoretical
consequences of this approach to-csrditional meaning are not at issue in this particular paper

37 Ongoing work by Diercks suggests tisame varieties dfutirichi (also known as Tirikia relatel Luyia Bantu
languagehave asimilar sort of pattern of OMloublingasverum.
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however, ighatconversational implicaturese well known tgeneate a range of interpretati®n
based on specific contex8o saying OitOs cold in h@remeans something different if you walk

with a friendinto a restaurarthat overuses their atconditioning, as opposed tib your

roommate opens a window in Januariie formeisituationis simply an observation of fact (and
perhaps a move to elicit sympathetic feelings from a friend), whereas in the latter case, it is quite
straightforwardly an instruction to the roommate to close the wiriflow.

This kind of variabity in thespeakerOs meaning based on cofti@kter than
denotational meaning of an utteranisefot uncommon with conversational implicatures, but
does not seemonsistent with the kinds @gragmatic meanings available in Lubukusu OMing.
Rather, OMdouwbling appears to have a very restricted set of interpretations, those described in
what precedest is of course impossible to prove the absence of such kinds of variable
implicatures, butve have no evidence that usi@dyl-doubling in a different physicalr social
contextshifts the nature of its interpretatiggee Gutzman@013for a similar sort of
argumentation abouttheruseconditional item}>°

This nonethelesteaveswith the puzzle in Lubukusu of how to distinguish rawubling
object markiig from doubling object markingdt a specific syntactic structure responsible for
the doubling of an OM and an objéand, in doing so, generates the veilika interpretations)
thiswould predictthatthe two kinds of OMs (doubling and naloubling) showd benon
identical in theirsyntacticpropertiegbecausevhatever the doublirtriggering syntactic
structure arg theymustnotbe present in nordoubling contexts)in the next section we lay out
explicitly our proposals regarding the generation ofdiog and nordoubling OMs, andgjive
evidence thatloubling OMs aresyntactically distinguishable fronon-doubling OMs.

4  Syntactic Analysis: Two OMs in Lubukusu (and somesupporting evidence)

Recall the empirial conclusions weOve arrived at to this p@-doubling is ruled out in
neutraldiscoursecontexts (including declaratives, object questions and object erttxybject
relative clauses). The major exception to this pattern is thatd@Mdling is possible in verum
contexts, distinguished by tiset of felicity conditions laid out it4). Here we will proposand
defend the analysthat the pragmatics @M-doublingconstructions are in fact represented
syntacticallyvia a syntacticallyrepresentederum operatqrand that this generates OM
doubling contextsia an Agree relatianThis is distinct from our proposal for naoubling OMs,
which is a pronoun movemeémicorporationoperation.This analysis results isyntactically
distinct OMsin Lubukusu(doublingvs. non-doubling),and we show that these OMs do in fact
show distinct propertiesith respect to the number of OMs available and symmetry effects in
multiple object constructions

38 Our thanks to Jesse Harris fuis thoughts othese analytical options.

39We have thought of one example that could challenge this claim. Car@manyile anukhasi yun@! vs
Omumanyile omukhasi yunb®do you know this woman?Whereas the former only seeks for information (perhaps
with a bit of surprise that you may not know her), ldtéeris only ok if it implies that the speaker knows something
about thevoman that is out of the ordinarywhatever it is will be determined by the context in which the question is
uttered;at a political rally it may be referring to an unexpected connection between you and a famousipeason
college, it may imply that fawoman is a great schol&ve assume this is amenable to our current claimthe
assumption that OMioubling requires common ground, and a presumption of common ground by a speaker can
itself establish a line of pragmatic reasoning by a fellow intettwda establish what the presumed common ground
must be. That is to say, pragmatic implicatures aremectssarilyuled outin OM-doubling constructions, but that

the canonical use of the construction is more restricted thanwersationaimplicatureis expected to be.
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4.1 The syntax of Lubukusu object marking

We follow Kandybowicz (2013) iassumingan emphasis headw in the clause structutbat

houses the verum operatorlinbukusu® This projection is where the verum operator enters the
syntax as well: at present, we simply assume that the Emph head itself is the verum operator, but
the operatocould just as well be assumed to enter the syntax merged as a phrasal category with
EmphP With regard to the syntax of the Emphasis head, we claim thedisunvaluedohi

featuresn Lubukusy and wherthe Emphasis head imsergedn a sentencthose phfeatures

probe theirc-command domaitooking for agoal(a canonial Agree relationseeChomsky

2001and much following work The resultingAgree relation results in the tezation of an
objectmarker that isncorporated into the verb when therbraises past this positidh

50) EmphP
EmpH
‘\ VP
\ |/\
\ V- 3 DP

~ -

We assume that the agreedh DP then raises to Spec, Emfpmn accordance with broad
observatiosthat agrementco-occurswith movemenin Lubukusu and many other Bantu
language$Baker 2008, Carsten®@5, ®llins 2004.%2 Overall, then, our analysis of OM
doubling is quitdamiliarN agreemenbetweera functional projectiomnd a noun phrase,
triggered by unvalued features on the functional projeciibeonly distinguishingactorin this
instance ighat the functional head in question beavemoperator that triggerthe pragmatic
effects thaheavily constrairthe availability oftheagreement relationship actualeveryday
conversationWe will argue that this Emphasis headystactcally low, below vP, but reserve
that discussion until the relevant evidencensounteretelow.

On the other hand, when an emphasis head is not prédérdpubling is not possible
(with the empirical correlate being the lack of @Mubling innonverumcontexts) We propose
that this is the case becawsgoes not bear unvalued gieiatures in Lubukusu, and therefore
does not probe nor be valued tbe phifeatures of an objednstead, OMs are weak, unstressed
pronouns that raise to the edgesBfard undergo an amerger process to become a complex
head together with.*®

0 Kandybowicz (2013) draws a clear link between the emphatic constructions in Nupe and verum phenomena more
broadly, while pointing out that at least some of the Nupe constructions decedsarilytrigger verum

interpretations.

“! Diercks (2011a) argues that verbs raiselinbukusy accounting for a subset of locative inversion constructions

2 This movement linked with agreement also helps resolve a particular issue with the loss of symmetry effects that
we address below.

*3 Given thisexplanation, a crucial set of assumptions tuattrolsthe presence or absence of @dubling is

simply OEmph bears phaatures, ang does not.O In one sense, this is a bald stipulation that is not terribly

informative on its own. But this is in factvary familiar situation within the world of Bantu syntax, where some
languages (Lubukusu, Chokwe) have agreeing complementizers where others (Swahili, Tiriki) do not, or where
some languages show agreement on manngshsdises (Lubukusu, ldakho) whereeth(Swabhili, Tiriki) do not.

At least at this point, there does not seem to be a systematic theory of why some sorts of functional projections bear
phi-features when others do not, and it may be that such a theory never arises if there is no deeatorexbihen

than historical accident.
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For this process,uw analysis here will build on the suggestions of Kra(@éi.4) and
Harizanov(2014 to provide a mechanism for deriving the Opronoun incorporation® sort bf objec
marking that occurs in LubukuétiHarizanovandKramerboth offer analyses of clitic doubling
thatcritically rely onMatushanskyOs (2006) proposals for deriving head movement.
Matushanskyroposeghat head movement is not a primitive of UGdas instead derived by
movement of a head to a specifpasition as shown ing1) (schematic®orrowedfrom
Matushansky 2006, Kram@014):

51) YP
/\
X° YP
/\
Y° XP
/\
X° WP

This movemento-spec is followed by a morphological mergermerger) of that head into the
head of the phrase to which it has moved, creating a complex head of the sort that is commonly
assumed to be created by head movement.

52) YP

Matushansky (2006) suggests in a skigtussiorthat clitics may well belealt with in this
manner, undergoing phrasal movement to a specifiarfunctional headnd therundergoing
m-merger to form a complex head with some head in the verbal structure, essentially cliticizing
onto the verbSo in the following structures fmo Matushansky (2006: 85), a clitraises to
SpecTP and undergoes-merger to form a complex head afriiade possible by the assumption
that a clitic is simultaneously a minimal and maximal projection, DP/D, capable of phrasal
movement but also fmerger)

Both Harizanowand Kramer take advantage of thisimerger mechanisnbut claim not
only thatclitics mayundergomovement and then-smerger but also thatlitic doublingoccurs
whenthe entire DP objechovesto SpecyP, followed by mmerger of that DRvith v. The new
proposal in this regard is that phrasal elements, not simply minimal categories, are capable of
undergoing rrmerger.

