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Preface

The focus of this work is to give a first overview on case in Africa, in particular
on case systemns, pointing out features which are salient for Africa. The volume is
intended mainly as a work for general linguists, linguists specialized in Africa, linguists
specialized in case, and students. The framework used, outlined in chapter 1, makes
the data accessible to readers having little or no acquaintance with the grammar of
case. It is hoped that the features described are of interest to scholars who deal with
case outside Africa, since Africa provides certain features with regard to case which
are unique from a crosslinguistic perspective, some of them having been ignored in
previous rescarch. The main purpose of this work is to present a comprehensive and
cohesive approach to case in Africa.

The book is based on published and unpublished data on \frican languages. These
dara are of varying quality and quantity. Without the supporting assistance of col-
lcagues, who had the generosity to provide me with their unpublished data, the book
would not be what it is. I would like to express my sincere appreciation to a number
of friends and colleagues who volunteered information on vanous languages and
supported my studies, in particular by providing access to their unpublished dara. Most
of all, my thanks are duc to Sasha Aikhenvald, without whose encouraging comments
and guidance the Berber languages would have kept their treasures of case structure to
themselves, to Azeb Amha for data on Wolaitta, Mike Bryant on Chai, Angelika Jakobi
on Beria, Joachim Crass for stimulating discussions on marked nominative and data
on various languages spoken in Ethiopia, in particular K'abeena and Libido, Dennis
Creissels on western Bantu languages, Gerrit Dimmendaal on Tima, Roland Kiefiling
for his work on Datooga, Maarten Kossmann for his comments and data on Berber.
Angela Prinz for her data on Masalit, Gertrud Schneider-Blum on Maaba, Helga
Schréder on Toposa, Yvonne Treis on Kambaata, Martine Vanhove tor her advice and
data on Beja. Hirut Woldemariam on Haro. and Zelealem Leyew on Kemantney.

It would be impossible to thank and acknowledge the contribution of all those who
have helped make this a better book than it would have been otherwise. | benefited in
particular from my stay at the Reseach Centre for Linguistic T'ypolog v 1 \elbourne
and the hospitality provided by its directors Sasha Aikheny ald and Bob Dixon and their
research group, as well my stay at Dartmouth College and the hospitality provided by
Leonore Grenoble and Lindsay Whaley. The following colleagues and triends assisted
me in various ways in my work: Felix Ameka, Marthias  renzinger tor his advice about
the loc tion of many languages, Ulrike Claudi, Dennis Creissels for his inspiring com-
ments on theoretical issues about case and rypological novelties in Africa in geaceral
and Bantu in particu Norbert Cyfter, Carola Emkow Karen Ebert with her insights
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intu case Janguages spoken outside Africa, Nick Evans, Orin Gensler, Tom Givon, Tom
Giildemann. John Haiman, Bernd Heine tor critical and encouraging remarks, Christa
Kilian-Hatz. Tania Kouteva, Mechthild Reh for fruittul comments on Jur-Luwo, Hans-

Jurgen Sasse. Thilo Schadeberg for his assistance on Umbundu and Bantu languages

in general, Anne Storch, Kyun-An Song and his typology research group at Chonnam
N: o IEiv ity in Gwangju tor their hospitality and discussions, as well as Erhard
Vaeltz and his rypology group in Cologne. [ would like to express my special thanks
to Monika Feinen for her patience and outstanding expertise in producing readable
maps. and Dennis Knoblauch, who was always at hand when help was needed with
PC problems of various kinds. To all of them I express my decpest gratitude.

This material is based upon work supported by the German Rescarch Foundation
‘DFG. Grants KO1525 - 5-185-2) 10 which I also extend my gratitude.
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1
Introduction

The chapter starts by presenting a kind of state-of-the-art survey (section 1.1). The
methodology and the terminology on which the book is based are presented in
sections 1.2, 1.3, and 1.4, and section 1.5 describes the main goals of the book, the
organization of the chapters, and what is in the book and what is not.

1.1 Previous research

I will begin the chapter by presenting an overview of the previous research and by
giving reasons why I wrote this book. Labels used here will be explained in subsequent
sections. There is no need for the reader to understand all details yert or to be tamiliar
with all languages mentioned. Information provided in the present section will be
dealt with in more detajl in the following chapters.

Case in Africa does not seem to be an essential topic in the litcrarure, cither in works
dealing with Africa or in general publications on case in a worldwide perspective.
Dixon (1994) concludes in his book Ergativity, which covers ergativity bur also case

phenomena in general:

At that time little had been published on patterns of ergativity in the numerous languages
of South America. |...] (However, much more work is still needed on the languages of
South America, of Papua New Guinea and of Africa, in particular).  {Dixon 1994:230)

Blake (1994), another seminal rextbook on case, mentions Africa only in passing:
In a chapter about grammaticalization, he deals with Africa as an example for the
emergence of case markers, such as adpositions developing out of body part terms,
and verbs which have given rise to case markers. \ few Nilo-Saharan languages are
mentioned as examples for inflexional case in accusative languages (Blake 1994:121).
Bantu languages are mentioned by Blake as examples where case in a rigid sense does
not exist but where there are cross-reference syster » to be found which follow an

accusative pattern:

In the Bantu languages rypically there is no case marking. but the cross-referencing,
agreement system and the word order operate 1 an accusative system. Both subject and
object a - represented by prefixes on the verb and the basic word order is subject-verb-
object.  (Blake 1994:120)




. Case in Africa

Ina two-vi me study on non-pominative subjects (Bhaskararao & Su‘bbarao 2004a a.nd
2004b., 3 A-wisnormentio  all. The volumes present the topic fromaa typological
perspective: among the 23 papers, there is neither a paper dealing with an Afrfcan
language nor is Africa mentioned in the comparative overview (Bayer 20043?‘9‘7(‘) or
in the preface Bhaskararao & Subbarao 2004atix v [ndia, Australia, the Himalayas,
Europe, South-East Asia on the other hand are covered extensively. Ina new tcxtb_ook
on case |Burt 2006), other than Bantu as an example of double object pronouns, Africa
is not mentioned at all. In handbooks dealing with African languages, case is either
Nt a topic or it is mentioned only with reference to the Nilo-Saharan and Afroasiatic
phyla.

Tucker makes the following statement about what he calls “Sudanic languages™' in

his introductory chapter to his book The Eastern Sudanic Languages: “There is no case in
nouns  Tucker 1940:57). Furthermore, he claims abour “Eastern Sudanic " languages:
‘Case relationship is shown either by position in the sentence or else by association
with a preposition tin Bongoe-Baka, Ndogo-Sere, Zande) or a postposition (in Moru-
Madiv - Tucker 1940:673. In other words, according to Tucker, Central Sudanic and
Uban_ . languages have no grammaticalized case.

In the volume African Language Structures by Welmers (1973), a classic on the
structure of African languages. the only features mentioned with regard to nouns
are noun class systems and agreement systems (Welmers 1973:159-210). Welmers
11973:116-58) claborates on different functions of tone but case is not among them.
And once again case is not mentioned at all. Gregersen (1977:63), in his introductory
book on African languages. mentions case only with regard to a few subbranches of
Afroasiatic and Nilo-Saharan, such as Cushitic, Semitic, Kanuri, and a few Eastern
Sudanic languages. According to him, all languages either follow an accusative system
or have case intlexion only within peripheral participants,” and he states that ergative
systems do not occur in Africa.

Similarly, in Heine, Schadeberg, and Wolff's Die Sprachen Afrikas (1981), case is
only mentioned with reference to Nilo-Saharan and Afroasiatic. Only with regard
to the Kordofanian languages, Schadeberg mentions an object case for the Heiban
languag R %t a:118). In the same volume. Heine and Voflen (1981:427) treat case as
i:)'pcllongF:l fcatug for fourteen languages belonging to Afroasiatic and Nilo-Saharan,

mely Sidamo, Ometo S i ille .

Diray’[')a Gidoler ol Afr;:;)i:icm)o.ansdoza;lel;j.Bendlllc‘ .Dha‘asanan, Kemal.lmey. and
: . Jin, Maasai, Teso, Turkana, Didinga, and

' “Sudan

b s nguages” is used by Tucker as a cover term for al] W
whichdonc. _inelsewhere "Ity uld at hinguists §
appear that linguists in the past have be

noieh don . her ‘ At Pasthave been content to group under
th“f(! [ l:'n S}udamL all Central and Wesr African languages which cannor it another 'S)u lp Ld

DG . hi ; ATy q : P v ) . an

e it mann characterstic of Sudanic languages is their extraordinary dive Erbaping: an

e e 1536, > inary diver, nce one from

“ Tuc er's Eastern Sudanic includes
s cludes mostly Greenvag's (19634) € \ i
. ' : 4) Cenwral Su Nk s of
Mlﬂ _f;ha_ran pbylu vaw - pan languages of the Niger-Congo phyly o, e 12 » of the
‘ ¢ “atser js callcz_j NOTe v system” by Gregerser 1977:63 4e0 1.
i gU4ges are referred 1o by the names used in this vol ne B

¢st and Central African languages

3).



Introduction 3

Murle (all Nilo-Saharan). They claim that these languages share a case system of a
similar kind.’ Jungraithmayr and MGhlig's (1983) Lexikon der Afrikanistik has no lemma
for case at all. This perspective also surfaces in the syntax chapter of the most recent

handbook ot African languages, Heine and Nurse's African languages: An introduction,
where Creissels notes:

In the majority of African languages, both subjects and objects are unmarked for case, that
is they do not exhibit any marking (affix, adposition or prosodic contour) distinguishing
noun phrases in subject or object function from noun phrases quoted in isolation.

(Creissels 2000:233)

The only exceptions mentioned by Creissels are Chadic languages, Cushitic and
Semitic languages of the Afroasiatic phylum, a few branches of the Nilo-Saharan
phylum, and some western Bantu languages (Creissels 2000:233—4).

In works on African languages, ergativity seems to be a much-neglected
phenomenon. Piri is the only example of ergativity in Africa mentioned by Blake
(2001:1014). Creissels makes the following claim in Heine and Nurse's handbook
(2000):

But I am aware of no African language with intransitive subject markers identical to the
object markers and different from the transitive subject markers, that is with  cstemn of
subject and object markers following an ergative pattern. : Creissels 2000:236}

As the above quote shows, according to Creissels, there is no ergative system to be
found in Africa. As we will see below, this view is in need of revision ‘see chapter 3).
One could think of two possible rcasons for this under-representation of Africa with
regard to case: (i) In African languages, case really plays only a minor role. (i) So far.
case has never been a top priority in works dealing with Afncan languages. O
According to the more general literature, case as an inflexional system exists only in
Nilo-Saharan and Afroasiatic. Nevertheless, in some branches of these two phyla, case
is an essential topic. For scholars of individual philologies covering these branches, case
has always been a relevant issue. This holds for Berberologists. Cushitists, Semitists,
and Niloticists in particular. East African languages are mentioned with regard to
case systems expressed by tone only, such as Kalenjin (South Nilotic), Maasai. Teso,
Turkana (all East Nilotic), Somali, and Maba of northem Africa (Tucker & Bryan
1966:199, 467-9, 516). Bennett (1974) treats East Africa as an area with case languages.
observing, however, that West Nilotic and South Cushitic languages are without
case (1974:24). Furthermore, he states that marked-nominative languages occur
in Lowland East Cushitic, Didinga. Murle, Ometic.” and in East and South Nilotic
(Bennett 1974:25). As will be shown below, he is right in most but not all respects since

" As will be shown in chapeer 4, these are all marked-nommative languages
Prabably what | refer to as Ometo heve
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4 Case in Africa

ian is cited DY ¢ as an example
there is also case in West Nilotic languages. Nubian is cited by Blake as an examp

5>f a laneuave with a three-case system, distinguishing nominative, accusative, and
(8 dNgU A d N A / 7‘~7 ‘
cenitive (Blake 1004:158). Since the 1980s, some westem Bantu languages are also
A aving case expressed by tone (see Schadeberg 1986, 1990; Blanchon
aving cas \

mentioned as h !
al study based on 260 languages on the question of whether

1998, 1¢ In a typologic e .
A language connects noun phrases with a conjunction meaning with™ or "and”,
Smssehn LEU(U:S()}\ claims that there is a rendency for a case language to have the AND-
stmrcg)'.whcreus non-case languages tend to have the WIT_H-S”-HCS}’- Among the 260
languages there are Afty-mine African languages, thirtecn of them being case language's
hased on the definition proposed here, but only ten being case languages on the basis
of Stassen’s definition (see 1.3.1).

On.iiv The Kuliak language k demonstrates that case is not mentioned although the
language clearly has a case system. Tucker and Bryan, in their book The Non-Bantu
languages of North-Fastern Africa (19661, claim that the Kuliak languages are without
case inflevions: "There is no evidence of inflexion for case”™ (Tucker & Bryan
1960:3961. Five vears later. Tucker (1971-73; in particular 1971:349-54) revokes
this claim. demonstrating that [k is a case language. There is some confusion on
whether Dinka, a West Nilone language, has case or not: According to Tucker and
Bryani1906:4171, Dinka has no core-case, only a locative suthx -ic is mentioned; Nebel
1948% however, had earlier suggested that there is an accusative system that is highly
irregular compared w the neighboring languages. Eventually, Andersen (2002) was
able to cstablish that Dinka 1s a case language with a marked-nominative system.
shilluk anather West Nilotic language. has always been claimed to be without case.
From early on, several scholars claimed that the Shilluk tend to “speak in the passive”
tsee Westermann 1912:7%, Kohnen 1933:133-8, Tucker 1955:444-32. Tucker & Bryan
1966:424 5, Buth 1981:85-6  Tucker and Bryan found no core case in Shilluk (Tucker
& Bryan 1966:417  Accordi g to them, even the independent personal pronouns
are the same for S, A, and O (see Tucker & Bryan 1966:418 & 419); morc recently,
however, Shilluk has been shown to be an ergative case language (Miller and Gilley
2001; see chapter 3).

i oz earlier It rature on African languages, case was looked at primarily as an
inflexional phenomenon, i which case is expressed by suffix or tone. After Fillmore's
.-96¢ “case grammar’ and his concept of deep case, a broader con

. cept of case has
been ransferred to African lingui: ics as w

ell: see, for example, the work on Swahili by
eve 1977 Other scholars adopred Fillmore's 19658, 1971
further te.g. Halliday 1967- 68. Chafe 1¢ 0, Longacre |1
Wicrzbicka (19821 has proposed an ar

, idea and developed it
976, Dik 197%, and Cook 19793
rs - of the semantics of case marking,

These au oy refer tn she Kuhai ]

, anguages under the werm
obviously veed 1.,

Feuss™ Note, that T is
; , h Cmat Teuso s
~uct 1 and Biyan ror tne whole

o fand B ‘oup ot Kuhak lnguages, . can be sLen from thy
N " g \
o e 0 cchil known languages or dialed only Lepeth has <o tar becn an ysed
s atically ™ 1 Tuc N : ] Ik but y
i N y :t r cxj rvan 1966392 Note that * Feuso’ 1 Altemartive nume for [k but Tucker
Vet e not haye Te Wy ; : ,
: Feu sasa “wionym tos Jk. In the quote thes speak of “Liye N
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To conclude. both (i) and (ii) corroborate the impression that in the liter ire on
Africa, case is essentially a non-topic. Khoisan languages are never mentior: | with
regard to case. and in the remaining phyla, case is only a marginal phenomenon:
Within Niger-Congo only few western Bantu languages arce claimed to have case, and
within Afroasiatic and Nilo-Saharan, case is present in restricted branches but not in
others.

1.2 Methodology
1.2.1 The basis

Traditionally, case has been interpreted as an inflexional system encoding the
rclationship between the dependent nouns and their heads. Blake (1994) presents the
following definition:

Case

1. A system of marking dependent nouns for the type of relationship they bear to their
heads. Originally applied to inflexional systerns, but sometimes used of other svstems
such as svstems of postpositions.

2. A member of such a svstem, e.g. the dative case in Turkish. (Blake 1994198

A first extension of the case concept has since taken place with regard to the means by
which case is expressed. Restricted originally to inflexional systems. the concept was
extended later to also include adpositions. A head may be either a verb on clause level
or a noun or adposition on phrase level. For Africa, it is crucial to extend the means
by which case is expressed. In addition to affixes and adpositions, tone and accent shift
have to be taken into account, as we will see below:.

Basically, I will adopt Blake's case definition. and take it here as well as the basis. For

our purposes, a case system is defined as follows:

A case svatem is an inflexional system of narking nouns or noun phrases for the tvpe ot
relationship they bear to thuer heads. Inflexional systems are expressed bathaes, tone,
accent shift, or root reduction, adpositional syscems are included only mnsofar an they

er -ode core participants such as 8. A, and O.

Languages which fulfill this definition will be treated as having grammaticalized case.

Additionally, the concept of case has been expanded i two directions. Since
Fillmore (1968, 19715, manifestations of case could be studied even in languages which
do not have grammaticalized case, since he proposed a concept of case that takes the
semantic function as the basis.

As a starting point for the identification of case there are three basic | inctions which
are, according to Dixon 1994:6 73, differentiated in all langnages. They are called
“universal syntactic-seniantic primitivcx" (Dixon 1994:1  These basic functions are S,
the mrransitive subject, \, the transitve subject, and O, the rans ive object. There
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6 Case in Africa

are other scholars who doubt whether S, A, and O are ac[uallly present in al? langu;'nges
Comiie (1993:912-13" points out that it is necessary to d:ihne all syntact.lf r?latlons.
including § A, 0,10 (in Dixon’s terminology), in terms of 14“8‘}"‘%"‘515’“‘{'1? teatures,
such as m rphological case, verbal agreement systems, and by teature% which are _the
result of a comparison between languages. These works may ¢ ntain prototypical
definitions. such as Keenan's subject definition (1976). According to Comrie, it is
possible that in a certain language not all syntactic relations are present. Haruai, tor
instance, could be a language without an indirect/ direct object distinction (see Comrie
16 12-13). In Divon's view the syntactic relations A, S, and O are present in all
languages see Dixon 1994:6-9). In Africa, to my knowledge. no language has been
found so far where the presence of 8. A, and O would be questionable.

A further extension of the traditional case concept has been proposed by Dixon
(199 It goes beyond grammaticalized case and studies the case patterns manifested
on different levels, such as constituent order, cross-reference, and clause type. Dixon
argues as tollows: 1t is crucial for the structure of a language not only to look into
grammaticalized systems but also at other manifestations. The latter becomes relevant
for example in split systems, that is, in languages which do not show a homogeneous
pattern for all contexts bur where ditterent systems are simultaneously at work. As
crgative languages mostly have split case systems, it is crucial to understand the
complexbehavior of case patterns on alt levels rather than look only at grammaticalized
case. In order to explain a splic, it might be necessary to take constituent order, bound
pronouns, different clause types, tense-aspect, ete. into account. The question of
how to identify case parten : other than grammaticalized case remains always the
same: Which alignment do S. A, and O show with regard to constituent order, cross-
reference, bound pronouns, etc.?

The term case pattern corresponds to what is also referred to as alignment, as
discussed for example by Harris and Campbell:

In this work, the term alignment is vsed o refer o the distribution of morphological

markers or of syntactic or morphological characteristics; 1t is intended as a neutral way of

referring to ergative. accusative. and other distributional patterns.
(Harmis & Campbell 1995:240)
1.2.2 Case systems

Case systems are defined based on a distinction established by
parncipants of a clause are divided into core and
“syntactic-semantic primitives” .

Blake and Dixon: The
oo tpheral. Core participants (called
y Dixon 1994) are cruci assificati -
case. They establish core functions, namely the transitivec:,ilbif:;t(}:) C:}‘:ZS;::::( z .
sub ct (¢ the transitive object 10). All remaining par-1icipant,s are tr *r:Sldwe‘
_te neral. The state of the indirect object (10), or recipient in some t ol o
(¢ Haspelmath 2005, 20( ;. he 10 ¢ defined individually ch langu
be core or peripheral, and often it shares features with both.

minolo -iey
for cach language; it may
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Note that Blake uses the abbreviation P instead of O in order to refer to the object.
Core and peripheral participants according to Blake (1994) are:

Core. The core grammatical relations cover various organisations of S, A and P including
subject, direct object or absolutive and ergative.  (Blake 1994:199)

Peripheral. In this text "peripheral” is used to cover the non-core grammatical relations.

(Blake 1994:204)

A The agentargument of a transitive verb or any argument that is treated in the same way
grammatically.  (Blake 1994:XV)

P The patient argument of a transitive verb or any argument that is treated in the same
way grammatically. (Blake 1994:XVI)

S The single argument of a one-place verb.  (Blake 1994:XV1))

In order to be consistent, the transitive subject, A, and the intransitive subject, S, will
henceforth be strictly differentiated even in conrexts where traditionally S is used to
cover both, such as in word order typology: What is traditionally referred to as SVO-
order will accordingly be called here AVO-order.

In an accusative system (accusative in short), $ and A are treated the same and
simujtaneously different than O (in short: § = A # O). In an ergative system, S and O
are treated the same and simultaneously different from A (in short: S = O # A). The
corresponding patterns are illustrated in figure 1.1, The case which covers § and A in

! !

NOM ACC ERG ABS
Accusative System Ergative 'Absolutive) System
Nominative = morphologically Absolutive  morphologically
unmarked unmarked

~ functionally unmarked functionally unm. ked

used in ciation wsed in citanon

Figure 1.1 Case systems. (§ = intransitive subject function. A transinve subject function,

O = transitive object function.)
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an accusative svstem is called nominative™ and the case covering O the accusative. The
case that cm'cr:\ Ain an ergative system is called ergative and the case covering S and O
absolutive. Furthermore, the nominative of an accusative system is prototypically the
morphologically unmarked form,” the functionally unmarked form, and the form used
in citation. The absolutive of an ergative system on the other hand is prototypically
the morphologically unmarked form. the functionally unmarked form, and the form
used in citation. By “morphologically unmarked™ I mean having zero realization, and
by “morphologically marked” I mean having morphologically non-zero realization.
“Functionally unmarked” means being used in a wide range of different functions,
often being the defaulr form. “Functionally marked” means being used in few
functions only. not being the default form. The morphologically unmarked form is
sometimes called “basic form™ in the literature. The morphologically marked form
is derived from the morphologically unmarked form by adding some extra element.
The morphologically unmarked form is shorter and/or underived vis-i-vis the
morphologically marked form.

So far. two basic case systems have been distinguished. In Africa, especially East
Africa, there is a third type of importance, called marked-nominative, or extended
ergative calready mentioned by Klingenheben 1949:23 Sasse 1974, Bender 1976a:133,
Dixon 1979:77 and 1994). Marked-nominative languages are a mixture of both systems,
as pointed out by Dixon (1994:64f1). The pattern of A, §
accusative languages, namely A and § are treated the same and simultaneously
different from O, Theyv share this feature with accusative languagcs. However, the
dccusative In marked-nominative languages is the morphologically unmarked form,
at least typically ‘see belows: it is used in citation, and is functionally the unmarked
form. The nominative on the other hand is the morphologically m;lrked form i a
marked-nominative system: A, the transitive subject. therefore js encoded by the
morphologically marked form. This feature is shared by marke
with ergative systems.

, and O is the same as in

d-nominative languages

The following quote from Dixon (1994) may illustrate how different the marked-

nominative system is in comparison to the two othe

| r standard case systems, ergative
and accusative.

In summary, we have disunguishe

. d three kinds of "markedness” among case inflections
covering the three core sy -

. ntactic functions A, O and §. Basically, cither of the transitive
functions can be marked. [...] If A'is marked (by ergative case), then both O and S~ !
be shown by the unmarked absolutive case”, which will again be N
But the Vmarkmg on A can also t - ¢xtended to cover §, with the
confin »O functionand n ssti ances of citation, Strictly spe
“nominative |, “accusative”, 'z solutive”. or “ergative” ar

U ed for citation.
unmarked case being
aking, none of the terms
zally appropriate for this

PO
‘ Diffc  nu uses of the tern nominative will be

. discussed under 1.3 3
A ixon points out. i ‘

iy case has zero realization it will be nominativ (Dixon 1994
62).
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third possibility. I will employ “marked nominative’ as less potentially confusing than
“extended ergative”.  (Dixon 1994:66f1.)

How “abnormal” marked-nominative systems are can be seen in the fact that they
violate Greenberg's Universal 38 (1963b)," according to which in a language with a
morphologically expressed case system the least marked case will be the one marking
the subject of an intransitive verb. This universal holds for accusative and for ergative
systems but not for marked-nominative systems. Theoretically, one could argue
that accusative and ergative systems are a mixture as they sharc the feature that $ is
morphologically unmarked. However, this feature is the expected one, as can be seen
by Greenberg's universal 38.

Marked-nominative languages are defined as follows: A marked-nominative
language is present when at least two cases are distinguished, namely an accusative
covering O, and a nominative covering § and A, and when the accusative is the
functionally unmarked form. The accusative is the default case, that is, the case which
is used with the widest range of functions. If one of the two cases is derived from the
other, it must be the nominative, which is derived from the accusative and never the
other way round.

From a typological point of view, it might be of interest to know whether there
are ergative languages which show an unusual markedness with a morphologically
marked absolutive and a morphologically unmarked ergative. According ro Plank
(2007, number 38), there are a few ergative languages in which the absolutive,
encoding S and O, is morphologically marked vis-a-vis a morphologically unmarked
ergative, encoding A Two types are distinguished: (a) Either there is marking on
noun phrases which are not focused or topicalized and are not case-marked at all. as
in Nias (Sundic, Western Malayo-Polynesian, Austronesian), or (b) there is marking
on noun phrases which are focused, as in Yukaghir (isolate or Uralic). According ta
Donochue and Brown {1999) and Plank {2007), in Chukchi (Chukchi-Kamchatkan) the
absolutive singular, encoding S, is the morphologically most complex noun form,
expressed by a variety of suffixes or by reduplication of the stem.

In accusative languages, it is typically the nominative which is encoded in a morph-
ologically unmarked form bur there are some languages where both case forms,
nominative and accusative, are morphologically marked. Two subtypes therefore
are to be distinguished among the accusative languages, namely tvpe | (the most
frequent one) with the nominative being morphologically unmarked, and type 2 with
both the nominative and accusative both being morphologically marked. The East
Sudanic language Nobiin is a type | accusative language. since the nominative is

morphologically unmarked and the accusative morphologically marked. expressedt

" “Where there 15 a case system, the only case which ever has only zero allomarphs s the one which
1 3 N T\ R " Ypage v sh-—3%
includes among its meanings that of the subject of the intransitive © rh™ (Greenberg 19a3b:75)

" Unfortunately, most languages listed there have a question mark. it does not become enurely clear

what this means with reference to the informarion provided.




1z

Cl

aal
tla
bo
tol
de
are
ca
lar

W

be

foc

10 Case in Africa

the suffix -ga (which appears in 1 as -ka): T'he nominative of the noun “food™ is kdbd,
and the accusative kdbd-kd (sec example 1 and Werner 1987:98). The Kuliak lm.aguage
Ik is a tvpe 2 accusative language since both the nominative and the accusative are
m xrkcd'b\' suffixes, namely . tornominative and -k*-a for accusative (for a complete

list of case suffixes sec chapter 2.8, table 2.15).

Nobiin (East Sudanic, Nilo-Saharan)
1 ay  kabaka jokkir. A oV
L.xom food-acce chew
[ chew the food.” (Werner 1987:101" )

L (Kuliak, Nilo-Saharan)
2 ensesudot-a wik-d njini-k’.
see-IRR-AND-a children-Noa we.1c-acc

“The children will see us (incl.).”

In the same way as with accusative languages, two subrypes are to be distinguished
among the marked-nominative languages: Type 1 (the most common one), in
which the accusarive is the morphologically unmarked form and the nominative the
morphologically marked form, and type 2, in which both case forms, nominative and
accusative, are morphologically marked. In type 1 of marked-nominative languages,
the accusative is morphologically unmarked, functionally unmarked, and used in
citation. In type 2, the accusative is morphologically marked, functionally unmarked,
and used in citation. With a marked nominative, type 1 shows more marked-
nominative propertics than rype 2.

Prototypically, the accusative in marked-nominative languages covers functions
such as citation form, nominal predicate, and O. In addition, indirect objects, possessee,
nominal modifiers, modified nouns, nouns headed by adpositions, peripheral
participants introduced by verbal derivations, topicalized and/ or focused participants,
and § and A before the verb may be covered by the accusative as well. The accusative
is the morphologically unmarked form in type 1 languages; in type 2 languages. both
cases are morphologically marked (see below)

Henceforth I will classify

a language as a marked-nominative language even if it is
only defectively so. meaning that there can be neutralizations, where there

nly def 0 c is no case
distinction. Conditions for neutralizations are, for example, definiteness (

- Wolaitta),
person (Datoog ), noun phrase structure (Dinka), gender (Cushitic)

eron (] : number
("ushitic; rconstituent order (

i Chai). If a marked-nominative language shows such a
defective system. I refer to it as a split language (sec below).