4 Our thanks in particular to Ruth Kramer for her useful discussion on this topic. Some version of this
implementation in Lubukusundoubtedly came from her in its first form in those discussions.
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53) Clitic doubling via mmerger of DP in SpeeP (Kramer2014 22)
a. vP
DP Vi

P

v VP

ViV ,/\
V' DP

vP

T

v VP
/\| /\
D \A ¥! PP
Vil

Because the result of imerger is a complex head, the DP is necessarily compressed to a reduced
form, and this reduced form is the clitic that arises in clitic doublihgrefore clitic doubling is
simply another instance of pronouncing multiple copiesahaan(Nunes2004, Kandybowicz
2008), licensed by the fact that the higher copy of the DP is not recognized by the linearization
algorithm as the same as the lower copy of the DP becausenitinasged withv (see Nunes
2004)# This kind of analysis is gtified by Harizanov and Kramer by the fact that clitic
doubling in Bulgarian and Amharic show properties eihAvement (e.g. affecting binding
relations).

Implicit in bothKramerOs and Harizanoa@sounts is that the approach to clitic doubling
schematized in53) is reliant not just on Amerger, but also on a mechanism capable of reducing
the DP to druncatedstructure(D) that is capable of forming a complex head, whether this
reduction operation occurs preceding or simultaneously withemger (Kamer, persona
communication)Recent work by Baker and Kramer (2016) explicitly articulates this as the
Reduceoperation which they specificallglaim reduces aopy of an XRo only its heac, a
pronoun(with thepronounbeing dependent in interpretation on the X®)r claim is that the
cliticization mechanisnfor nondoubling OMsin Lubukusu is essentially the same as proposed
by Harizanov and Kramer and outlined &8) above, with the critical exception being that
Lubukusu lack®keducethe mechanism faronvertinga full DP to a reduced form so that it can
undergo mmerger withv (similar to MatushanskyOs proposal for Romance clitics atdBed,
Baker and Kramer (2016) and Baker (2016) claim (in part basdtednbukusu factgeported
herg that the Reduceperation is not available in every languablee result, then, is théaall
DPsareincapable of undergoing cliticization in Lubukuss, they arencapable obeing
reducedo an elementhatcan forma complex head.

“5 Note that this ishe same story given for these facts and for doubling of a reflexive marker and an object anaphor
by Sikuku (2012.
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54)Derivation ofnon-doubling OMsin Lubukusu
a.
vP

T

D' /DP vP

V/\\/P
V!/\V! I/\l

V Bb-/BP

/\, TN

D' /DP Vv ! DL/DBP
V! V!

In (54)a we see the process familiar from above: tHeHbbject marker is first merged in
argument position, and as the derivation proceeds, it raises to the edge/®fghasdthe D
head here being simultaneously a maximal and minimal category, following Matushansky 2006)
At this point mmerger applies, an®4)b shows the result, wheB¥DP has become a complex
head withv, cliticized onto the verldn principle, then, thgecliticization operations are the same
between a language like Amharic or Bulgarian with clitic doubling and a language like Lubukusu
without it, with the difference being the availability Réducethe operation to reduce a higher
copy of the object to amallerform that can undergo+merger. Lubukusdoes noteduce dull
DP to D in the process of undergoingmerger, and therefore ctitdoubling is ruled oubr this
OMing mechanism

Both Kramer and Harizanov assume that an Agree relation precedesé&mnent of the
object DP to the edge oP (and the resultant f/merger) We assume, however, that littléacks
phi-features and does not undergo an Agree relation, largebulse we regularly see ghature
agreement on a wide range of functional projections in LubukusB@mailanguagesnore
generally, but given the lack of OMioubling in neutral contexts in Lubukusu, it would be
difficult to explain how littlev is lacking phifeatures just in instances where there is a lexical DP
object. Rather, we assume that liitlalwayslacksphi features’

Why, then, does the OM pronoun raise to the edg®®We assumehat as a weak
pronounnecessarilexitsthevP, similar to theobligatory object shift of weak pronouns in
Germanidanguageswhere weak pronouns and specific objects undergo a short movement

*” See Hiraiwg2007) for a proposabn the dissociation of movement and agreemieig.notable, however, that we
propose a dissociation of Agree and movement atRHevel when a clear association of movement and Agree is a
hallmark of many Bantu languages, as discussed above (with Lsibskaring the relevant properties that

motivated such proposals). We are not particularly troubled given that the behavior of object clitics is very different
than all of the subjeatriented agreement patterns that motivated the previous Alggeecticwork. That said, it

does raise questions for the viability of a mapasametric approach to such issues. Even so, proposing movement
purely for EPP reasons does not actually contradict the approaches of Baker (2008), Carstens (2005), or Collins
(2004) whch proposed properties of Agree, rather than properties of EPP.
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exiting the verbal domain to a low position in the inflectional structure (Diesing 1992; Vikner
1994, 2006; among m§ others)*® There are many different ways this could be formalized:
EPP orv, some fatural requirement of pronoure various other approachd&3ur research so
far does not give a clear indication preferring a specific account, so at presenplyeassame

it is an object shift operaticgimilar to thosen many languages, leaving the details to be
formalized in the futureTo the best of our understanding, any proposal titattés an object
shifted pronoun at the edge\d would explain our proposals here.

What we find, then, is that this analysis is not entirely dissimilar &traditionalhead
movement analysis of pronourcorporation(where the complement of V heatbves into V,
see Baker 1988 Travis 1984)but on a more nuanced view where head movement is derived by
phrasaimovement to specifidollowed by mmerger to form a complex head, as proposed by
Matushansky (2006). But this broadeew of incorporatiorleaves open the door to explain
some of the exceptional cases in Lubukusu in a way that the traditi@uailogement analysis
does notFirst,them-merger approach to incorporation addresses theltatavill be seen in the
next section wheran undoul#dobject marker on a Lubukusu verb may come from postverbal
arguments in a variety of positions, not simply from the complement of théi\erthe
symmetry of OMing where either object in a ditransitive may be OM@d)ile the traditional
headmovemenm analysis of incorporation only predicts incorporation out of the complement of
the verb, this analysis of phraggpbe movement to specifief vP followed by mmerger in fact
predicts that any argument withi® couldin principleundergo this incorpoti@n-cliticization,
whether the complement of the verb or an argument merged into the specifier of an applicative
head, as phrasal movement to the edge ofRhghase is not constrained by ftect locality
that theheadcomplement relationship 7.

Taking a step back, we see tHade two mechanisms for generating an OM in Lubukusu
means that doubled OMs and rwubled OMs are not idenéitsorts of syntactic elemeiits
doubled OMs arise via agreement on the Emph head, andoutrhed OMs arise vimovement
of an OM (a weak pronoun/clitic) to the edge of vP, followed byemer>? This distinction is
usefulbecause it explains why doublingly appears in verum contexts, as it only appears when
the Emph head is preseBut it alsopredics thatthereoughtto besyntactic differences between
the two sorts of OMsGiven the restricted range of contexts that each sort of OM occurs in, there

*8The correlations between free pronouns and OMs are discussed in more depth intskioétmw.

1 The symmetry factdlifat a lower object may be objewarked in the presence of the higher object) are still an

issue to be explained, independent of the mechanism of object marking that we tackle here. We refer the reader to
Baker and Collins (2006) and McGinnis (2001) feotdifferent approaches to the symmetry effects in double

object constructions in many languages, Ba#ler et a[2013) for a discussion of symmetricality in Lubukusu. See

also Schneiderioga (2014) and Richard&@10 on linkers (also discussed in wliallows) as these offer

additional relevant approaches to symmetricality. None of these approaches, however, escape the core criticism of a
traditional heagmovement analysis of ONhcorporation, which critically depends on a he&atnplement relation

thai\l given prevailing current assumptidiss only available to one argument.