The morpha sgically unmarked form in marke
systematic or "extra-paradigmaric”
the morphologically unmarked fo

. d-nominative languages should be
- meaning that all nouns of the language appear in

mm to cover the accusative and not just a few nouns

1. -
The original « esare presented without ghe ses and with 4 Ge
inserted by the present suthor and ] ’

man translation. The plosses are
h translaton is provided. pome e
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or noun classes. Extra-paradigmatic is used by Carstairs (1981) for systematically
morphologically unmarked forms (such as the nominative or absolutive in Turkish)
as opposed to intra-paradigmatic, which is used if the forms are only sometimes
morphologically unmarked (such as the nominative in Latin).

There is a fourth kind of case system, called tripartite by Dixon (1994). Tripartite
systerns are present if A, O, and S are all three treated differently (in short § # A # Q).
Interestingly, tripartite systems are, according to Dixon, a rare phenomenon in the
languages of the world. In Africa, to my knowledge. no instance of a tripartite system
has been found so far.

A further alignment pattern needs to be distinguished with regard to the behavior of
S, namely split S, called active(-inactive) by Klimov (1973 and 1974), and split-ergative
by Aikhenvald (1995)."" Split S is defined as follows by Klimov (1974): S is not marked
coherently; with some verbs, it is marked in the same way as A (in short S, = A), and
with others in the same way as O (in short S, = O). I will adopt Dixon’s term split S
(1994) to refer to this pattern. He uses it in opposition to tlexible S. Note thart a split-S
system differs essentially from the systems earlier mentioned in that a language having
split S is not necessarily a language with a grammaticalized case system. Split S mostly
occurs with what will be referred to as other manifestations of case patterns, that is. in
the cross-reference system. Beria (Saharan) has split S with regard to bound pronouns
for first and second person. There are two sets of bound pronouns, one sufhxed and
a second one prefixed. With transitive verbs, first person A is encoded by rthe suffix -g
(see 3d), and first person O is encoded by the prefix o- (sce 3a). With some intransitive
verbs, S is encoded like A (see 3¢), with others, S is encoded like O (sec 3b). With the
verb by “run”, first person S, is encoded by the suffix -g (see 3¢), and with the verb
toru "dance”, first person S, is encoded by the prefix o- (see 3b).

Beria (Saharan)
(3a) o-k-ku-r. OAV
1.0-3.5G.A-call-prv
"S/he called me.” (Jakobi 2001:107)"
(3b) a-dou-ri. So V
1.5G.s/0-dance-prv
“I danced.” (Jakobi 2001:106)
(3¢)  hirr-gn. VS,
run-1.5G.5/ A-pEv
“lran.” { Jakobi 2001:118)
(3d) ofar-g-. VA
rurn.sth.-1.8G.a-1pv
“I urn something.” ( Jakobi 2001:131)

' Further see Mithun 1991; Merlsn 1957

" The examples taken from Jakobi (2001 are withour tones. The original examples are listed in a table
without glosses. For the convenience of the reader, they are presented here in a different tormar
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On a world level, case systems show the following distribution (see, for example,
B ke 19€ 3 \ccusative systems are found in Uralic and Indo-European languages such
ar Latin. «ype 2 accusan\'w languages are rare; Korean and Japanese are two examples.
Split conditions in accusative languages are based, for example, on defniteness, as in
Torkish, or found only with specific animate nouns, as in Hindi, or only with pronouns,
as in English. According to Blake (1994:122), crgative languages account for up to
20 percent of the world's languages. They are widespread in all branches of the
Caucasian languages, in Tibeto-Burman, Austronesian, the majority of Australian
languages, some languages of the Papuan phylum, in Zoque and Mayan languages
of Central America. In South America, they occur, for example, in Jé, Arawak,
Tupi-Gurani, Panoan, Tacanan, Chibchan, and Carib. Elsewhere in the world, ergative
languages are tound in Basque, Hurrian and a few other extinct languages of the Near
East, Burushaski (Kashmir, Tibety, Eskimo, Chukchi (Kamchatka peninsula), and in the
Penutian languages Tsimshian and Chinook of British Columbia. Split § with nouns
occurs in the Kartvelian languages of the Caucasus, for example in Laz and Georgian;
with bound pronouns on the verb they occur in the Americas, for example in Guarani
vAndean), Lakhora, and other Siouan languages, and in Mohawk, Sencca, and other

[raquofan languages, as well as in Acehnese (Austronesian) (sce Durie 1985:180-95).

1.3 Terminology
1.3.1 General

In the following paragraphs, essential terms will be defined. In addition to Blake's case
definition presented above in 1.2.1, Blake makes the f. ing s :
p 2.1, Blake makes the following statement:

I typreally, case marks the relationship of a noun t a verb at the clause level or of a

ROUN O 3 prepositon, postposition or another noun at the phrase level.  (Blake 1994:1)

The last point mentioned by Blake is controversial. For Dixon and Aikhenvald, case
1s restricted to clause level. What is widely referred to as “the ‘

13 not seen as a case by Dixon and Aikhenvald, as it encod
level':

genitive” for example
es a relationship on phrase

. Benitive is not a case. Case is used for marking of the synractic function of a ¢l
ol . S ¢ @ ¢
constituent in a clause. Genitiv e

e marks a relationship within an Np.
{(Dixon & Aikhenvald 1Y95:18)

Dixon and Aikhenvald argue thart there are lan

guages in which there i

G e the , s double-case

marking. Doul  -case marking is present if one element bears t i

both nctio ally relevant, Typically, double-cas ¢ars two cases which are
Y, case marking occury

in possessive

15 o R : .
For a crosslinguisuc study about penitive, see Dixon (2002
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constructions: In a possessive construction only one element, either the possessor or
the possessee bears the case required by the clausal syntax plus that of the possessor.
In Kanuri, the possessor shows double-case marking with the genitive and the case
required by the clausal syntax (see 4a & 4b).

Kanuri (Saharan, Nilo-Saharan)
(4a) rtara kamu-veé-ga rasksna.
SON WOoman-GEN-ace see. ()"

"I have seen the son of the woman.”
(4b) fatod féro-ve-rd  isdna.
compound girl-GEn-DAT come.he(?)"”
"He has come to the compound of the girl.” (Tucker & Bryan 1966:179)

Nevertheless, I will follow Blake and include the noun phrase level in the category of
case, keeping in mind that these rwo levels should be differentiated.

Further terminological distinctions are mentioned by Blake, for example between
case, case marker, case form, and grammatical relation:

We need to make a distinction between cases |... 1 and the case markers or case forms
through which the cases are realised. A case markeris an affix and a case torm is a complete
word.  (Blake 1994:2)

It 1s also necessary to make a further distinction between the cases and the case relations
or grammatical relations they express. These terms refer to purely syntactic relations such
as subject, direct object. and indirect object, cach of which encompasses more than one
semantic role, and they also refer directly to semantic roles such as source and location,
where these are not subsumed by a syntactic relation and where these are separable
according to some tormal criteria.  (Blake 1994:2)

There is a widely held view [...[ that all dependents can be allotted to 4 particular
grammatical relation whether purcly syntacric or semantic. However. in practice it is
often unclcar how certain dependents are to be classified. For this reason [ will refer, t r
the most part, to cases having funcrions or meanings. These terms are traditional and they
can be taken to be theory-neutral or perhaps pre-theoretical. The term function will range
over well-defined grammatical relations such as direct object and other relations such as
“agent of the passive verb” where different theories might aseribe the function to different
relations. The term meaning will cover not only semantic roles that are demarcated by
case marking or some other formal means, but alsa semantic roles rhat are distinguished
only on intuitive grounds, roles whose status remains unclear in the bsence of some

argumentation.  (Blake 1994:3)

I will generally follow Blake and use the terms in the following way: Case marker is
the marker by which cus> is expressed; case form is the complete case-inflected w4

" No glosses provided by the authors. No glosses provided by the authun
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14 Case in Africa

or phrase. Casc function is the syntactic tunction express.cd by cas‘e. s.uch as S A, O,
ind object JOV, peripheral participant, nominal predicate, or citation. .

A case  rquage is defined as a language that has grammatical forms within the
NP used to distinguish the core participants S, A, and O exclusively or primarily.
av be obligatory, like the case intlexions of Latin, or optional, like the
markees of Kanuri, Furthermore, these forms may be restricted to one

These forms m
postposed case _
case, for example the nominative in marked-nominative languages or the accusative
in accusative languages. What this means is thata language that has grammatical case
s not necessarily a case language. Many languages obligatorily mark genitive nouns,
bur this does not inevitably qualify them as case languages on my definition. This also
means that a language may have a split-8 systen; nevertheless, most split-S systems
are found in languages that are not case languages. For un example, see the West
African Mande langoage L oma (Rude 19831,

There are definitions of case languages found in the literature which are more rigid,

for example by Stassen:

A lancuage i cased if the difference berween core argument NP’ is obligatorily marked

by wav of bound morphology on these argument NP's. - (Stassen 2003:803)

A cave-language definition, which considers not only its syntactic occurrence but also

ity occurrence outside of svntax, called extra-syntactic use, 18 proposed by Creissels:

In broad sense cra Janguages are languages m which some svntdactic contexts require
the use of inflected tonms of nouns 1or noun phrasest different from those available tor
CAra-synracnc unerions. Inamaore restricted sense, case languages are languages in which
noun or noun phrase mtlection contribures to the manifestation of contrasty bélwccn core
syntactic roles i Creissels 200409

+ further question is hich elements in a language are case-marked when speaking of
a case language. It may happen that nouns show no case distinction but pronounst::lo.
as, tor example, in English. In my definition of casc, English has a split case system
which in most contexts is neutralized, namely with nouns; only with pronouns case <tili
¢3¢ > Some additional notes on the distinction core vs. peripheral may ‘
It roughly corresponds to the distinction complement v
Blake 1994:196- 7 Comric 1993:906f. in that core and (verbal) complement both refer
to participants which are required hy the verb. Peripheral participants and adjuncts on
the ¢ er hand refer to participants which are not required by the ve‘rb J B

Some authors have presented a broader use of the 1 : .
says:

be usctul:
s. adjunct made by others (see

complement. Thus, Blake

complement. In this book a co iple 1S
s be voplement s taken  be | dependent ¢ e i
. dependent | resenting an

like Loglish i i
- 0 » . -aghshis deseribed as having
< v v vacomplement. The direet object, indirect abject and vome .

< ¢ socomplements. In the following examples, the compl

i Ty o sans that the fimee verb in a language

prepositional phrases
Cnts are in bold:
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She sent a cheque to the missionary.

She sent the missionary a cheque.

She put the money in the bank.

He was ready for a try at the title.

A student of the classics.  (Blake 1994:198-9)

adjunct. A dependent that is not 4 complement, i.c. a dependent not representing an
argument and so not implied by the governing predicate. An adjunct is always optional as
with the prepositional phrase in He did it with case.  (Blake 1994:196 7.

For our purposes, we will not follow Blake but rake a more narrow concept of
complement and adjunct in that complements cover only the participants triggered
by the verb, and these are in particular S, A, 10, and sometimes locative concepts.
In IXun, for example, the expression of the destination is part of the valency of the
verb edo to arrive . Other scholars use the term argument. in the sense of obligatory
argument, instead of complement.

Comrie (1993:906ff.) points out that there are problems with the definition of
complements (arguments in his terminology). The feature obligaroriness may fail it
taken as the only parameter: In languages where core participants are omissible (as in
English), the question arises whether the pizea in the clause Omar has caten the pizzais an
adjunct or a complement considenng the fact that the utterance Omtar has caten is also
a complete clause, Therefore, further parameters are required. The second parameter
is analogy: If the participant concerned behaves like corresponding complements of
other verbs, this is an argument in favor of a complement. The participant the pizza
behaves like Mark in the clause Lola has killed Mark, for example with regard to passive:
Both can accur as the subject of a corresponding passive clause (Mark has been killed 4

pizza has been caten). The second parameter is defined as follows:

I...] one might establish the principle that any phrase that behaves like an already
established argument (in terms of obligatoriness) is also to be considered an argument.

(Comrie 19930907

And there is a third parameter that comes into play, namely semantics: The meaning
of the adjunct is not affected by the verbal semantics whereas that of the complement
is. The subjeet can have, for example, the meaning of an agent or of an experiencer or
a patient, depending on the semantics of the verb, while with adjuncts this does not
hold: Adjuncts, such as expressions for time, have a stable meaning regardless of the
verbal semantics. For a particular participant it might happen that not all parameters
apply but only one. Comrie concludes with a definition of complements considering
all three parameters, according to which a complement is suthcientdly defined if one of

the following three features applies:

... overall definition ot argument would be: a phrase that is either obligatory given the
choice of predicate or whose meaning is a function of that of the predicate, or whose

behavior is parallel to arguments so defined.  (Comnpe 1993907
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Whichever terminology one prefers, it is essential to consider rhe structure of the
verb in question. 'l‘hc'\-'crh requires one core participant when being intransitive,
two participants when transitive, or three participi\n[s when dl[mn\\'lll.\'(\ There are
Janguages which do not have any ditransitive verbs. " Furthermore, ina given language
all or at least some transitive verbs are also used intransitively without any valency
changing device. In the latter case, the verbs are called ambitransitive. Two subclasses
of ambitransitive verbs can be distinguished: S of the intransitive verb behaves either
like A or like O. An example taken from English may show this: The verb eat in the
clause Tam eating an apple is used ransitively. In the clause: Tam cating, which also is a
complete utterance, the verb is used intransitively. In the latter case, S behaves like A,
ay 8 and A both are filled by an agent. With the verb break, the siruation is different:
The verb can occur transitively as in the clause I broke the stick, but it can also be used
mtransitvely as in The stick broke. In the latter case, § behaves like O, as both are
patients. Languages generally differ with regard to how core participants are treated,
whether they have to be expressed at all, or by independent forms, or by bound
pronouns onlv. Many languages are so called pro-drop languages, that is, the core
participants need not be expressed in an independent form if expressed otherwise, for
example by bound pronouns. There are also languages which lack bound pronouns and
nevertheless do not require core participants to be eapressed. This applies to Xun (Ju,
former North Khoisan). Some authors ditferentiate berween two classes of transitive
clauses, one in which one core participant is O (called transitive, and one in which
there is no O participant, but the second core participant is, for example, a locative
one instead. The latter is referred to by the term “non-transitive”. Verbs belonging to
this class are typically motion verbs which express the source or destination of their
motion.