2 A reviewer raises some important morphological questiBinst, are there any morphological differences

between the two OMsPo our knowledge, there are none, which raises a sepoestion: low are two different

feature bundlegphi features on Emph, and phi features on a D headiyed as the sanmeorphological form? We
assume a postyntactic insertion of morphological forms, and that OMs are underspecified, consisting dnily of p
features defined contextualthat is to say, when a phi feature bundle is morphologically attaching to a verbal

stem (VPYP), it will be spelled out as an object markesr Feference, the Vocabulary Item in a Distributed

Morphology formalism woulddok something like thisclass 1! /m-/ / {vP/VP}. The context dependency of
cliticizing to the verbal stem would be what would distinguishfphtures from subjects and giieatures from

objects, at least in a system where Glasnsing does not deo (cf. Diercks 2012).
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are not a wide range dfagnostics available to distinguish them, but as we will see in the
following sections thee arenonethelessleardifferencesn thesyntacticproperties of doubled
and nordoubled OMs?

4.2 Constraints on the number of OMs

4.2.1 Restrictions to a Single OM

In Lubukusu only a single OM can occur on the verb in most instadeesonstrateih (56)
below with examples frorthe preceding benefactive DOC:

55) wZZkZst k-i-teexel-a nifoe&tlt  !y-txcelya.
1Wekesa 1s-REM.PST-COOk-AP-FV  1Nanjala 8-food
OWekesa cooked Nanjala food.O

56) a. *WZZkZstk-1-!i-muteexel-a
1Wekesa 1S-REM.PST-80-10-CO0k-AP-FV
Intended: OWekesa cooked her it.0

b. **wZZkZst k-t-mu!i-teexel-a>*
1Wekesa 1S-REM.PST-10-80-COOk-AP-FV
Intended: OWekesa cooked her it.0

This kind of restricton varies crosinguistically within theBantu family languages like Kuria,
Sambaa, aninyarwandareadily allow multipleOMs to appear on the verbut other
languages liké.utiriki and Uogooriregularly restrict their verbal forms to a single @Mercks
et al 2014Riedel 2009asee Marl®2014 2015a, I

This single OM restriction imitigated howeverpy OM-doubling.Specifically,when an
object is doubledhe presence of two OMs on the verb is much improved, atlegomewhat
marginal

57)  ?wéékésa k-I-!i-muteexel-a naatigala
1Wekesa 1S-REM.PST-80-10-COOkAP-FV 1Nanjala
Qvekesa DID cok it (food) for Nanjala.O

It is clear that there is still some kind of general constrasiticting the number gdreverbal
OMs, aswo OMs in thg context ismotcompletely naturalBut what is notable for us here is that

3 Baker and Kramer (2016) specifically propose thiics are distinguished from agreement operations by virtue

of being generated by their Reduce operation, and that clitics and agreement affixes ought primarily be distinguished
by their (in)ability to occur in doubling contexts with particular kinds of objettitsc(doubling is ruled out with

particular sorts of quantified phrases, object anaphdrxbjects, and nospecific/indefinite objec)s Having

encountered their wonkery late inthis paperOs publication process (and with this pafiéziently long as is) we

have not tested these predictions for the two OM derivations we propose hépeebuining their proposals are
correct)this predics thatOM-doubling with veum focus ought to be possible in the contexts listed above, as that is

a characteristic of object agreement by their metie leave this as aavenue for future research.

>4 Examples annotated with two asterisks (**) are judged to be espeuallyWedonOt know what (if any)

significance there is to this at present.
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there is avery notable improvemenh acceptabilitywith two OMs on the verb when one of
them is doubledSignificantly, doubling both OMs brindsack the strong unacceptability

58) *wZZkZstk-1-!i-muteexel-a nioe&tlt  !y-fxcelya
1Wekesa 1s-REM.PST-80-10-COOkAP-FV 1Nanjala 8-food

We interpret thigs our initial evidence that there is in factyntactic distinction between
doubled OMs and nedoubled OMs, which is strgly suggestive that there is some syntactic
mechanism that enables Gdbubling in a separate manner from rdwubling OMing.This
difference is explained readily if there &ne different cliticization sites for the doubling OM
and the nordoubling OM.The nondoubling OMincorporates at little vand the doubling OM
arises at the Emph headhere there the conversational operator resides that triggers the
particular discourse interpretations tkd#l-doubling triggersThus two nordoubling OMsare
strongy ruled out due to basic complementary distributeorg likewise for two doubling
OMs.>® The next two subsections show that this pattern is irrégticated in other instances in
Lubukusu, where marking objects on the verb is possible just in casarigest different
positions.

4.2.2 A Parallel situation: the interaction of OM and RFM

Sikuku (2011 2019 points out that it is possible for an object marker and a reflexive marker
(RFM) to coeoccur in Lubukusu, but only under certain circumstancgtandard riexive
predicates in Lubukusu are marked with an objeatkerlike verbal prefix [-]°°, which occurs

in the same position as object markers, and which is generally in complementary distribution
with object markers, as illustrated B9

59) a. w-ees’ing-aanga (wEmw-eene)
2sgs-RFM-washiPrv-Fv - (2sgl-self)
&rou wash yoursel®

b. *o-xw-eesiing-aanga
2Sgs-2sg-RFM-washiPFV-Fv
&' ou wash yoursel®

The RFM differs from OMs in that it is invariant with respect to the grammatictalrésaof its
referent, a fact common across the Bantu fanfiliguku (2012) also shows that OMs and RFMs
share the characteristic of appearing in nominalizations

Given these similarities, among others, fobow Sikuku (2012) inanalyzing the RFM
an incaporated pronominal fornderived by cliticization mechanismsimilar to what we
proposed aboveThe complementary distribution noted in the preceding examples therefore
derives from the fact that the RFM and the ©Nyinatefrom identical syntactic posans(i.e.
the transitive objecin those examples. This raises the question of whdteedM and the RFM

% This line of argumentation is tempered by the fact that two preverbal OMs are still somewhat marginal (which we
are forced to assume is due to some basic morphological/templatic i@sd)idbut the intuitions are very clear that
these sentences are much improved if one of the OMs is doubled.

*The RFM also surfaces as]] in a phonologicallyconditioned alternation.
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could in fact ceoccur, if a context could be constructed where the RFM and the OM did not
originatefrom identical positionsAs it turns out, this is in fact the case.

The complementarity in distribution is only present if a ved sgnpletransitive.
However, ifone of the valeneancreasing affixes such as causative is added, or a ditransitive
verb isused, then the RFM and the OM carooaur.

60) k-I-!-e-ir-isy-a
[aa-bae-ir-isy-a/
1S-REM.PST-20-RFM-Kill -CAUS-FV
OHe made therill themselveg®

61) wZZkZst k-f-mwi-siim-isy-a
1Wekesa 1S-REM.PST10-RFM-like-CAUS-FV
OWekesanade him like himself.O

In causativized verbs, the cause of¢lent described by the verbadded as an argumeand
the OcauseeO expressed by thes@id antecedent of the RFNilote, however, the parallel
sorts of constructions with two object markers (OM+Qhther than the OM+RFMontinues to
beruled out.

62) *k-1-!a-mwir-isy-a
1s-REM.PST-20-10-kill -cAUS-FV
OHe made them kill him.®

63) *wZZkZst k-f-mu! a-siimvisy-a
1Wekesa 1s-PsT-10-20-like-CAUS-EV
OWekesa made him like them.0®

This suggests that there is some property of the RFM which qualifiesdtve as an Oextrad
object marker ing0)and 61). Sikuku (2012) analyzes this difference between OMs and RFMs
as a result of a different site of incorporat®RFMs incorporate into voecheads, whereas OMs
incorporate into thaccisative Casdicensing head, of which there remains a single head even in
causative constructions, meaning that only a single OM may geuassume this head to be

in this paper)

4.2.3 Another Parallel: Locative objects

Another instance of different syntactic positions generating multiple object clitaes from
locative clitics. InLubukusu locative phrases are not pronominalized fmg-stem object
marker,ratherby the postverbal clitidn fact,any nonsubject pronominalization of a locative
object is realized abe postverbal locative clitid his gives rise to an interesting asymmetry
regarding multiple OMingillustrated below with the verdbekesyeDshow®@s demonstrateth
(64), either object of the verdbekesyanay be OMed, both the benefactive applied oljecinell
(b) and the direct objetsimu@honé&Xc).
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64) a. n-Zekesya lionZeli loees’imu.
1sgs-rempstshowrv  1lLeonell  11.1Ekphone
Ol showeteonel the phone.O

b. n-f-mweekesya loees’imu.
1sgs-REM.PST-10-showrv  11.1%phone
Ol showed him the phone.O

c. n-f-lw-eekesya lionZeli.
1sgs-REM.PST-110-showFv 1Leonell
Ol showed it tbeonell®

As shown in §65), however, it is impossible to objeetark both object®either order of the two
preverbal OMs fronf64) is ungrammatical. This is the expected result, given the generalizations
established thus far.