Dixon ‘1994 further extends the descrption of case in the tollowing way. In
addition to looking at grammaticalized manifestations of casc,

: he maintains that the
patterns found in case systems, such as accusative,

or ergative, are also found outside
the encoding of nouns. It can appear with particles, constituent order, cross-reference
tene  “spect, or main-subordinate clauses. In order to take care of such situations, W(.
propose 1o use the term case pattern. The term case pattern (or pattern in short) should
be distinguished from case system. The latter is strictly
case. Case pattern is used if a certain pattern w
which need not be a grammaticalized case sy

reserved for grammaticalized
ith regard to A, S, and O is present,

'stem; it may relate to constituent

o . hich are not case systems are treated here
under the label other manifestations of case patterns. Case patterns include all sorts of

ta . alig >. Grammaticalized ones as in case systems and non-g

ones as in other manifestations of case patterns. The terms used to co
case pattemns

order, cross-reference, etc. Case patterns w

ammuaticalized

. _ _ ver the various
are identical with the ones used with case systems. Accusative
¥ : * COv 3

e hes bee claimed f Xun “se i ¥
] cd lorAun see Konig 8 Heme forthe |, and Knmg forthe. {
anguagp Ialonkc (see 1 ipke 2005), and Bambara 1see Creissels ¢ and vome Mande
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a case pattern in which A and S are treated the same and simultaneously different
from O. Ergative covers a case pattern in which O and § are treated the same and
simultancously different from A. Tripartite covers a case pattern in which A, S, and O
are all treated differently, and split S covers a case pattern in which some S behave like
A (S, = A) and others behave like O (S, = O).

Takinginto consideration that the notion of case is discussed in this work on a variety
of different levels, the term case (without further specifications) will be used as follows:
Casc is understood as grammaticalized case, which is manifested by an inflexional system,
coded on the noun or noun phrase by inflexional means, consisting ovfa paradigm of
cases (= members of the case systems, also referred to as case grammemes), giving the
language with such an inflexional system the status of a case language. Al further levels
of case manifestations have to be labeled differently, for example as other manifestations
of case pattemns.

Cross-reference is defined by Dixon as follows;

A verb or verbal auxiliary may include bound affixes ete., which provide information about
the person and/or number and/or gender ete. of NP's in certain syntactic functions,

1Dixon 1994:42)

Dixon describes, for example, a (nominative / accusative cross-reference pattern as
follows:

The patteming of bound pronominal athxes in the verbal word can be taken as evidence
of intra-clausal accusativity or ergativity, just like the patteming of case inflections. It a
certain affix cross-references an NP that is in S or A tunceion, with g different athx refermmy
to an NP that iy in O function, then the language can be characterised ¢s “nominative-

accusative " ac this level.  (Dixon 1994:42)

An example may illustrate how a cross-reference accusative pattern works: Swahili
has partly an accusative cross-reference pattern.

Table 1.1 gives an overview of the bound personal pronouns in Swahili. Pronouns
presented in bold show an accusative pattern, since two different pronouns are used
1o encode either S/ A, or O. The non-bold pronouns show no case partern since S, A,
and O are treated the same. Cross-reference follows an accusative pattern with regard
to the bound pronouns for the second person singular (sec 5t for O; Sg and sh tor
- -2), the sccond person plural (see 5a and 5b for §i A and 5¢ for O, and the third
person singul r (sce Sd). In all other persons or noun classes, no case pattern is at
work; A, S, and O are encoded identically. This applies to the third person plural, and
the first person. The first person plural prefix (-)tu- for instance is us 1 tor A (see 500 S
(sce 50), and O (see 5b). Swahili, therefore. shows partially an accusative pattern with
reference to cross-reference.

With regard to the position within the verb, all bound pr uns show an
accusative pattern: S/A is always treated the same and simultaneously difterent
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Table 1.1 Bound' :rsonal pronouns in Swahili

Syntactic
Number & Penson NI (@]
1. NG ni- ni-
208G u- ku-
3. SG a- m-
1. PL Tu- w
2. PL m- wa-
5. PL wd- wa-

from O since § A-pronouns always occur before O-pronouns. both before the verbal

root:
NLG S ATAM-O-ROOT- DER-a
The accusative pattern can be illustrated by the frst person singular pronoun ni-. It

encodes A, § and O, but not in the same position: If ni- cncodes S or A, it appears verb-
initially (see Se & 5. It ni- encodes O, it appears directly betore the root (see Sg).

Swahili

5a1 m-li-anguk-a,

[7)
-~

2.0L.8-pasT-fall-q™

“You (pl.) fell down.”

St meli-tu-on-a. A-OV
2.PL.A-PAST-).PL.O-SCC-Q
“You (pr.1saw us.”

Sy wu-li-wa-on-a. A-O-V
1.PL.A-PAST-2.PL.O-S€€-a
"\ _saw you (pl.)."

(5d)  a-li-m-pend-a. A-O-v
3.5G.A-PAST-3.5G.0-love-a
“"He loved her.”

(5¢) mni-na- wend-a. S-v
1.8G. Pt iS-go-a
“Tgo.”

(5) ni-ue  1-on-a. A-O-V
1.5G.A-PRES-2 $G.0-See-4
“I see you."

.t the forms hsted as third o
respoctive D
“Asthe o w

n sing
ngular and plural are the markers ot noun classes 1 and 2

o meaning i Swahil, it appears as such 1o the plosses,
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(5g) u-na-ni-on-a. A-O-V
2.5G.A-PRES-1.8G.0-see-a
"You see me."”

©
<

(5h) u-li-anguk-a.
2.5G.s-pasT-fall-a
“You fell down.”
(51) tu-li-anguk-a. SV
1.pL.s-pasT-fall-a
“"We tell down.”
(5{) pi-li-mw-ambia Juma
1.8G.A-PAST-3.5G.0-say Juma
“Isaid to Juma:”
(5k) ni-li-ki-chukua ki-tabu.
1.8G.A-pasT-c7-take ¢7-book
“I took the book.”
(sIh ni-li-chukua ki-tabu.
1.5G.A-pasT -take c7-book
“[ took a/the book.”
(5m) ni-li-ki-chukua.
1.5G.a-past-take
“I took it.”

As Dixon's definition of cross-reference indicates (cited above), cross-reference does
not imply agreement. With regard to agreement, the situation might be complex: In
Swabhili for mstance, the system is not homogeneous: Subject pronouns are obligatory.,
object pronouns are not. The object pronoun can occur (it mostly docs it the reterent
is human; sce 5§°"), though it does not have to (see 51 If it accurs, the participant
it refers to can additionally be expressed in an independent noun phrase (see 5ki, or
not (5m).

Furthermore, it is necessary to include not only affixes but clitics as well. Therc are
many African languages wheru it is unclear whether the items concerned are afhixes
or clitics. As in Swabhili, it may happen in other languages thar withm the system not
all items behave homogencously. Thus, it scems helpful to use the notion pronominal
cross-reference as a cover term for items occurring either as affis s or as clitics on
the verb, covering the whole range indi wed in the Swahili example: (a1 The bound
pronoun occurs in addition to the independent noun phrase; (b the bound pronoun
occurs instead of the independent noun phrase: (¢) the bound pronoc 1 can be omit od
if expressed in an independent noun phrase.

' With -ambia “to 1y’ the object pronoun has become obliz)tory
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There is one further case pattern, calle T+ rect-inverse: In Algonqui:ar? lmguagcs
¢.o. in Plains Cree, “the marking on the » b indicates whether an ;]C[l\ilty is in line
\\’?l‘h the person hierarchy or contrary to it” (see Rlake 1994:130) Thé direct pattern
indicates that the participant is in line with the hierarchy, and the mv?rsc patfen.\.
indicates that it js in contrast with it, depending on whether the clause "1 see him
gets a direct marking and “he sees me” gets an is.x\v'crse marking on the verb. To my
knoawledge, no direct-inverse patterns occur in Africa. .

The semantic functions expressed by a certain participant will be reterred to as case
roles; Blake defines case role thus:

Role. The semantic relation burme by a dependent vo its head. In She washed the tablecloth
the subject she could be desenibed us having the rale of agent and the tablecloth as having

the role of anient. Qther terms used are semantic role, case role. thematic role and thera
role. Blake 1994:205:

The tollowing list of case roles, based on Blake 11994:68-72), will be adopted here™:

Avent Lhe entre that perforns acnvity or brings about a change of stare.

Biae = The ammate entiey on whose behalf an acuvity is carried out.

Come o The cause of an achiviry

Destane =The pomt to or towards w hich an enuity moves or iy orenred.,
Fvoane —The creature CXPUTIENUINE an ¢motion oy perception,

I — The distance, areq, ur tinge over which an

acuviy is carried out or over which a
Ste 2 holds

Instiment= The means by which an Actvity or change of stare is carried out.
Locative - The location of an eotity.

Manwe - The way mowhich an actiy ity is done or the way in which 4 change of state takes
place.

Partitive

Aform which reters 1o 2 P
Path—The course over w
Paticnt—1;,

art or quantiry, (Crystal 1992:291)
hich an entity moves,
an enmey vi aed as eXIStng in 4 state
1. an entity viewe
(1ii

or undergoing change
d as located or moving
an entity viewed as aftected or eftected by an entity.
F sse.sor—Thu entity that Possess sanoth  eneiry. i
F rpose—. e purpose ot an activiry.
Reason- T = reason for an activiry.
Recipient- A sentient destination.
Sender A sentient source.

Source. ~The point from which an entity moves or deriyes,
e ™ 2e vempaor 1 position o EXTETSION O 1n eniry.
There i« -onsensu ama g scholars that the

total n
smal

umber of ¢yse roles C
see fo ¢ smple Fillmore 1977, Com e 195 el bekept

6 0\( ]95)3 N

Blake subsumes me T lo ; The
mestmeunderlo on 1199469 Mhe ., o author differentiagen between the
h - v LNe Lwao
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On the one hand, there are indications that this list needs to be expanded. | ... | The problem
with following this approach 1o 1ts logical conclusion is that the number of semantic
relations soon proliferates beyond control, in the sense that as one considers new verbs
new semantic roles arise.  (Comrie 1993:910)

The analysis of ergative languages especially has shown that often case does not
behave homogeneously within a given language. In ergative languages it is quite
common that the ergative functions occur only in certain syntactic contexts, whercas
in other contexts there is no ergative system but an accusative one, for example. The
same holds for an ergative pattern: [t also may occur in restricted contexts only whereas
in other contexts, different patterns occur. The term split is used in the literature to
refer to such situations. [ will use the term split either if there are different patterns at
work, for example an ergative/accusative-split, or if there is only one systern which in
certain contexts is neutralized, for example an accusative /neutral split. The conditions
for a given split always have to be specified. Split may be triggered with regard to
person, tense/aspect, clause type, constituent order, etc. In Georgian (Caucasian)
for instance there is a tense/aspect split: Clauses with verbs in the “aorist”™ (i.e. past
perfective) are ergative but in the present tense they are accusative (0 mrie 1978).
The Australian language Dyirbal has a person split, it shows an accusative system
with A being first or second but an ergative one with A being rhird person (Comrie
1978). The importance of the concept split can be seen in the following quote from
Plank:

|...] strictly speaking, all Janguages arc “split” insofar as their rules and regularities
alternatively follow two or more patterns of alignment rather than only a single ne.

(Plank 19935a:11841

The terms double case and case doubling need to be distinguished. Case doubling™
is used for the morphological occurrence of more than one case ending on one noun.
It refers to a special building pattern where the case marker is nor suffixed to the
morphologically unmarked form but to a form which itselt is already a derived case
form—-in fact, the base for case doubling is a stem which itself is a derived case form.
For instance, in the Omotic language Maale the ablative case (ABL) is atrached to the
root which itself appears in the locative case (LOC) (see 0),

Maale (Omotic)
(6) maar-6-idda-ppa
housc-acc-Lo -aBL
“from the house” (Amha 2001:¢ )

Also refert d to under the label “mulaple case” marking . Malout 20000 or Suiby utname: Py’
1995b). 4 phenomenon w) ch e avcesied for Australien hingages. Fora typuloguod cudy v hsubr aes
see Dench and Eyans yos
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Therefore, case doubling forms are not instances of double case markings.* In double
cise markings, different syntactic functions are marked on the same noun: a noun bears
mare than one case ending which has functionally the value of two cases. In contrast,
in case doubling the noun bears more than one case ending which functionally has the
value of one case. An example for double case marking is the genirtive in Kanuri (see
42 & 4b abover. In short, a noun with several case endings is an instance of double
case if the case endings express more than one function; an instance of case doubling
is present if two or more case endings express only one function.

The exceptional status of the morphologicallh  unmarked form  within an
oppositional system has been pointed out by Bybee 1994) when dealing with tense,
aspect, and modality systems. The morphologically unmarked form of the noun has
ditferent values depending on the case system concerned: [n a type 1 case language it
refers to one member of the basic case opposition and presents therefore a case form
of its own (such as the accusative in a type 1 accusative Janguage). In a sphit type 2 case
language with contexts where case is neutralized, these contexts ace covered by the
morphologically unmarked form. The latter has not the value of a case form, but is
Just a cascless form isee for example Kanuri and Kemantney in chapter 2).

With regard to the total number of cases distinguished in a case language the
following situations are documented crosslinguisrimlly: According to Mel'tuk (1986)
the number ranges from two up 1o forty-six, two (Ancient French), three (Hindi,
Romaniant five (Classic Greek!. scven (Latin), ten {Russians,

cighteen (Hungarian),
twenty-sin (Andi, Archi), and forty-six (Tabas

aran). In Africa, the range covers between
twand twelve: two 1Maa), three {Nobiin, Datoogay, four (Fur, Tennet)

. seven (Ik,
Turkanay, eight | “laaba), ten (Maale)

»and twelve  Awngii* isee chaprers 2 and 3).
One further case patrern has been reported, called double

oblique, already
mentioned by Sapir (1917). In my terminology

a double oblique is present if A and O
are treated the same, and simultaneously different from . This peculiar pattern has

been reported tor Rosani (of the Pamir branch of Indo-Iranian; see Payne 1980:155).
To my knowledge, no instance of this pattern is present in Africa.

1.3.2 Terminological conventions

The case terminology is unproblematic if the categories inv

. olved do not show any
mismatch. For example, scholars agre

¢ principally on the following labe
which is used as the citation form of the noun and covers § and
an item which is morphologically marked and covers O i ¢
two together constitute an accusative system. An item use
used as the citation form of the noun, and being the

I8 An item
Alscalleda nominative:
alled accusative, and the
d to wover § and 0, also
morphologically unmarked torm

24 . - .
Scealso the discu in about Suffi afnahme” and double case

25 . .. .
According w0 hewzror Y78:125-6) these are the follow
transtan | darpe

1 Plank 11905k,

mng in Awny IE NOImnat Y SAtIve
V 7 . ! F\ i natiye, adcu ¢
A ld“v(‘, loc anve, ompdranve, comirative dil(.'\'[l\'(‘ illh()\'dll\’( tive o
i b C a C yemiuve, and
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is called an absolutive; an item used to cover A only is called ergative, and the two
together constitute an ergative system. If. however, the case in a particular language
does not show these prototypical matches, scholars tend to disagree on terminology. |
will now look at some particular conventions that have been proposed.

1.3.2.1 Marked nominative With regard to marked-nominative systems, there is
an ongoing discussion to find the proper label for this mixed case system. Marked-
nominative systems are sometimes called “extended ergative”. As was observed
above, Dixon (1994:66ft.) considers both terms “extended ergative” and “marked
nominative” to be rather unsatisfactory but prefers the latter. He is not the only one
expressing dissatisfaction with the term marked nominative; Creissels is another:

I retain it [marked nominative; C. K.| as the most widespread label for a type of case
system particularly relevant to the ongoing discussion, but I put it in quotation marks in
order to express my reservations about it.  (Creissels 2004:6, footnote 7)

Creissels also sticks to the term marked nominative for lack of a better option; the
term survives because it is the best of the worst. As it is necessary to stick to a coherent
terminology, I will also adopt marked nominative. Another issue concerns the question
of how the cases within a marked-nominative system should be called. The solutions
proposed in the literature so far will be discussed in 1.3.2.2 and 1.3.2.3.

1.3.2.2 Absolutive/Absolute In East Africa a somewhat confusing terminology is
used: The morphologically unmarked form tends to be called absolute or absolurtive
(although no ergative case system is present). What makes it so confusing is the fact
that absolute/absolutive is used either for the nominative in an accusative system or
the accusative in a marked-nominative system. It is even used for a non-zero marked
accusative in a marked-nominative language, namely in the East Omotic language
Haro (Woldemariam 2003:64°*). To illustrate this confusion: Tucker and Bryan
(1966:14) use the term “absolute” either for the nominative or for the accusative case,

it is always the case in citation:

The Term “Absolute” refers to the form of the Noun or Pronoun, &¢., used when cited.
In some languages this is in the Nominative Case, in others in the Accusative Case.

(Tucker & Bryan 1966:14)

In Cushitic languages such as Bilin and Awngi (called Awia by Tucker & Bryan 1906),
the “absolute’ refers to the nominative case, while in languages such as Sidamo,

"Unlike in its common usage the term Absolutive here does notmiply norphological unmarkedness.
As we will show in the coniing section, the Absolutive is charactenized b a spectal morphulogical signal
that paradigmatically controsts with the Nomuative and Genitiv 7 (Woldemariam 2003:6 4
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Oromo called Gala by Tucker & Bryan), Somali, and Beja (called Bedauye by
Tucker & Brvan). it refers to the accusative case.

In the Ccn.tml Cushitic language Kemantey, a type 2 accusative language with case
being restricted to definite nouns, the term absolutive refers to the morphologically
1 )mtarkcd torm  that is, the cascless form of the noun. With indefinite nouns the
“absolutive” is used for S, A, and O. and it is opposed to the case-inflected definite
noun. which occurs in the nominative in order to encode S, A, and in the accusative to
encode O thevew 2003:2374 see also section 2.

Creissels (2004 adds another use of the term absolute (not absolutive). For him it
is crucial to differentate a further level with regard to case, namely the use of nouns
in so-called extra-syntactic functions, vs. the use of nouns in syntactic functions. In
search of a new term, restricted to extra-syntactic functions only, he comes up with
the label “absolure ™

Toseems 1o me that ahsolute aiseis the best way to label case torms available for the extra-
synuactic function of pure designation without any hint at their possible syntactic vses,
in spite of the possible confusion with “absolutive™ as used in Dixonian tradition. Other

possibilities would be default case or dusienative case. 1Crassels 2004:10

Ourside of Africa, the term absolute is used 1o refer to the unmarked nominative,
as, for example. by Lewis 11967): He used absolute for the Turkish morphologically
unmarked nominative case form.

However, there is also a clear opinion on how the terms absolutive and nominative
should be used. Blake for instance points out that he wants to restrict the term
absolurive 1o grammarical relations subsuming S + O (= P in his terminology) only
and use nominative for all other options including S + A: ‘

The term absolutive is used in some circles for a case or case torm covering § - P T
Normally such forms are unmarked.  (Blake 1994-2 ) e - Plndtions
My preference is 1o use nominative for the case

that is used t encode § irrespective of
whether this case covers S- Aor§ + P or indee

d whether it is exclusive to S or covers
S— A -1 [Thiscase will normally be unmarked and w
constructions. | will reserve
Sand P.  (Blake .99:, 187

ill be the case used in isolation from
the term ahsolutive for a grammatical relation that subsumes

I will follow Blake and avoid the term absolutive when not covering S and O: instead |
will st Lo nominative covering§ and A, irrespective of whether ir is morphr‘)lo ricall

marked or unmarked, and accusative for the case covering O, irrespective of w;,ethey
it is morphologically marked or unmarked. '

1.3.2.5 Nominative In an article abour case in Ma
a wsatve ' terminology) the nominative, and ¢
cither “oblique™ or “ergative” or “subjective”

asal, Mel'cuk suggests calling the
he nominative (my terminolog;

tsec MelCuk 1986 and 1997:136).
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Furthermore. he argues that Maasai has an ergative structure. His argumentation
goes as follows:

(i) Mel'tuk takes the citation form as the sole basis for the case label. In his view,
the form of the noun used in citation must be called nominative, irrespective of the
syntactic use of this form:

In a language L thar has grammarical cases, the case used to NAME objects or situations,
i.e. to mark a noun in isolation, must be called the nominative, whichever role it plays in
the syntax of L and whichever is its formal exponent.  (Mel'¢uk 1986:71)

(ii) As will be shown in chapter 4, Maasai (referred to in this book as Maa, Maasai being
one of the dialects of Maa) is a marked-nominative language where the form of the
noun used in citation is identical with the form of the noun used to encode O. If the
syntactic use of a case is ignored, the accusative of a marked-nominative language (my
terminology) has to be called nominative in Mel tuk's terminology.

As the term nominative is alrcady used for what I call accusative, Mecl'¢uk’s
procedure raises a problem with the label for the opposite case: The nominative
(my terminology) is called either “oblique™, or “crgative”, or “subjective” by him
{Mel'cuk 1997:136).

(i) Accordingly, Mel’tuk argues that since the structure of Maa is not nominative it
is ergative (1997: 141):%7

The basic verbal construction of Maasai 1s an ergative construction, since the Grammatical
Subject of any verb, including the verb “to be”, and of any predicatve adjective noun. is

never in the nominative: it is in the oblique case.  (Mel'tuk 1997:138)
His definition of ergative goes as follows:

An Ergative Construction is a predicative construction “Grammatical Subject =
Grammatical Predicate” such that its Grammatical Subject can potentially express the
Causer (in the language in question) and is marked by a case other than the nominative.

(Mel Cuk 19973738

Mel'tuk discusses the possibility of calling the nominative (my terminology) the
ergative (1997:138). He sticks to the term ergative, being aware that the oblique
ergative case encodes S and A:

An objection |to a prototypical ergative comstruction]. however, might be raised in
connection with the fact that in Maasai the oblique case marks the Grammatical Subject
not only with transitive verbs, as in chese languages. but also with intransinve verbs and
even with predicatively used adjectives and numerals.  (Mel'tuk 1997:130

The Maasai construction is not nonunative, and, faute de muetx, [will call it crgative in the rest of
the paper” (Mel Tuk 1997:141)
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[n the present volume the terms ergative and nominative will bF used iT1 ac%‘()rcjlancc‘
with the case patterns they cover, as introduced in 1.2.2; [hcrctorc.. I will <nol.f()llo‘w
Mel tuk's proposal. For me, Maasaiis not an ergative language and his nominative will
be called accusative by me. Mel tuk's view about ergativity has not gone unchallenged
see Dixon 1994:21-2 footnote). In particular, Mel'tuk's statement that Lezgian is
;m ergative language has been criticized by authors working on Lt“zgi.m languagcs
isee Haspelmath 19911 Sasse (1984:111-12) proposes the term subject case for the
nominative when dealing with Fast Cushitic languages (Gidole, Saho, Kouso, etc.).
In the Berber linguistic tradition, the nominative is referred to by the terms annexed
state or obligue case. The morphologically unmarked form, the accusative, is called
the free state or direct case (see Aikhenvald 1990:113),

As the tollowing quotation suggests, Gregersen  1977:63) proposes a further use of
the term nominative:

Case svsremis i Afncan languages appear to be either of the accusative type—where one
case iy used for the subject of any sort ot verb, while a second is used for the object ot a
nsive verh as m ) omn or German'—, ar the nominative type --where a single case

appears in both positions but other cases also exist. 1Gregersen 197763

Gregerse  1977:634 uses the term nominative in the sense of “nominative system’’
5 OPpL 4 T0 accusative system. Accusative system is used by Gregersen in the
usual way, namecly for a case system in which the core functions are encoded by
two cases, such thar the accusative covers O and the second case covers S and A.
The "nominative system”, however, is defined in a particular way by him: In a
“nominative systern”, all three core participants. 8, A, and O, are encoded by one
case form only; case inflexion exists for penipheral participants only. In our definition,
the latrer would not be a "nominative system”". In a strict sense, languages showing
this pattern w uld not be case languages. The term nominative is misleading here as
1t implies that there is a case distinction among the core participants, while there is
none. In the Kartvelian tradition, in particular the Georgian one, the term nominative
has been used to refer to the absolutive of an ergative system, and the term narrative

has been used to refer to the ergative (see Harris to appear:2-3: Harris & Campbell
1995).

1.3.24 E _ntactic use Creissels (2004) introduces the te

rm “extra-synractic
use” to refer to functions of the noun when use

d in isolation or in quotation

S, Or as
t ver “A tree!” to the question ““What is this"

"It relate
form usec 1ere. In case languages, prototypically, the form of th
syntactic  ictions corresponds to the morpholo
used elsewhere (in syntactic uses), that is, the no

s to the term citarion
¢ nouns used in extra-
gically and functional]y

basic form
mmative in accusative

]anguages, or

- - R
Tra-syntactic form of nouns available for uses such as quatation or pure dsivnation
i

2004:4). Creissels
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the absolutive in ergative languages. There are, however, languages where there is a
mismatch between the two domains. If therc is a mismatch between the two domains
in a given language, it will be discussed (see for example Ik in section 2.8).

1.3.2.5 Further observations Case marking sometimes varies also in certain other

constructions or participant types:

1. Indirect object (10)

The term 10 (or recipient) will not be used if the language requires a head-marking
device like verbal derivation to encode it. This holds for example for Nilotic languages
where an applicative (or applied) derivation is used to introduce the 10 equivalent
(see chapter 4). The concept 10 is semantically restricted to participants encoding
case roles like beneficiary, recipient. or directional, and synractically to participants
which need no head-marking device. In a language with a head-marking device, the
beneficiary, recipient, or directional introduced by a verbal derivation will be referred
to as "JO equivalent”. 10 is defined as follows:

The term 10 is used for a participant which semantically encodes case roles like
beneficiary, recipient or directional, if syntactically no head-marking like verbal derivation
ix required.

And IO equivalent is defined as follows:

The term 10 equivalent is used for a participant which semantically encodes case roles
like beneficiary, recipient or directional, if syntactically a head-marking device like verbal

denvarion is required.

There is a position according to which participants introduced by verbal derivarion
automatically become core participants {Erhard Voeltz, personal communication).
Alternatively, it is also possible to argue, as I have done with regard o 10, that the
crucial feature of core participants is the fact that they do not trigger any additional
marking such as adpositions or verbal derivation. In the latter view, verbal deriy ition
and adpositions are alternative strategies for the encoding of peripheral participants.
I will not take a firm stance on this issue because it is essentially theory-dependent. If
the relevant position proposed by the author concerned is not entirely convincing, 1
will suggest an alternative solution.

2, Passive

In particular with some marked nominative languages an exceptional case marking
occurs in passive constructions. Scholars have used different rermis to refer to this
construction (passive, par iv =lit :, subjectless cla », de ed subject, im sonal
active, etc.; sec chapter 4). [ will adopt, for the present purposes, a detinition of passive

from Dixon who defines it as a construction having the following features:
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1. Passive applies to an underlying transitive clause and forms a derived intransitive
clause.

The underlying O becomes 8 of the passive sentence.

3. The underlying A is omitted, although there is always the option of including

LE¥]

it.
Ihe passive is formally marked, generally by a verbal afhx (see Dixon 1994:146).

Passives where the agent cannot be expressed are referred o as agentless passives. {f

no formal marker is present. it will be referred to as passive-like construction.

3. Copulacla :

Different views are expressed with regard to the structure of copula clauses. Hengeveld
1992a:10 divides the clause T am a teacher™, into the predicate the teacher and

the argument [: the predicate in his view includes everything atter the copula without

the copula itselt. Dixen and Atkhenvald point vut that verbless clauses do not have case

structures found in verb clauses. Instead, thev show a slightly ditferent structure:

A copula vert always has the possibility of taking two arguments—but these are not A and
O 4 copula clause cannot include ergative or accusative marking on one of its arguments).
It normally appropriate to treat one of these as § and the other may be a special copula
complement argument valtematively, it may be lacative, or possessive, cte. .

(Dixon & Aikhenvald 1995:15)

will follow Dixon and Aikhenvald: Instead of copula complement [ will use the term
nomnal predicate to refer to the second participant in verbless clauses. Accordingly, in
a clause like T'am a teacher, I'is $ and a teacher is the nominal predicate.