65) a. *n-F-mulw-eekesya
1sgs-PST-10-110-showFv

b. **n -1-lu-mw-eekesya
1sgs-PsT-110-10-showFv

The critical data come from when the direct object of the vakbsyas a locative phrase. As
shown in 66)c the locative phrage objectmarked by a postverbal locative clitic.

66) a. n-Zkesya lionZeli moetn-ju.
1sgs.REM.PST-showFv  1Leonell 18-9-house
Ol showeteonellthe inside of the house.O

b. n-F-mweekesya maenju.
1sgs-REM.PST-10-showFv  189-house
Ol showed hirtine inside of the house.O

c. n-Zkesyt-m— lionZeli.
1sgs.REM.PSTShowFv-18.  1lLeonell
Ol showetleonellit/there.0

When both arguments are pronominalized, as opposed to the exampEstime(result is
acceptale, as shown ing7).

67) n-I-mwekesyt-mao

1sgs-REM.PST-10-showFv-18L
Ol showed him it/there.O
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Following the conclusions oDiercks (2011a2011b) and Carstens and Diercks (2013), we
assume that the locative cliticis#s on a locativepecific functional head (AgrL) that contains
only locative phifeatures and therefore is only capable of agreeing with locative phrases. Like
the preceding examples, this is consistent with an appmwhehe marking multiple objes on

the verb is possible, as long as these object markers originagedistinctsyntactic headwe
conclude from both the reflexives and the locative clitics, therefore, that multiple verbal clitics
are possiblewhen there aredistinct adjunction s@s, and therefore thathe strong
ungrammaticalitywith multiple prestem OMshas something to deith multiple clitics being
adjoined at the same syntactic positidie therefore attribute the much more acceptable
possibility of two prestem OMswhen one of them eoccurs with its associated postverbal
lexical object to the analysis of the two OMs originating in different syntactic positions.

4.3 Object Symmetry Effects

4.3.1 Loss of Symmetry Effects in Lubukusu OMDoubling

A second distinction between doudg and nordoubling OMs in Lubukusu comes from object
symmetry effectsAs has been welistablished since at least Bresnan and Moshi (1990),
different Bantu languages vary with respect to the degree to which their objects show
symmetrical properties. Asan be seen ir68), for example, the two objects of the ditransitive
Ogived can occur in either omléubukusu

68) a. n-1-a wéékésa s'i-tal u.
1sgs-REM.PST-giveFv 1Wekesa 7.7-book
Ol gave Wekesa the book.O

b. n-t-a s’i-talu weekesa.
1sgs-REM.PST-giveFv 7.7-book  1Wekesa
Ol gave Wekesa the book.O

Relevant for our concerns here, ditransitive objectauioukusu are also symmetrical in that
either object may be OMed on the verb, without any shifts in interpretation.

69) a n-f-mua s'i-tal u
1sgs-REM.PST-10-giveFv  7.7-book
Ol gave him the book.O

b. n-1-si-a weekesa
1sgs-REM.PST-70-giveFv  1Wekesa
Ol gave it to Wekesad

But to come back to the issue at hand, our main concern here is to establish whether there are
syntactic distinctions between the doubling OM and thedeubling OM.As the examples

below showOM-doubling does not apply egliato objects in ditransitives: only sicturally

higher objects can beaturallydoubled(all of these exampseassumeappropriate licensing

contexs for OM-doubling).
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70)a. n-f-mu-a wZZkZst  kfmalwa.
1sgs-REM.PST-10-giveFv ~ 1Wekesa 6-6-beer
Ol DID give Wekesa the beer.O (in appropriate contexts)

b. *?n-t-mu-a kfmalwa  weekesa
1sgs-REM.PST-10-giveFv  6-6-beer 1Wekesa
c. ??nt-kaa kf-malwa  weekesa
1sgs-REM.PST-60-giveFv  6-6-beer 1Wekesa
d. *n-I-kaa wéékésa ka-malwa.

1sgs-REM.PST-60-giveFv  1Wekesa 6-6-beer

As the collection of examples @) shows,only the recipient and not the theme mayJbé-
doubled. Firthermoreand quite significantlywhen OMdoubling is presenword order
symmetry effects are loas well only recipienitheme word order is naturia OM-doubling
contexts In short, the assumed underlyimgrarchy of objects is crystallizeazhenOM-
doubling occurs, and the symmetricality of word order and object marking demonstr&8y in (
and @9)is lost in these contexts.

This is illustrated as well with an instrumental Bggtive: crucially, instrumental objects
are assumed to be structurally lower than themiesgntz 1984Baker 19884.997).
Instrumental double object constructions show symmetrical word order and OMing in neutral
contexts, just like other ditransitives.

71)Symmetrical word order
a. n-fasaakil-a t#i-xoe é-yaaywa.
1sgs.REM.PST-chopAP-Fv  10.10Gfirewood 9-axe
Ol chopped the wood with the axe.O

b. n-tasaakil-a Z-yaaywda t#i-xu
1sgs.REM.PST-chopAP-FV  9-axe 10.1Gfirewood
Ol chopped the wood with the axe.O

72)Symmetrical OMing
a. n-i-t#aasaakil-a Z-yaaywa.
1sgs-REM.PST-100-ChOpAP-FV Q9axe
@ chopped it with the axé.

b. n-I-ky-aasaakil-a t#i -xu.
1sgs-REM.PST-90-chopAP-FV 10-firewood
Ol chopped the wood with it.0

As above, OMdoublingthe structurally higher objedhere the themegliminates word order
symmetry, and OMloubling thdower object(the instrument)s much degradedhese arehe
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same patterns that we saw above, whddistinctionthatthe structurally higher argumeist
now the theme

73)a. n-i-t"-aasaakil-a t"j-xce Z-yaaywa
1sgs-REM.PST-100-ChOpAP-FV 10-firewood 9axe
Ol DID chop the wood with the axe.O (in appropriate contexts, see above)

b. *?n-}-t"-aasaakil-a Zyaaywf  t"i-xu
1Sgs-REM.PST-100-ChOpAP-FV Qaxe 10-firewood

c. ?7?n-f-ky-asaakil-a t"i-xoe Zyaaywa®
1Sgs-REM.PST-90-ChopAP-FV 10-firewood 9axe

d. *n-t-ky-aasaakil-a Zyaaywa  t"i-xu
1Sgs-REM.PST-90-chopAP-FV Qaxe 10-firewood

So what we seffom both of these sorts of double object constructivtizat two sorts of
symmetry are lost in OMoubling contexts: the symmetry of OMing in whigither object may
be OMed on the verb, but also symmetry of word oodgostverbal object§ hebroad
conclusiorthatcan be taken from this is that doubling Ol nordoubling OMs clearly have
distinct syntactic properties, supporting our apprdadtubukusu OMing where doubling and
nondoubling OMs have distinct syntactic mechaniSA®f course, this does nekplainthe

lack of symmetry effects in doubling miexts; a full analysis of object symmetry is well beyond
the scope ofhe current investigation, but we wgive a briefdiscussiorof a direction of

analysis based on recent work on linker phrases.

4.3.2 Toward explaining the loss of symmetry in OMdoubling

One prominent approach to symmetry effects in double object constructions is based on
Linker phrases: linkers araorphemeshat appear between two objeatdich have been
documented for a variety of African languagd®s

74) Kambale asenger-a omwami y@ ehilanga [Kinande]
1Kambalelsa/T-packaArpL-Fv 1chief 1.Lk 19peanuts
OKambale packed peanuts for the chi@aker & Collins 2006: 312).

Crucially, objects in Kinande may appear in either grded the linker agrees with whichever
object precedes iBaker and Colling2006)suggest, thereforéhat linker phrases are able to
raise phrases to their specifiers regardless of structural locality (see also denZDib&gar
discussion of functional heads like this that may facilitate inversigs)asame that in

8 Both example (b) and (c) here are somewhat readily acceptable with thmdghobjectlislocated, with an
afterthought reading. This is not the intended reading here, however.

9 Bakeret al(20123) discuss another instance of a loss of symmetry effects in Lubukusu double object
constructions involving sland 29 person objects, which is amdependent issue from what is discussed here.
®9The full distribution of facts is of course more complicated cite thearchetypapatterns here, but refer the
reader to the cited work for a full discussion of both the empirical facts and theoretikadmthe matter.
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standard cases, a (null) linker head in Lubukusu generatsgrtimetry effects we have noted,
by raising either object to its specifier.

SchneideiZioga(2014)puts forward an analysis of symmetry effects and linkers in
Kinandethat focuses m symmetrybreaking, noting that Olinkers occur where there is a point of
symmetry in a minimalist syntax where there is Merge without projection.O She proposes that the
agreeing linkein Kinandeis a means of breaking the syminy of the phrase structua¢ that
point in the derivationThis builds on ChomskyOs (2013) proposal that the endocentric
characteristic of phrase structuteq notionheads projecand label their phrase: basic-¥yhtax
notiong is an unexplained stipulation under minimalistuasgtions, and labeling of phrase
structures should instead follow from a general labeling algorithm (LA) that proceeds based on
minimal search (a lontamiliar operation in the Minimalist Program.g.Chom&y 2001) This
LA labels a phrase based on wha thost prominent element in a structufé vehen a head
merges with a phrasal projection, this is easily identified as the head, but when two phrasal
categories merge (for example, when a DP object is merged in the specifier of an ApplP) it is not
clear wtat the most prominent elemenf{i®. which phrase ought to projecthe role that
movement of an object to the specifier of a linker phrase plays, then, is to dynamically (i.e. via
the syntactiaerivation) create anymmetrical hiercharchyetweerDP objects: f an object
has moved out of a symmetrical structure to raise higher in the phrase structure this
disambiguates the symmetrical struct(akbowing the labeling algorithm to proceedf) short,
then, symmetry between objdaPs poses a derivatal problem that is solved by breaking that
symmetry: linkers serve this role by raising an object DP out of a symmetrical structure (and
agreéeling with itin Kinand@, creating clear structural hierarchies between the relevant object
DPs.

A full explaration of the mechanics of ChomskyOs LA and SchrgidgaOs application
of the ideas to linkers is beyond the scope of this paper, but the core ideas apply here. Let us
assume that a null linker head is respondimereating symmetry effects in Lubukus
(following Baker and Collins 2006 ar@bllins 2014, with the theoretical explanatidar these
linkerslying in the need to break symmetry between two DP obfectbe purposes of labeling
(and with the added assumption that linkers, like copulasy ativersion in ways that other
functional heads do not: see Schneiderga 2014, den Dikken 2006)

Crucially, this predictshat if the symmetry of two objects was already broken (i.e.
objects were already hierarchically distinguished in the coursedefiation) that merging a
linker in that structure would be superfluotibis is exactly what we propose happens in
instance of OMdoubling in a double object construction in Lubukusu, aggnd {73).

Merging an Emphasis head results in an Agree relation where the phi features on the Emph head
probe and are valued by the structurally closest, goal that DP raises to the specifier of

EmphP(the process by which OMoubling occurs The result, however, is that any relevant

labeling paradox has already been resolved without merging a linker, meaning that there is no
reason to merge a linker in the structure. In effect, the Emph head supplants the role of the linker
in symmetrybreaking,andthe result ighat a linker is never merged. Since lihker is the

mechanism that generates surfagenmetry between objects (where objects can appear in either
order,and either object can be OMed), these surkyremetry effects cannot surfaice

instances of OMloubling in Lubukusu.

61 Somewhatronically, the Oobject symmetryO effects generated by linkers are part of a process of Gsymmetry
breakingO at a more abstract lewelhis level a convergence of terminologies from two different traditions.
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This particular solutiomould potentiallyresenta lookahead paradaofor ananalysisbuilt
direction on KandybowiczOs emphasis hhadeve®if emphasis headseregenerated vP
externally (and linkers vHnternally) and derivations are built botteap, at the point where a
linker wouldbe generated (presuming they are generating in the course of the derivation in that
manner)he syntax would not yet know whether or not an Emphasis head would be merged at a
later point.As a solution to this wproposehat the Emphasis headLubukusuis lower thanvP
(merged directly on top of the objextessentiallyeplacing the function of a the linker head
with respect to symmetsgreaking. Critically, though, the Emaséis head simply has phi
features that probe for the closest ohjéntling the structurally higher obje@nd does not have
the inversioAnducing properties of a linker heé&d. den Dikken 2006, Schneid&roga2014
Richards 2010)This follows fromSchneideiZiogaOs (2014) account, which claims that the
linker (in this context) is a lasesort mechanism to break symmetry that is only available if
symmetry is not broken by some other meaf$that is required from the linker is that some
participant constituent in the symmetrical structure creating the labpingdox be moved; it is
not critical here that it be the structurally higher ohjegplaining the inversion properties of
linkers, and critically for our purposes, explaining why they tlapfear with the
straightforward Agree operation from the phi probe on the Emph head in Lub@kusin fact,
SchneideiZiogaexplicitly predicts thatn instances whergymmetry is broken in other means,
linkers should not appear (e.g. passives or ohybequestons), and we simply claim that
Lubukusu OMdoubling is one of those instances

4.4 An exceptional instance of doubling

It is relevant in this context tonsider onénstance okxceptional OMdoubling As can be seen
in (75), it is possible t@®M-double ndependent pronouns in Lubukusu, and in faptegerred

to a free pronoun on its own

75)  n-fFxu!on$ eewe
1Ss-REM.PST-2SQ0-See you(sg)
@ saw you (sgl(not @ DID see youd

This is a familiar exceptioto OM-doubling generalizationgor exampleoccurring inKuria
( Dierckset al 204) andChaga(Bresnan and Moshi 1990rhe lack of posodic break in the
preceding examples suggests that the free pronouns here are not dislocated, as does the pattern ii
(76)a OM-doubled pronouns may occur to the left of a temporal adireside thevP,in
contrast tdull DP object$?

76) a. n-a-xu! on$ eewe lukolod a
1Ss-REM.PST-2S(D-See you(sg) Yyesterday
Ol saw you (sg) yesterday.O

%2 Analogous patrns for reflexive and reciprocal pronouns are reported by Sikuku (201 Beded et a(2013.
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b. n-g-xu-! on-a Likéléo' £,  ewe®
1sgs-REM.PST-2sgD-seeFv  yesterday  you(sg)
Ol saw you (sg) yesterday.O

Given the analysis sketched in theqa®@ing sections, however, this is not altogether unexpected.
If OMs are generated by movement of @B to the edge o¥P followed by mmerger, and
doubling is mainly ruled out by the inability to reduce a full DP to a pronoun in order to undergo
m-mergerthen it is unsurprising that pronoucenbe doubled, since theélgemselves are
arguably only a D head, whichgapable of udergoing mmerger with a headn this instance
we assume that weak, unstressed pronandsrgo the normal sort of movement otithe vP
for such items (cfDiesing1992. Thereforethe object pronoun is copied andmerged in Spec,
VP, at which point itndergoesn-merger and be realized as an OM on the verbal form. The
presence of OMloubling of an independent pronoun is tiere simply the realization of both
copies of the chain, made possible because theerger operation athas served to make both
copies of the chain distinct from each other with respect to the linearization algorithm (Nunes
2004).