< Top - and focus

L: e atdefines topic as follows:

The t ic of a sentence is the thing which the proposition ¢
ABOUT. (Lambrecht 1904:118)

xpressed by the sentence is
According to Lambrecht, clause initial clements can be cither topic or focus
1994-" 7,. Lambrecht's topic definition is in line with that of other scholars such as
Gundct '1976  Chomsky 1975), Dil (1978), and Reinhart (1982). For Lambrecht it
is crucial to principally distinguish | ween topical and non-topical p bar
discourse. This distinction is, as indicated by Lambrecht, not considere
Givo:  1983) for example refers by

articipants in

d by all authors,

the term “topic” to all discourse participants:

. char: ion of “topic” adopted here may be summarized as follow A referent

' el ea as the topic of a proposition if IN A CIVEN DISCOURSI the propositi

is convrued as being ABOUT this referent, i.c. as « ressing information \Lh U“
L fO and which increases the addree s | VLEDGI F this . crcnl:
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Follawing Remhuart (1982, we may say that the relation “topic-of " eapresses the pragmatic
rdlation of abournes: = hich holds between g veterent and a proposition with respect o
a pane ular discounse. The term “pragmatic relation” should be understood as meaning
“relarion constroed within parricular discourse contexts.” Topic is 0 "PRAGMATICALLY
CONSTRUED SUNTENCE RULATION ' In what tollows, 1 will try to make this

comewhar vague charactenzation ot “topic” more precise, ambrecht 1994:127)

\ccording to Chatfe (1970, focus is 2 complementary category to topic. For him
iocus iy the new informa - on which makes a statement about the topic of the ¢clause.
1ambrecht favors a different posinion in vhat {ocus is not simply the complement of
the topic, in particular because all clauses have tocus but not all have a topic:

Howcver notall sentences have viopie -, Therefore focus cannot simply be defined as

the compicoarent of iopic. Lambiec 9 206"

Furthermore T ambrecht doc i) maintains that focus does not equate new
mformation. Focuy is defined by Lambrecht as follows, and this definition is adopted
here:

the fucus of the proposition expressed by o sentenee in g SIVeN Utierance coneext
woeen s he elament of mtonmarion whereby the prosnpposinon and the assertion
DIFFER fr v cae ot v The tocus is that portion of 4 proposition which cannot be
b mantes the e e s the UNPREDICTARI E or pragmatically

SON-RECON EF AR E elaner: inan uticrance. The focus §s what nkes an utterance

nto  assernion. o ambrecht 1994: 206,

1.3.3 Summary

In table 1.2, the terminological conventions are summarized. It gives

‘ an overview of
the different case labels used in the literature to refer to simil

! ar functions. Horizontally,
case functions are listed and vertically various labels are listed. My

own terminology is
placed at the bott m. Some authors, such as Tucker and Bryan an

| d Mel'cuk, are listed
more than onc . T' is is because, as has been shown, Tucker and Bryan use the
at o 1te both in a marked-nominative and an accus: v
difterent labels tor the same funcrion.

term
¢ language, and Mel'cuk uses

1.4 Conc _.~

As this short excursion into the literature may have illustr

ated, the cise phenome on
¢oseussed here s covered by

a range of somerimes contradicting te
€200< “iighlighr< an important differentiation which will be considfrcd here as well

ver eless, I 1] not adopt his terms anti-accusative or ﬂrl[i-ergaLivc‘l]:ath* |
¢ ntactic alignment is talien as the basis wi' . regard to case labe - ' -

rms. Creissels

15, although the use
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of the cases in their extra-syntactic functions will be considered as well. If there is a
mismatch between the syntactic use and the extra-syntactic usc, it will be pointed out.
such as a nominative, which is not the case used for an extra-syntactic tunction, or a
synractically marked form used in extra-syntactic function.

Generally, our overview of the literature has shown that with regard to the case
terms absolurive, ergarive, nominative, accusative. and absolute, there seems to be
no solution which would do justice to all functional aspects involved, such as extra-
syntactic use, syntactic use, morphological markedness, syntactic markedness, and
case alignment. | will stick to the traditional terms using the following definitions:
Absolutive is the case for the morphologically unmarked form covering O and § in an
ergative system. Ergative is the case covering A only in an ergative system. Nominative
is the case covering § and A, cither in an accusative or a marked-nominative system.
Accusative is the case covering O, either in an accusative or a marked-nominative
system. In order to avoid confusion, the term absolute will be avoided.

In an accusative system, the accusative is morphologically marked. functionally
marked, and not used for extra-syntactic functions, while the nominative is typically
morphologically unmarked, functionally unmarked, and used in extra-syntactic
functions, such as pure designation. In a marked-nominative system, the accusative
is morphologically typically unmarked, functionally unmarked. and used for extra-
syntactic functions, whereas the nominative is the case which is morphologically
marked, functionally marked, and is notused for extra-syntacric functions. Accordingly,
the accusative is the default case in a marked-nominative system, the nominartive is
the default case in an accusative system, and the absolutive is the default case in an
ergative system.

According to the terminology used in the present volume, the following
generalizations can be made: The languages of the world can be classified into case
languages and non-case languages. The former are languages with grammaticalized
case. All case languages follow one of the tollowing case svstems: accusative, ergative,
marked nominative, or tripartite. The only participants being considered in the
manifestation of case systems are 8, the intransitive subject. A, the transitive subject,
and O the transitive object. The case systems are distinguished, inter alia, based on case
patterns. As the participants considered are restricted to three, namely 8, A, and O, the

logically possible configurations of case patterns are limited to three as well:

Accusative: A and § are treated the same, and simultaneously different from O -in
short $ = A#0).

Ergative: O and $ are treated the same, and simultaneously difterent from A (in
short § = O # .A).

Tripartite: A, S, and O are treated differently (in short § 2 A # O).

A fourth pattern occurs in the languages of the world with regard to St if some S's
b yave like A and other S's like O, a split S system is present.
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Split §: inshort: 8y - AS.- O

No case pattern is present AL S, and O are all treated the same. ‘ . ‘
The alignment patterns of case systems and case patterns a.re identical. Other
muanifestations of case patierns are presentin nearly all languages of the world, whether
case languages or non-case languages. Other manifestations are visible for example in
the tollowing areas: constituent order, cross-reference, number agreement on verbs,
omissihility of participants. and syntactic pivots. These manifestations are encoded
by a more extended class of means than case systems. A case language is defined as a
language with grammaticalized case that is present if case is obligatorily expressed to
distmgaish at Jeast 8, A and O by the following means: affix, tone, root reduction,
accent shift and or adpositions. Other manifestations of case patterns are like case
systems identifiable via the alignments of S, A, and O. In contrast to case systems,
these manifestations are expressed by means which are not primarily case expressions
but also serve other functions. All languages can show other manifestations of case
patterns; Swahili is not a case language but shows an accusative pattern with regard
to cross-reference. 'Xun is not a case language but shows an accusarive pattern with
regard 1o constituent order and an ergative pattern with regard to number agreement
on the verb see Konig forthe. ¢). Bohm has claimed that the Chadic language Tangale,
which is not a case language. show s ergative alignment with regard to cross-reference
rsec Bohm 1083Y. Shilluk is a case language with an ergative system; in addition, it
shows crgative case patterns with regard to constituent order, cross-reference.
and omissihility of participants (se¢ 3.1.2). The features being considered when
speaking of a case svstem are the following: the alignment pattern of A, S, and O,
the means by which case is expressed, and the marking correlation of the cases. The
only feature considered when speaking of a case partern is the alignment pattern of
S, A and O.
¢ term accusative is used on different levels: First, it is the case which covers O
in an accusative case system; second. it is the case system showing an accusative case
pattern, with the nominative being the unmarked member of the case oppusition; and
third, the alignment of S = | £ O is called an accusative pattern. Like
ergative is used on ditferent levels: First, the case which cove
system is called the crgative case; second, the case s
called ergauy - system; third, the alignment §

wise, the term
A in an ergative casc
ystem with an ergative pattern is
. - O # Ais called the ergative pattern,
Due to the fact that in case sy ems various features are considered, the

, . re is not always
a onc-to-one correlation of case patte )

cor m and case system: Accusative systems and
marked-nominative systems both show an accusarive patte

is the markednes. correlation: In accy
member of the

m. Whatdistinguishes them
‘e sy .ems, the nominative is the unmarked
Opposition: m marked-nominative systems it is the

accusative which is
the unmarked member of the opposition.

Case patterns can be manitested by way of either case

4 ' systems or of
manifestations of case alig i

oAl case systems witl an accusative system
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expressed by suffixes, for example, show an accusative pattern with regard to these
suffixes. Compared to case system, case pattern is the more general term which s
not restricted to grammaticalized case. The encoding of peripheral participants is not
considered in any of these terms, either in the case patterns or in case systems or in
case languages, or in other manifestations of case patterns. A case typology is possible
with regard to the manifestation of case, either being grammaricalized when speaking
of case systems and case languages, or not being grammaticalized when speaking of
other manifestations of case patterns visible in case patterns only, not expressed by
mcans whose primary function it is to cxpress case.

1.5 Goals of the book

My interest in the study of case arose when | was carrying out fieldwork on the Tk
language of northeastern Uganda. Subsequently, I wrote 2 monograph on the case
structure of this language (Kdnig 20021 Observing that the analysis of case in this
language raiscs questions that could not be answered based on the study of a single
language, 1 embarked on a comparative survey of African languages resulting in he
present book, whose main concern is to understand case in its various manifesta ons,
both in its grammaticalized and its non-grammaricalized structures.™ \s mentionced
earlier, the total number of languages with grammaticalized case systems is relatively
small in Africa; in addition, the languages with grammaticalized case show various
peculiarities, such as split systems, and the number of conteats in which case is
neutralized is relatively high.

From a crosslinguistic perspective there are some features in Africa where Africa
stands out: T'one as a marker of case hardly exists elsewhere in the world esee section
5.1), and marked-nominative systems are a rare phenomenon clsewhere isee chaprer 4.
There is one other area where marked-nominative languages are found outside Arica:
Some Yuman languages of California are also reported to be marked-nominative tsec
Gordon 1986, Iangdon 1970, and Miller 2001). These features will therefore be looked
at more closely.

Due to space limitations certain aspects of case discussed ahove are not part of
the book. Among them there is the encoding of peripheral participants: it will be
mentioned, if relevant, but requires a separate treatment. The encoding of nominal
possession will be discussed only if core cases are involved in some w v or other,
What has been labeled above “other manifestations of case™ is not part of this book,
nor are split § systems. The emergence of case 1s also considered only in passing: the
focus is on grammaticalized appearances of core cases.

In accordance with these goals, the book discusses the following issucs. The present
chapter has laid the foundation on how case is defined and what kinds of case sy e s

i

Ihis does not mean that grammaticalized case stems will noe be distinguished from other
muanifestations of case parterns.
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are to be distinguished. Subsequent chapters are more data-oriented. Chapters 2 to 4
present the basic case systems accusative (chapter 2), ergatiwr* (chapter‘}). and marked-
nominarive (chapter 4). In chapter 3. further special Atrican features of case are looked
at, such as the relation between case and tone (5.1), the relation between case and
definiteness (3.2), or the generalization that in East Africa there is no case distinction
before the verb 15.3); note that definitencss and “no case before the verb” are salient
sphit conditions in Africa. Areal phenomena are also dealt with in chapter 5, as most
of the fearures mentioned here are somehow areally distributed. Chapter 6 presents a
map with the case languages discovered in Africa so far and a genealogical overview
of the African case languages. Finally, the results will be summarized in chapter 6,
where an overview of the main issues with regard to Africa is given, in particular of
accusative, ergative, and marked-nominative systems.

The data presented in this volume are mainly taken from the literature available.
Wherever possible, data collected in the course of field trips to Kenya and Uganda are
also taken into account, as well as unpublished information from scholars working on
spevific languages. Some languages are only mentioned bricfly, others are discussed
at great length. This is cither because for my purposes the relevant language has
not much to offer or that a similar rype has been illustrated alrcady with a different
language, or simply because there are no more data available. This situation is far
from being satisfactory: much further field research is required on case jo Africa. This
volume can therefore be no more than a starting point on this topic. Nevertheless,
first generalizations are possible and it is hoped that they will inspire future research.

In order to make the analysis as transparent as possible the
n accordance with the framework outlined
[ have changed the glosses of the authors cite

data are presented
above. For the sake of consistency
d if that turmed out 1o be necessary,
glossing for example the unmarked case form in marked-nominative systems as
accusative but in nominative-accusative systems as nominati
avoid misunderstandings. Conceivably, I may not alway
thesc authors, and 1 apologize for any misinterpretation
conventjon.

ve in an attempt to
s have met the intentions of
s which may result from this
For each language. gene: ogical information will be provided about the branch
2 u _ ylum it belongs to. The genetic classification follows principally Greenberg's
(19€¢” ) seminal work, fairly generally accepted among students of African languages
According to this “.assification there are four language phyla in Africa (called tt‘z,nmiliesv
by Greecnbe | namely Afroasiatic, Niger-Congo, Nilo-Saharan, and Khoisan
Nc ¢, however, that some of these genetic groupings not uncontroversi-al In.
particular, the evidence so far available to establish Nilo-Saharan and Khoiiar; as
genetically defined entities is not entirely satisfactory. My reasons for nevcrghcles;
using Green roupings in this work are the tb]lowing: First, this is what
generally acceptec and done by both Africanists and general linguisyg Sécénd I .
not making any claim that, for example, Nilo-Saharan and Khoisan carv]. be genc;ic:l'l;
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defined, nor would this be essential for the general content of this work. Third, like
many colleagues, including those who reject genetic classifications altogether, I am
using Greenberg's classification mainly as a reference system and, as such, there is no
alternative available. And finally, most assertions on genetic relationships to be made
here relate not to macro-groupings such as phyla but to sub-groupings such as Niloric,
Surmic, Bantu, or Cushitic, and the genetic status of these sub-groupings is gencrally
uncontroversial.




2
Accusative

2.1 Overview

In this chapter an overview of Tanguages with accusative systems is given. So far thirty.
languages with an accusative svstem have been discovered in Africa. A selection ot
different types is presented here. A complete list is given in figure 2.1 in genealogical
order.'