Doubling is preferrd to nondoubling for first and second person object pronouns

77)  nilon$ eewe
1Sgs-REM.PST-See  2sg
@saw YOU (sg) (not someone elsa).

In neutral contexts, the construction #¥]is infelicitous as it triggers a cdrastive focus

reading of the pronoun. The doubling construction (or, just anM@iMno free pronounis

preferred in neutral contextd/hen the free pronoun is interpreted contrastigelsh as in(7),

we assume it remasriow (perhaps moved to a low focus position, or that a focus feature makes
the pronoun nomveak, restraining it from moving out of thB). As such, it does not raise out of
VP or undergo amerger to be realized as a doubliolgject marke(so, focus preents the
move+mmerger process from occurrinif>

%3 The afterthought pronoun throws aheonto the preceding time adverb: cf. vocatives, which donOt receive a H
from the right.
% This approach does preditiat a weak, unfocused pronoun ought to be preferably doubled in whatever context it
arises. Like English, Lubukusu allows a pronoun tacour with a lexical noun phrase in a phrase likdinguists
or you students
i. enywe baalimi

2pl 2.2-farmer

Oyou farmersO
When these pronoun+noun constructions occur in object position, as with the free pronouns, it is much preferred to
have the free pronoun doubled by an OM on the verb (which notably here, like above, does not generate the
interpretive effect of OM-doubling a full lexical DP object).

i. a. nfmu!on$ etz LEEI'me
1sgs-PST2plo-see  2pl 2-farmer
Ol saw you farmers.O (not Ol DID see you farmers.0)
b. *n-1-!lon$ 22407 Lit-rm’
1sgs-PSTsee 2pl 2-farmer

We assume, then, that weak pronouns are driven for interpretisen®to raise out @P (following a long line of
work on that topic, see Diesing 1992), and at that point undeny@rger to be realized as OM#his pattern of
facts is in fact problematic in some details for thenerger account of object marking. iKrar and Harizanov rely
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4.5 Somespeculativecomments on intransitive verbs

A reviewer notes thdahe proposal advanced here makes interesting predictions with respect to
intransitive verbs, motivated by examples like the one &by

78) ee, lavZenda k-f-li-k—m i -lo.
yes, lLavendah 1s-REM.PST-50-sleepFv 5.5-sleep
OYeah, Lavendah slept a sleep.O

Here an intransitive vedkonaOsleepgacurs with a cognate objdito Osleefwith theverum
reading invokedy OM-doubling hat cognate objecif. an Emph head with phi featuriss
responsibldor OM-doublingas licit in verum contexiave expecthat intransitive verbs oing
to require OMdoubledcognate objectas in {8), as the Emph head musgree with a DP
objectgiven that it bears pHeaturesThe factsear this out somewhawith some
complicationsThe prediction is straightforwardly met witimergative predicates, whieine
very natural with cognate objects and @idubling to generateerum focus.

79)a. Nisy——mbZi-lw-imb-a loelw-iimbo
1Nasiombels.REM.PST-50-sing-Fv 5-5-song
ONasiombe DID sing a song.O

b. Nisy——mbi)d-t#-tHexa t#i -nd8exo
1Nasiombe 1s.REM.PsT-100-laughrv 10.10-laugh
O1Nasiombe DID laudguglts.O

Some predicates donOt occur as natukathy(clearly nominal cognateobjects, howevemhich
tend to be unaccusativeem what we have observ8Generating verum with these predicates
still requireswhat might beconceived of as a cognate complemeént in class 15, a class that
tends to have less nominal properties thtdn@er noun class¢Baker et ak012h).

on the maximal nature of the doubled DPs to allow for phrasal movement to the efBgamnd Matushansky

(2006) assumes that clitics are simultaneously minimal and maximal categories in only consisting of a D head. As
such, if the ponouns in the examples above are simply D heads of a complex DP structure, they ought not be
capable of the phrasal movement that feeds the object marking analysis we have adopi¢el therefore assume

that the pronouns in these constructions arémfatct D heads of the larger DP; instead, they are still simultaneous
minimal/maximal D/DP categories that are in the specifier of DP. Given the limited space, however, we leave a
defense of this explanation (and a full investigation of these factsjuie fresearch.

% A reviewer notes that our account predittst verum focus in a sentence with a free pronoun object should
produce an OMloubling sentence with two (identical) OMs on the verb: one the multiple copy pronunciation, one
agreement on the Ermghead. This prediction is not upheld, as such sentences are unacceptable. Waassume
some version ofvhat Carstens (2005) teedKinyaloloOs Constraina proposal from Kinyalolo (1991) that

prohibitsa single morphological adjoined head from bearing agreement morphemes arising from multiple distinct
syntacticheadghat agree with the same [$ee Baker and Kramer for a simikggproach to a similar problem of
prohibited expected but unattested multiple exponefite) existence of repeated agreement locative inversion
constructions in Lubukusu complicatisss somewhagDiercks 2011a)so we must leave it for future work to

deermine why some forms of multiple exponence are acceptable and others are not.

71tOs not clear to us whether this is the lack of a lexical item to serve as a cognate object, or a structural fact more
closely related to syntax of unaccusatives. We are inclined to think the latter, but the presence of a cognate object
with a verb like OsleepO gives us some pause.
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80)a. Waafult (k)aa-kw-a xXcetkw-a
1AWafuIa 1S.REM.P§T-faII-Fv 15.15fall-Fv
OWafula DID fall.O (literally OWafula fell to fallO)

b.*Waafulf (k)}-xu-kwa xuu-kKw-a
1Wafula 1s.Rem.psT-150-fall-rv 15.15-fall-Fv

8l)a. Ku-mop'ira kw-i-piriingix-a xuu-piriingix-a
3-3-ball 3s-Rem.psTfall-Fv  15.15roll-Fv
The ball DID roll (literally Othe ball rolled to roll.O)

b. *Keemoep'irakw--xu-piriingix-a Xcetpiriingix-a
3-3-ball 3s-REM.PST-150-fall-Fv 15.15-roll-Fv

To our knowledge there is no class 15 objearker in Lubukusu, arttherefore it is not
surprising thatt is not possible t®M-doublethe object herd-or the examples ir80) and 81),
thereis no nonclass 15 cognate object to beedike for the examples abeyso the only verum
strategy is this class 15 cognate obgategy shown aboV@ithout OM-doubling)

In fact, the unergative predicatested above may also use this class 15 cognate strategy,
which case OMdoublingis impossible, just like above.

82) Nisy—mifK)Zemka xoexw-iimba
1Nasiombe 1S.REM.PST.singFv 15-15-sing )
ONasiombe DID sing.O (lit. ONasiombe sang to sing.O)

83) Nisy—mbk)t-tiexa Xuuttexa
1Nasiombe 1s.Rem.PsTlaughrv 1515laugh )
ONasiombe DID laugh.O (lit. ONasiombe laughed to laugh.O)

Therefore the prediction for intransitives is at least partly fulfibechere a nominal cognate
object is availableDM-doubling that cognate objecthew verum readings are produced. But an
alternative strategy is also employed, utilizing a class 15 comple@®lass 15 often occurs in
infinitival contexts, but is oftensed in nominal contexts (similar to a gerund); Baker et al
(2012 analyze null subject infinitives (class 15 forms) as stina¢ ambiguous, having a
nominal form and a verbal form

It is not clear in the examples above what the appropriate analysis of the class 15 cognate
complements is (nominal vs. verbal). Furthermore, it is not clear whether the required use of the
class1l5 complement for verum is related directly to argument struotuether it is the result
of a lexical gap (no clagsnominalization of the verb). It is clear thlhéverumrequirement to
OM-double class 5 cognate objefts other cognate objectsth corresponding OMs available)
accords with the predictions of our analybist given the open questions it must be left for
future work to analyze the class 15 complement constructions and evaluate their relevance for
the analysis proposed here.
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4.6 Explaining the Remaining Syntactic Patterns

At this point we have in many ways wandered far from the traditional line of argumentation that
we began withwhich (in the existing literatufegfocusedon whether OM are incorporated

pronouns or agreement markdrsone sense, the answer Lubukusuis othOandthe longer
answeipoints out thadifferentOMsin Lubukusucan have distinct properties, and therefore that
different sorts of OMsare created by thdistinct syntactianechanisms. If the discussion is
restricted to what we have referred to as neutral pragmatic contexts, for example, we find that co
occurrence of an OM with a correspondingsitu object is in fact ruled out across the boBrd

the precise predictions of the pronominal incorporation adcémd we have given an analysis
based on recent proposals regardiliicization and cliticdoubling movement together with-m
merger, with the added note that languages displagoglled @ronominal incorporaticd

must necessarillack the operatioReducevhich convertsa full DP to a D head along&o, there

is an OM in Lubukusu that is an incorporated pronoun, but it is not the only sort of OM.