As the genealogical overview of accusative languages in figure 2.1 illustrates, most
of the accusarive lainguages belong to the Nilo-Saharan phylum. Among them are
genctically fairly 1solated languages like Fur, Maba, Masalit, Kunama, and 1k, a Kuliak
language. In additivn, there are languages belonging to larger groups. like the Saharan
languages Kanuri and Tubu, and some Eastern Sudanic languages, like Nobiin,
Mararit. Tama, and Nyimang. In the Afroasiatic phylum, accusarive languages are
found in particular within the Semitic languages. such as Amharic, Argobba, Gafat,
Tigre Tigrinva, Harari, and Gurage: the Central Cushitic Janguages, such as Awngi,
Xamtanga, Bilin, and Kemantney: and some Omotic languages such as Masketo,
Hamar, Dime, and Aari also belong here. In addition, it can be argued that the Khoisan
language Khoekhoe (Nama) and the Central Heiban language of the
phylum arc accusative languages. (For Khoekhoe see section 5.4.2),

The 1y »c ogy ot case languages shows considerable vanation. There
with an elaborated casc system, such as Awngi (Central Cushitic), where, according
to Hetzron (1978:125 6), in total twelve cases are differentiated by suffixes, to my
knowledge the sargest number of cases® distinguished in Africa. O
a split system only, where case is restricte

Kordofanian

are languages

ther languages have
d to definite noun phrase
all Semitic case languages, 1o Kemantney (Central Cushiric),

section 5.2) .n addition, there are languages which in a

s; this applies to
and Maba (see further

TC sense are not case
Iz iguages since wase, including core cases such as accusative, are only optional. These
bel mg with the exception of Dullay (Afroasiatic) all to Nilo-Saharan,

n particular
Fur, Maba, Kunama, Tubu, Kanuri., and Tama. In ]_)Ll”dy

only topicalized objects are

Forade mtonof ™ ¢t v wstem' see )22

fonl: oficvional mean are considered. 1o ad o



Accusative 37

Afroasiatic
Semitic:  Ambharic; Argobba; Gafat; Tigre; Tigrinya; Harari; Gurage: “.¢'ez
Cushitic: East: Dullay
Central Agaw: Awngi; Xamtanga; Bilin; Kemantney
Omotic’: Western: Ometo: West: Masketo (Basketo)

Eastern: (= Ari-Banna) Hamar: Dime: Aan

Nilo-Saharan
Ik; Fur; Maba: Masalit; Kunama

Saharan: Tubu (= Daza); Kanun
Eastern Sudanic: Nobiin
Western: Mararit; Tama; Nyimang

Kordofanian
Heiban — Central: Ebang

Khoisan
Khoe: Khoekhoe (Nama)

Figure 2.1 Accusative case languages in Africa

usually case-inflected (see Tosco 1994). Finally there are split languages of a different
kind from the one alrcady mentioned: Case is obligatory but neutralized in various
contexts, which are syntactically determined. This applics to Ik, and to Masalit.

In what follows, each type will be illustrated at least with one candidate. The
Saharan languages Tubu, Kanuri, Kunama, and Fur illustrate the optional tvpe
where case is expressed throughout by postpositions. even core cases. Kemantney
serves as an example of a split language: Case is restricted to definite nouns only.
In order to avoid duplication, further split languages of this kind, such as all Semiric
languages, will be presented in chapter 5 with reference to the relation berween case
and definiteness (section 5.2). Masalit and Ik demonstrate the scecond split type, where
case is neutralized in certain conteats, either showing an accusative sy tem or no case
distinction as all. In Masalit, case is neutralized for example in the plural, in {k for
example with first and second person referents. Unfortunately. only limited darta are
available for Masalir,

There is a positive correlation between constituent order and accusative: with the
exception of 1k, all accusative languages are verb-final. Unlike in marked-nominative
languages, tone does not appear as a means tor distinguishing « 1se. [t can appear
with pronouns, though, but never with nouns. Maba might be an exception but not
enough data is available. Unlike in the other two case systems, ergative and marked-
nominative, there are no split languages showing simultaneously v o s :rent ¢ e
systems such as ergative iccusativ - or accusative, marked-nominative. r'he only split

t - . . -
Class v on according to Elenm 197
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Sabuiran

1T 7

Bena Berd

Kanun Kavembu Teda-Daza

Tubu

Figure 2.2 Genealogical classification of Saharan (Nilo-Saharam

nvpe which occurs is accusative s no case, meaning that either an accusative sysn':m is at
work or there is no case system at all. Of the thirty languages, the majoriry (nineteen
languages) show a defective system in one way or other. There are twelve languages
W ilkh a split system, which may be of various kinds, either restricted to definite nouns
iten languages), or restricted to specihic other contexts (three languages: Kemantney
and 1k for various splits, Xamtanga split triggered by gender and number). In seven
languages, case is not obligatory. There are only cleven languages without any
restriction with regard to case (see map 2.1 and Appendix ID. With the exception of
(k. all accusative languages are verb-final. Twenty-four accusative languages follow
rype 1. and six type 2.

2.2 Saharan

The Saharan languages are divided into two subbranches: Western and Eastern
Saharan. Western Saharan, called Kanun-Tubu by Lukas (1951 -52:7; Cyfter 2000:31),
has the two subbranches Kanuri-Kanembu and Teda-Daza, Eastern Saharan has the
two subbranches Beria (Zaghawa) and Berti (Lukas 1951 52:7) (sce figure 2.2).

There are several terms for the language group Teda-Daza. In the term Teda-Daza.

da refers t the northemn group and Daza to the southern group; the
term for both groups. An overview of the various name
given in table 2.1.°

re is no cover
s appearing in the literature is

Whether the Saharan languages have

4 Case system or not is not uncontroversial.
Core

and peripheral participants are marked by postpositions. With peripheral
participants, postpositions are obligatory but not with core participants. All in all,
there are two different hypotheses: Either. it is arguc

d, Saharan languages have no
case as the

items under consideration are postpositions whose use is optional, or
* Tubu is another name ved by Lukas 195

iV e term Tubu or Teda has in ongin in Kanuri and:or Kanen
K call the people living o the Tu-mountains, otherwise k,
Feepl n Kanun b mcaning people’ .. Fuda oy Foda is the ¥

to refer to the southern Eroup. According 1o Lukas (1953:

bu: That is how the Kanuri and
nown as the Tibesti. Tubu r s -
nembu name refernng to th

PCOF -, OB Came proup” in Kanembu; Tuda, Te  therefor, means Tu-group”. l_‘::]':h:r‘;;’
Toda are the name  tor the people: the language they peak 1 called Teda. Gor'in is thPi- Arabic numc |

the out’ group. 1 the French tradition: therefore the southun group i referred o .1«‘( Anm w mI; '
cove adiaecty o win it the outhern branch It 15 the name the people use for the :]“ d'ZJ
1nctudes the dialect .- irda, Dug da,  a u, Rumavilliya, Kumos.is L

aline G luwa, Y wa, Al

Wirabba, Kedeliya, Wannala, Tummuliya, Sakarda, and Kazale, e Luka

aliwa,
1953:x0 V).
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Table 2.1 Names used for Saharan languz s in the literature

Teda-Da - raicterm  Lokas 1953 Bryan 197) LeCerur 1956 Freneh
uthe 1 1oup Gor'in Tubu Tubu Daza Gorames
Northern group Teda Teda

the Saharan languages have case expressed by postpositions. According to the latter
position, the Saharan languages would have a rather unusual accusative case system
with the following features: First, case marking is not obligatory; at least the cases
expressing core cases such as S, A, and O are not. Second, they are type 2 languages,
mecaning that there is no morphologically unmarked torm in the case opposition:
All cases are expressed by morphologically marked forms. Third, case is expressed
by postpositions. Fourth, core and peripheral cases are expressed by the same
means, namely postpositions. And fifth, the genitive is used with double case
marking.

2.2.1 Tubu

Lukas (1953) is the source of the data presented here, and the term Tubu is used here
asitis by Lukas. Unless taken from the main dialect, the names of dialects from which
the relevant data are taken are provided in the following treatment.

Case is expressed by postpositions. Tubu has an accusative system of type 2, meaning
that the nominative and the accusative are both morphologically marked forms, both
being expressed by postpositions. Core case marking is not obligatory. Tubu has basic
AOV-order. There are at least nineteen postpositions which are used to encode both
core and peripheral participants. of which three encode the core participants
S. A, and O. Tubu clearly shows an accusative pattern, as § and A are always treated
differently from O. O is sometimes encoded with the postposition which also encodes
the indirect object (10). There is one decisive difference between postpositions used
for core and for peripheral participants: When encoding peripheral participants.
postpositions are obligatory, when encoding core they are optional (mosdy). Wirh
regard to obligatoriness, the indirect object seems to have the status of a peripheral
participant as its marking is obligatory. In other words, nominative and accusative
have optional case markings, all others, including dative and genitive, are obligatory.
There is double case marking with the genitive, with the genitive case marker being
suffixed to the possessee. There are certain hints thar the darive has given rise to the
accusative. Lukas (1953) does not provide interlinear glosses: all glosses provided
are added by me. Furthermore all examples are translated into English. The original
examples are presented with a German translatic 1.

Accusative
The accusative is expressed by the postposition ga. With personal pronouns accusative
marking is obligatory (see 1a). Otherwise its usc is optional. Lukas (1953:161
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suggests that ga is used when semantic definiteness is to be expressed. He argues
that the expression of definiteness is in accordance with the fact that the accusative
is obligatory with personal pronouns. Yet, accusative marking is not obligatory in
other uses which are inherently definite, in particular if the noun has a possessive
suffix. It is more likely that the accusative marker is used when the object is not
expressed in its basic position. This is the case in particular with a frontshifted object
in an OAV-order (see 1d). In a basic order AOV the accusative marker can be used
as well (see 1b & 1c). The indirect object precedes the direct object, resulting in an
IO O V-order, where O need not be case marked (see le). In addition to patient,
the accusative may rarely encode destination as well, depending on the verb

(see 1f).

Tubu (Saharan, Nilo-Saharan)
(la) songdga gdyintu, ov
he acctake.3.pr.a
“They take him.” (Lukas 1953:161°)

(1b) dugulimand ga wau. AQOV

lion  squirrel acc hit.3.5¢.4
“The lion hit the squirrel.” (Lukas 1953:161)

Ka-Tubu

(Ic) adé- ma yl anyi-sum- ma ga cida. AOV
woman-DEF NOM man-Poss.3.SG-DEF acc kill.3.sG.a
“The woman killed her husband.” (L.ukas 1953:53)

(1d) duguliga dikegedu mand yi tarwayi. OAV
lion accso POST squirrel NOM outwit.3.5G.a

“So the squirrel outwits the lion.” (Lukas 1953:161)

(le) mi-sen du doil goyi cen. IO0V
son-POss.3.5G DAT girl 7?7 give.3.5G.a
“He gave the girl to his sons (as a gift).” (Lukas 1953:159)

Ka-Tubu
(1f) ¥t kwoi wudernam ga af kudummi!
?? Place wish-P0ss.2.5G acc person send.iMp
“Send nobody to the place of your wish!” (Lukas 1953:177)

Nominative

The nominative is expressed by the postposition yi or i. Similar to the accusative,
the nominative marker is not obligatory. Unlike the accusative, the nominative
is hardly used with personal pronouns (see 2). The nominative is mostly used
when the clause has an unusual word order, that is, not the basic AOV-order.

° English translation and glosses are added by the present author. Original examples are given with a
German translation.
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Therefore, with OAV-order the nominative is more likely to be used (see 1d) than
with the basic AOV-order (see 1b). The freedom of the system can be seen in the
fact that in clauses with two core participants all markings are possible: Only O is
case-marked (see 1b), only A is case-marked (see 9¢), A and O are case-marked (1¢), or
neither A nor O is marked for case (see 9a).

No-Tubu
(2) taninebré he neri.
1 you Dargive.1.5G.a
“I give you.” (Lukas 1953:161)

In sum, there seems to be a tendency to use the nominative and the accusative mainly
when word order does not indicate which participant is the subject or the object.
The accusative is the only one which has an obligatory use, that is, with independent
personal pronouns.

The nominative and accusative markers seems to be genuine postpositions. This
can be seen in the facts that, first, within an NP, nominative and accusative are only
used once, and second, they are used at the end of the NP, after the modifiers. The NP
has the structure noun-modifier, such as noun-adjective-demonstrative genitive case
(see 3a, 3b, 9a).

Ka-Tubu
(3a) ené tra yi

thing INDEF NOM

“a thing” (Lukas 1953:59)
(3b) mura gonna ga

they all  acc

“they all” (Lukas 1953:59)

Origin of nominative and accusative

There are two clues leading in different directions as to a possible source of the
accusative marker: First, ga covers a pragmatic function. For the Ka-dialect this function
is documented. Lukas paraphrases the function with the words: “Was...anbelangt”
(“as for...”) (Lukas 1953:161) (see 4). The information given suggests that g4 is used
in a pragmatic function expressing concern, resembling a topic marker. This would
be unusual, since topic markers may develop into subject case markers but not
commonly object case marker. There are not enough data to say anything further
about this issue.

Ka-Tubu
(4) gadd  nta ga
warthog you acc
“Oh warthog! As for you[...].” (Lukas 1953:161)
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Second, the accusative goes back to a dative marker. The following evidence suggests
that the accusative can be traced back to the dative:

(a) Objects expressed after the applicative do not take the accusative marker ga but the
postposition du (Lukas 1953:160) (see 5). The postposition du covers a vast range of
different functions: Destination, locative, source, means, beneficiary, dative, temporal
source, temporal destination are the ones listed by Lukas (1953:158-9). Furthermore
the function’s purpose and comparison are also mentioned as being covered by the
preposition du. In addition, the postposition du is used in various kinds of subordination
(see Lukas 1953:175-6). Even if Lukas does not connect all functions listed above as
being expressed by the same postposition, it is reasonable to suggest that they are. In
the genetically related language Kanuri, the postposition 1o, used as a dative, covers a
similar range of functions (see Heine 1990).

Ka-Tubu

(5) é4bba ddmmapa i kallg du gaylssge. AGENOV
father girl ~ Gen NOM boy DAT dress.ApL.3.56.4
“The father of the girl dresses the boy.” (Lukas 1953:160)

(b) There are two dialects of Tubu (called Z and ] by Lukas) in which the accusative
marker is not the postposition ga but do (or odo) (see 6a). The latter is also used as
a dative (see 6b). In other words, the dative appears to have expanded its use to an
accusative in dialects Z and J of Tubu (see Lukas 1953:158).

Z-Tubu

(6a) tani more do yidorgi. AOV
I  he oparkillsca
“I kill him.” (Lukas 1953:160)

(6b) more dowa odo awei lihillo cen. AIOQV
he girls DpaT ring silver give.3.s6.a
“He gave the girls a silver ring.” (Lukas 1953:159)

(c) There is another dialect of Tubu, called No, where a postposition ha ~ he also
functions as a dative (see 7a) and accusative (see 7b) (Lukas 1953:161). It seems that in
No as well the dative covers further functions. Lukas lists an example where it encodes

a manner participant (see 7¢).