When the range of pragmatic contexts is expantedevidentthatOM-doublingis
licensed inverumconexts We analyzd this as asyntacticallydistinct OM (relying on evidence
from multiple object constructions to show that doubling anddmrbling OMsare non
identical in theirsyntactic properties)rhe doubing OMis generated by a canonical Agree
relationinitiated by unvalued phfeatures on an Emphagiead, a head which introduces a
verumoperator that is responsible for theeconditions that apply to OMoubling.

Moving back to some of theigmal OMing patterngrom sectior2, recall that it is
impossible in Lubukusu to OM an object in@bject cleft, an object relative clause, or an object
guestionWe have not discussed to this point whether these restrietiens fact a syntactic
restriction (as the original line of argumentation regarding pronominal incorporation might
suggest), or whether this is in fact a different sort of restriction, on the Emph head asdithe
conversational operatdVhen you conigler all of these contextahat stands out is thétese
are all contexts where the truth of the clause is presupposed (relative dlaisespplement
clause irclefts). If the felicity conditions for an OMloubling utterance are that the pogsition
must be in the common grouadd be(relevant toxhe question under discussjanfollows that
the verum operator would be ruled out: it is impossiblpresupposa proposition that is
simultaneously under debatéhat is to say, rminterlocubr in a debate may (somewhat
uncooperatively) seek to presuppose aspects of a questnogndistussed, but an individual, or
an individual syntactic construction, cannot simultaneously presuppose something and treat it as
an issue under discussion, assthévo things are (by definition) incompatiblédnis fundamental
incompatibility leads tainacceptabilityof OM-doublingin presuppositional contexlike
relative clauses and the complement clause in ckdtgerum isemantically/pragmatically
impossile in these contexiso an Emph head with a verum operator (triggeringdaMbling)
would generate unacceptabilfy

This is seen perhaps neoclearly in a nobject cleft;even in the case thatsubjects
being clefted, it is still unacptable to M-double the object

% The prediction of this account is that timeacceptability of OMdoubling in clefts and relative clauses is
semantic/pragmatic in nature, not syntactic.
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84) In the context that someone doubts that it was the addressesevie ugali, it is
broughtinto questionit was you that ate ugali??

Al: niisZ  w-tal-ilZ | cesuUMa.
be.lsg 1s-psTeatPrv  14.14ugali
OYes, it was me who ate ugali.O

A2: *niisZ  w-da-! u-l-"le | cesuUMa.
be-1sg 1s-pst140-eatPFv  14.14ugali
Intended: Olt was in fact me who ate the ugali.O

This suggestthat the critical restriction here againsthe presence of OMoubling in a
presuppositional environmeat the complement clause in a cletither than a syntactic
restrictionspecificallyruling out doubling in an object relative clause or cl&fie syntax of
agreement witla functional projection like the Emphasis heshduld in principle be
(syntactically)availablewhether a clause is presupposed or leatding us to presume this is
ruled out on pragmatic grounds (a clash of information beeajed both as presupposed and at
issue at the same tim¥) The only other available OMing mechanism is the movement+m
merger mechanism, which weOve shown is incapable of creatirdp@ng, and therefore
cannot creat®M-doubling on object relative clauses or clefte end result is that neither of
the Lubukusu OMing mechanisms is capable of generating an OM in object relative clauses or
object clefts.

4.7 Against Alternative Syntactic Accounts

The firstpossible alternatived our approacks that insteadf doubling OMs and nedoubling
OMs being generated in different positiotigt perhapthese OMs are generated in the same
position, butby slightly different mechanisn8for example, perhapg@Ming islinked to object
shift of the DP objecfas suggested to us by an anonymous reviewetflis casenecould
propose thabbject shift occurs and triggers doubling, iMnten there is no object shift, there is
no OM-doubling While this is a simpler analysis and thereforendesirable isomeways
(being directly related to the accounts of Kramer 2014 and Harizanov, 20d4@s raise
problems withrespect tdhe kinds of pragmatic interpretatiotist are generated by OM
doubling. That is to say, the interpretationsgeaged by doubling seem to two specificto be
triggered bya strictly syntatic feature triggering movemerfbject shift crosslinguistically has
been linked witha restricted range afiterpretive differences, but these generally are something
akin to familiarity, or specificity hot the specific discoursspecific felicity conditions linked to
the state of the common ground that seem to be at playFhuetikeermore, this would leave
unexplained theyntacticdifferences between doubling and rdoubling OMs that we
discussedbove.

Anotherapproach thas at least plausible & Big DP analysisvhere aBig DP triggers
particularinterpretationsand Big DPs result in OMoubling (cf. Robert201Q Bax and
Diercks 2012 As with theprevious alternativethis predicts thatloubling OMs and non
doubling OMs should have the same syntactic struclkes®ing unexplained the patterns in

%9 This proposaWvould benefit from additional diagndssupport for examplefrom an investigation of the
presupposed complement clauses of vafisleave this investigation to future work.
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sectiors4.2.1and4.3.1 Additionally, this would rely on a faly arbitrary connection between
Big DP structureand pragmatiéelicity conditions Bax and Diercks (2012) argued that a Big DP
in Manyika Shona resulted in topicality (i.e. Almtus interpretations) of an object, iboe
pragmatiaestrictionson Lubulkusu OMdoubling are too specific with respect to the state of the
common ground to be plausiblessely syntactic feature@vhereasnanysyntacticians are
somewhatomfortable with the idea of OtopicO features in the sylttzodld perhaps bargued
that somehow a Big DP includes the kind of conversational operator that besd discussing
here,butwhile there is precedent from the other languages for those stettiure incorporated
into clausal structur@Hartmann 2013, Kandybowicz 201 8)ereis no clear precedefdr doing
sointernal toDP structurelt could be, perhaps, that this additional structure is simply
recognized as marked and triggers conversational implicatures, but as we noted above, the
interpretive effect of OMdoublingin Lubukusu is more narrowly specific and predictable than is
characteristic of implicatures.

Even if we were to consider Baker and Kra®®(2016) proposals about Regluce
operation as generatitige Lubukusu OMing distinctions (i.e. without distisghtactic
derivations for the two OMs), we would have to posit that applicatidtediicgi.e. generating
clitic doubling) generategerumreadingswhereas the neapplication ofReducas otherwise
discourseneutral (used in all other context8Yhile this can account for the facts as readily as
our approach, it again doesnOt predict syntactic differences between the tebt@aviort that
we reportMoreso it is not clear how to link the implementation (or not) of a syntactic operation
like Reducewith averuminterpretation We could simplystipulatethe link, butin doing so we
are essentially adopting a constructiosisie account where the interpretatioefectively
linked rather directlywith theconstruction that is generatélktheir proposa very intentionally
posit particular interpretations as resulting from clitic doublingReducgspecificity,
binding/quantificational propertieshut do not generate the verum interpretations we encounter
in Lubukusu.

Therefore, the two overarchinggaments against these kinds of alternative
configurationsare thatl) the set of interpretations tHatenseOM-doubling are toadiosyncratic
to be plausible as elements that are grammaticized as syntactic féatuinesproduct of
conversatioal implicature) and 2)the presence of syntactic distinctions between doubling and
nondoubling OMssuggest a distinct syntax for ea@lhese two main issues instead point back
to the claims we have made here, thabnversational operator on a spedigad in the syntax
triggersOM-doubling and this head is a distinct head from wheye-doublingOMing occurs.

5 Conclusions and Comparative Theoretical Consequences

5.1 Comments on Pragmatics in the Syntax

One longstanding questionomes taur atention at this point: just how much afparticular
empirical patterrtan be explained syntactically? For our concerns here, the intersection of
pragmatic content with syntactic patterns is espeaialgvant Some degree of pragmatic
interpretation cabe grammaticizeth the syntax: this is clear from languages that have
morphosyntactidocus marking, for exampleft peripheral focus marking in Gungbe darages

of West Africa(Aboh 2004)or the preerbal focus markers that appear in some northeastern
Bantu languages (see Ran&aheverta2014 for Kuria,Abels and MuriungR008for Tharaka
Schwarz2007for Kikuyu). And even for languages that donOt have overt morphology marking
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such distinctionghere are good reasotusthink that there are syntacpositionsspecified with
pragmatic functionske topic or focusasproposed by Rizzi (1997)

Thereis clearly alargerange ofmeaningful interpretational processesanguage (like
conversational implicature) that we have no reds@resume are eaded in syntax, anith fact
would be poorly analyzed if they webmll contextspecificity of language does not deserve to
be encoded in the syntakt the same timehere are syntactjgatterndike the Lubukisu one
here that sem to encoel pragmatic distinctions diregtin aparticularsyntactic constructionVe
have argued here thidte best anakis does in fact include specific syntactic encoding of the
relevant conversatial operatarbut that this operatatselfis lexically speciied withfelicity
conditions In a way, then, this is a balanced approach thapditlesthe specific management
of the common ground in pragmatic formalisms ealdulatecextrasyntactically, but
represented directly in syntactic structure in & tet allowsfor an explanation of the syntactic
effects

It is worth pointing out thathere appear to be a rangepatterns in Lubukusu and
elsewhere thatuggest that syntactic constructions triggering these kinds -afounshtional
interpretations @y berelativelywidespreadFor one, object marking is not the only instance in
Lubukusu that can trigger these kinds of exceptional read8ads.and Sikuku2011)note that
co-occurrence of the reflexive mark@FM) and an overt anaphoric element (R@enebelow)
creates particular interpretation they refer to as OaffirmativeO:

85) !faxas’ I -Zefumya I 4-! -eene
2.22woman 2S-REM.PST.RFM-praiserv  2-2-own
G'he women praised themsel@s. (Sikuku 2014: 1D 1534)

(by our translations in this pap&lrhe women DID praise themselv@s.

Safir and Sikukueport the followingQAlthough there are many contexts where the RFM is
sufficient to form a reflexive reading and the presence of A@Reassociated with it is

completely optional, there is at least one context where-8&Rappears to be required.

Suppose there is a situationwhich the men in question are supposed to speak the praises of
others, but the questioner knows these men are so vain that they cannot help themselves, and so
the questioner asks, OThey didnOt end up praising themselves, did they?0 The answer to this
question after OyesO would (85)],0 even thougthe RFMregularly occurs on its own

otherwise(Safir and Sikuki2011: 34) The same pattern occurs witttiprocal markers (RCM)

as well where ceoccurrence of the RCM on therb with the reciprocal phrase (bracketed

below) results in the same OaffirmativeO reading

86) !da-xas’ I -t-fumyana I fleene xae!eene.
2.22woman 2S-REM.PST-praiSerRCM-Fv  2-2-own 17 2-own
OThe women praised each other.O (Sikuku 2014: 1D 5143)

(by our translations in this paper: OThe women DID praise each other.0)

It is clear that these eoccurrences play a similar pragmatic role as the doubling of OMs that we
tackle in this papePoccurring in a context that is a quintessential OverumO casgexhing

that these are in fact verum constructiohsur analysis of the OM holds up (aifidve want a
unified analysis of th&M, RCM, and RFM doubling), this would predict that the RFM and the
RCM in doubling contexts are generated via Agree relationS{@foshenk@014 who
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proposes that Shona RFMs are generated by precisely this pré¢esguld therefore expect

that doubling RFMs and RCMs would show slightly different syntactic properties from non
doubling RFMs and RCMs in double object constructions, and other syntactic differences might
be discernable as well. It is beyond the scopéisfdaper to pursue these predictions,dbedrly

more work is necessary.

Furthermore, similar pattes appear in related languages. Ongoing research in Tiriki, a
closely related Bantu language of the Luyia-gutup, shows a similar pattern to the Lubsik
pattern where OMloubling triggers a verusiike reading of the clauder at least some speakers
And, in fact,other languages show simil@rumpatterns irwholly unrelated constructionsoF
example RaneroEcheverr'ag2014) repars thatotherwiseunacceptable focudefting of VPs in
Kuria isacceptable just in case tHausereceivesa verum readingand Hyman and Watters
(1984 note thathere is a classf auxiliaries insome Western Bantu languages (as well as
unrelated African languagethatare used in verum focus conteXgpsigis complementizers
agree with matrix subjects neutral contextsand mayalso(exceptionally)agree with matrix
objects in verum focus conteXB®iercks and Rao 2017 Tiriki the use of an overt expletive
(which is normally null)with various perception verbs also triggers verum focus readings
(Diercks and Hernandez 201R)is not clear how exactiyhese structusawould be generated
but it does appear that in at least several other contexts, othernaseptable structures of
apparently unrelated sorts of grammatmahstructions are accepta on a verum (focus)
reading.

It does look as if verui in addition to having assigned morphology in some langdages
also frequently capts existing grammaticahechaismsin different languages to trigger verum
readings in what would otherwise be ungrammatical uses of those constructiomglish this
is do-support, verb positions Marghi, verb doubling in Nupe, OMoubling in Lubukusu and
Tiriki, focus-marking Ws in Kuria. Whether this tendency toagt existing constructions for
verum ends says something particular about verum or is just an accident of history, we do not
know. But we do suspect that verwanstructionsnay be undereported more generally on
account of thigendency

5.2 Summary of Conclusions

This paper engages with a lestanding empirical and theoretical question in a new language:
what are the available patterns of object marking (or object cliticization) and what does this say
about our theoes of syntaxThe traditional lines of investigation have been concerned with
whether object markers or object clitics are moved/incorporated pronouns, or the products of
agreement relations (both in the literature on {Bdoopean clits and Bantu objéenarkers), as

in general these are theadytical mechanisms our theorieskes available to us.

We demonstrated in this paper that in neutral pragmatic contextslddMing is
impossible in Lubukusuvhich suggests a pronoumcorporation analysis @Ms. That said,
OM-doublingcanoccur in instances where a verum reading of the clause is available (e.g.
Charlie DID rip my sweatgr We document the various felicity conditions on @bubling in
Lubukusu and show that this is consistent with existindyaesmof verum (focus), whbh have
been proposely various researchets be generated by a usenditional operator in the syntax.
We propose the s@e for Lubukusuan Emphasis head introduces the relevantcoséitional
operatoy and that this Emphadiead bears pHeatures and Agrees with the object of a clause.
In this way, Lubukusu OMing is generated by two distinct mecharilnsovement
(incorporation) mechanisim nonverum instancesand an Agree mechanidor verum
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instances® The conclusion&ere support the conclusion that OMs within a single language can
be generated by distinct mechanisms (see also Wodfifitj Dierckset al2014). While this is
consistent with RiedelOs (2@P&pproach that different object markers in Sambaa are gederat
on different Agr heads, it goes farther in proposing that different mechanisms (incorporation vs.
Agree) can explain different sorts of OMs in the same language.

This also raises important questions for the analysis of object marking across Bantu
languages, however. To what extent #ne morphosyntacticestrictions noted in the syntactic
and typological literature whollysyntactic or to what extent havé@xceptionadD sorts of
interpretations been missednd/or maythe restrictions reporteés syntatic in fact be
attributable to norsyntactic constrain®&sClearly, ourunderstanding of the syntax object
marking patterns is incomplete without understanding ttisctourse propertie@hough these
can be difficult toestablish with clarity, especiglin preliminary studies on understudied
languages)We ought not be discouraged by the open questions, of course, but inspired to fill in
gaps and discover new patterns. But clearly our theoretical work depends on thorough empirical
documentation of thesissues.
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