No-Tubu

(7a) tani nebre he neri. AIOV
I  you DAt give.l.5G.a
“I give you.” (Lukas 1953:161)

(7b) tani mre he daro. AQOV
I he parlove.lsc.a
“I love him.” (Lukas 1953:161)
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(7c) sai he
foot par
“by foot” (Lukas 1953:161)

Crosslinguistically the grammaticalization of an accusative out of a dative is not
uncommon (see for example 4.5.5 for Omotic and Heine & Kuteva 2002).

Genitive
Nominal possession can be expressed by three means, either by the postposition -u, or
ya, or by juxtaposition.

Double case
There is double case marking in Tubu. The genitive marker appears with the possessor,

which itself occurs in the case that the clausal syntax demands. If for example the
genitive is attributed to the subject, the possessor takes both the genitive and the
nominative case marking (see 8a, which shows the form of “man of the village” when
used as subject, and 8b°).

Ka-Tubu
(8a) au né-u i
man village-GEN NOM
“man of the village.” (Lukas 1953:39)
(8b) 4bba ddmmanpa i kallddu guyusoge.
father girl GEN NOM boy DAT dress.ap1.3.5G.a
“The father of the girl dresses the boy.” (Lukas 1953:160)

Constituent order

I will discuss now means other than case marking which encode the status of a
participant. These are in particular bound pronouns on the verb, constituent order,
and verbal plurality. As mentioned above, case marking of the core participants
seems to be to a certain extent triggered by constituent order. Tubu has a basic
order with verb-final position: AOV or SV. A change in constituent order is
possible: The object may be placed clause-initially when focused. Before direct
speech clauses, the indirect object, IO, may be placed after the verb (see 9d). In a
non-basic constituent order it is more likely that core participants are case-inflected.
But even in an OAV-order there is flexibility. Both core participants may be case-
inflected (see 9b), or only A may be case-marked (see 9c). Even in an A 10 O V-order,
A need not be case-marked (see 9a); actually no core participant needs to be case-
marked in an A 10 O V-order. In an A V IO-order, A need not be case-marked either
(see 9d).

¢ For convenience, example 5 is repeated as 8b.
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Ka-Tubu

(9a) derdé mi-sen du dot gdyi cen AIOOV
king son-3.sG.poss DAT girl give.3.5G.A
“The king gave his son the girl.” (Lukas 1953:177)

(9b) duguliga aikegedu mana yi tarwayi. OAV
lion accso POST squirrel NOM outwit.3.5G.4

“So the squirrel outwits the lion.” (Lukas 1953:161)

(9c) an anyi tra  bafude dordéyi brayino hakken-ni. OAVV
person man INDEF immune king Now search.3.s6.4 find.3.56.A-NEG
“If a king searches for a brave man, he doesn’t find him.” (Lukas 1953:177)

(9d) moloftar fadsge adé-sen du.
hyena say  wife-3.5G.pOss DAT
“The male hyena said to his wife.” (Lukas 1953:178)

Peripheral participants may be placed clause-initially (see 10a & 10b), or directly before
the verb (see 10¢).

(10a) sogdnda tine zukkar. LOCOV
he  rocload put.l.pr.a
“We placed a load on him.” (Lukas 1953:158)
(10b) tai da ére tuyinta céntu. LOCOVYV
neck Loc bead put.on.3.pL.A give.3.pL.A
“They put on beads around (her) neck.” (Lukas 1953:172)

Z-Tubu

(10c) tani alegi domulo ¥édargi. AQDESTV
I gownneck DEsTrole.up.1.5G.a
“I roll the gown up to the neck.” (Lukas 1953:162)

“Caseless form”

The fact that in Tubu case marking is only optional results in a situation in which the
bare noun stem, unmarked for case, gets its own value within the system. I will call
this the caseless form. Not only that, as has been demonstrated above, the caseless
form may refer to either A (see 9a), S, or O (see 10b), or the possessor in juxtaposed
possession (see 11d) (all other participants need case marking by postpositions); the
caseless form also covers functions which in other accusative systems are expressed by
the nominative. These are in particular the citation form: The bare noun is used as the
citation form (see 11a). Furthermore, nominal predicates also always occur without
any case marking, that is, only in the caseless form (see 11b & 11c).

Ka-Tubu
(11a) Ifi
“orphan” (Lukas 1953:204)

’ For convenience, example 1d is repeated as 9b.
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(11b)  sigen hifi.
he orphan
“He is an orphan.” (Lukas 1953:170)
(11c) yini god1 sori.
warthog meat medicine
“The meat of the warthog is medicine.” (Lukas 1953:171)

(11d) derde mi du
chief son par
“the chief’s son” (Lukas 1953:38)

Bound pronouns

Tubu has both subject and object bound pronouns on the verb. Verbs are divided
into three verb classes, called class I, class II, and class IIl by Lukas (1953:62). The
verb classes are inflected differently. Class | verbs are intransitive. Subjects occur as
bound pronouns prefixed to the verbs. There are no object pronouns as the verbs
are intransitive. Class I is mainly a closed class with a limited number of verbs.
Classes II and III are mainly transitive verbs. Class III contains the largest number
of members; loanwords also belong to class III. In most cases, in class II and class
111, bound pronouns for the subject, A, are expressed by suffixes. This is true for
the first and second person. The encoding of the third person is more complex.
Frequent irregularities occur in class II. The third person is rarely encoded by prefixes;
change of the initial phoneme is more frequent. Object pronouns are expressed
by prefixes for first and second person only (see Lukas 1953:148-9). The object
pronoun refers either to O or 10. Independent pronouns need not be expressed in
addition. In class II, the prefix t- refers either to first person singular or first person
plural (see 12a & 12b) and the prefix n- refers either to second person singular or
plural.

There is verbal plurality, meaning that certain verbs occur with a singular and a
plural stem. According to Lukas (1953:61), in transitive clauses the verb shows number
agreement with the object. Thisis contradicted in example 12b(ii), in which a plural stem
of the verb “to kill” refers to a singular object and a plural subject; translation 12b(ii)
remains therefore unclear.

Ka-Tubu
(12a) t-iddm.

1.08y-kill.sG.2.5G.A

“You (sg.) kill me.” (Lukas 1953:150)
(12b)  t-ittdm.

1.oBj-kill.pL.2.4

(i) “You (sg.) kill us.”

(i) “You (pl.) kill me.”

(ii) “You (pl.) kill us.” (Lukas 1953:150)
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Table 2.2 Bound verbal pronouns in Tubu

Bound personal

pronoun Class I verbs Class I verbs  Class IIT verbs

t- S 1. person (t- among other O 1. person O 1. person + di-nam for
prefixes, such as g-, d-, ¢-; singular (= 1.0-say.2.5G.S);
due to change of the initial + di-ntum for plural
phoneme: k> g, t>d, c>j) (=1.0-say.2.PL.A)

n- S 2. person O 2. person O 2. person +ni-nar for SG

(= 2.0-say1.8G.S);
& ni-ntar for PL (= 2.0-
say.1.PL.A)

[ S 3. person O 3. person O 3. person

In class III, object pronouns are formed by a periphrastic construction consisting of
an auxiliary n “to say” plus prefixes. The auxiliary is placed after the main verb and
bears the object pronouns. As it is conjugated like a class II verb, the object prefixes of
class III verbs are identical with those of class II. Examples 13a through 13¢ illustrate
object forms of class III verbs, where the verb g5 “to take” is used to refer to second
person object (see 13a & 13b), or to first person object (see 13c), as the auxiliary with
its prefixed object pronouns follows the head verb. In table 2.2, right column, the
periphrastic construction is listed with the prefix plus the stem of the auxiliary added
in parentheses (see Lukas 1953:155).

(13a) tanifita ga go-ni-nar.
I you.sG acc take-2.0-say.1.5G.A
“I take you.” (Lukas 1953:155)
(13b) tanintentd ga goé-ni-nter.
I you.rL acc take-2.0-say.1.pPL.A
“I take you (pl.).” (Lukas 1953:155)
(13c) 1ra tangé ga gb-di-nom.
you | Acc take-1.0-5ay.2.5G.A
“You (sg.) take me.” (Lukas 1953:155)

The verbal pronouns show a split S system. There is phonological resemblance
between the subject pronouns of first and second person encoding S, and the object
pronouns of class 2 verbs encoding first and second person O (in bold in 14a and 14b).
Table 2.2 gives an overview of the forms which are in accordance with the split S
pattern: S and O are expressed by prefixes; A is mostly expressed by suffixes. Neither
third person S nor O is encoded, both forms are zero. Prefix t- encodes first person S
and O, prefix n- encodes second person S and O. This on its own would result in an
ergative pattern. There are, however, a few intransitive verbs in class II which are
encoded like A.

4
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(14a) ba “to climb up” i’ n-i or m-i
1.sG.s-climb.up 2.5G.s-climb.up
“I climb up.” “You climb up.” (Lukas 1953:112)
(14b) yit “to kill” t-iddm n- idé-r
1.o-kill.sG-2.5G.a 2.0-kill.sG-1.5G.4
“You kill me.” “Tkill you.” (Lukas 1953:150)

For the first and second person, core participants are encoded by several means:
First, by subject and object pronouns on the verb; second, by accusative marking,
which is obligatory with first and second person. With third person this is different:
Neither case marking is obligatory—neither A, S, or O have to be marked for
nominative or accusative. Bound object pronouns are also not used for third person.
Subject pronouns, A and §, remain as the only means to encode A and S. In addition,
verbal plural provides a clue as to which participant is A and which O. As they are all
transitive, singular verb forms refer to singular objects and plural verb forms to plural
objects. Word order as well gives some hint; usually the subject, A and §, is placed
clause-initially. Taking all devices into account that are used in order to encode the core
participants one can say that accusative and nominative are problem-solving devices:
There is a tendency for them to be used when other means fail to disambiguate A and
O. In other words, they are predominantly used if A and O are not encoded otherwise.
S only plays a minor role in this scenario as in intransitive clauses there is only one
core participant and its status is obvious without any marking.

In sum, Tubu has a split accusative system in which the core cases either show an
accusative pattern or no distinction at all, that is, case neutralization. The accusative
pattern can be expressed in two different ways, either when both nominative and
accusative case markings are present, or if only one of them is used and the other
one is left unmarked. Even if both core cases, nominative and accusative, are
morphologically marked, it is more likely that the accusative is used than the
nominative. This can be seen in the fact that the accusative is the only core case
marker that has environments in which it is obligatory, namely with independent
personal pronouns. For the nominative there is no such environment in which it is
obligatory. In addition, the accusative is more frequent than the nominative. This
markedness relation is in accordance with accusative systems in general, in particular
with systems of type 1, where it is the accusative which is morphologically marked as
opposed to the morphologically unmarked nominative.

The question of whether a system in which case is not obligatory is a case system
at all has been left open so far. Furthermore, it has become obvious that at least with
regard to core participants, a case analysis is insufficient to a certain degree because
there are contexts in which nominative and accusative are not present when A and
O are in need of disambiguation. Therefore, it is necessary to look for an alternative
analysis. The possibility has to be taken into account that nominative and accusative
predominantly serve functions which are not based on syntax but on pragmatics or
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semantics. If so, this would be apparent in the fact that an alternative analysis would
be more coherent. So far the attempts to predict when accusative or nominative
are used are to some extent unsatisfactory. The data presented by Lukas on Tubu
do not allow us to answer this question sufficiently. There is, however, a genetically
related language, Kanuri, with a similar case system in which Hutchison (1986) has
tried to look for alternatives. I will therefore present the case system of Kanuri mainly
from the aspect of whether it really is a language with a case system or something
else.

2.2.2 Kanuri

The question of whether Kanuri has case or not has already been proved controversial
in the literature as the following quote may illustrate:

I have come to the conclusion that the label “case” is not an appropriate term to describe
syntactic relations in Kanuri, as long as it implies inflection or, specifically, declension.
However, if we use the label as a vague category—failing to find a better name—and
include word order, postpositions, semantic criteria, etc. we may get along with it.

(Cyffer 1983:201)

Unlike Cyffer, we will use the label “case” for Kanuri without including semantics or
word order.

In Kanuri there is case marking of a similar type as in the related Western Saharan
language Tubu: First, there is an accusative system, as S and A are always treated
similarly and simultaneously differently from O. Second, case is expressed by
postpositions.® Third, core and peripheral participants are encoded by the same means,
namely by postpositions. Fourth, there is nevertheless an essential difference between
core and peripheral: Core case marking is for the most part not obligatory whereas
peripheral case marking is. Fifth, it is a type 2 language, as both core nominative and
accusative cases are morphologically marked. Sixth, in addition to case, participant
marking is encoded by both bound personal pronouns and constituent order. And
seventh, there is double case marking with the genitive.

The nominative is expressed by the postposition ye, the accusative by the postposition
ga or a. Lukas (1937a) uses the terms case suffixes; Hutchison (1986) prefers the term

Table 2.3 Alternative terminologies for case markers in Kanuri

Form Lukas 1937a Hutchison 1986

ye nominative agent marker

ga/a accusative object marker
case suffixes case markers (CM)

8 Cyffer (1983) uses the term clitics instead.
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Table 2.4 Case marking in Kanuri

Core case marker Peripheral case marker
Nominative -ye Genitive -ve, -be
Accusative -ga Dative -0
Ablative -n, -nyin, -lan
Locative -mben, mbén

Source Lukas 1937a:17

case markers (see table 2.3). Hutchison argues that case is not expressed by suffixes
but postpositions since the case markers occur only once per noun phrase (NP), and
always NP-finally.

Table 2.4 gives an overview of the case markers in Kanuri as presented by Lukas
(1937a:17).” The postpositions used for peripheral case marking all have a wide range
of functions.

The accusative -ga or -a is obligatory with independent pronouns (see 15a and 15b),
otherwise it is optional. The basic constituent order is AOV (see 15a). A productive
variant to AOV is OAV (see 15b). A frontshifted object is focused. In an OAV-order it
is more likely that one of the core participants is case-marked. If A and O both refer
to third person, the verb does not provide information on which participant is A and
which O. In first and second person, subject and object pronouns disambiguate A
and O.

(15a) Alishi-a  suruna. AOV
Ali 3.sG-acc see
“Ali saw him/her.” (Hutchison 1986:191)"°

(15b) shi-a  Alisuruna. OAV
3.sG-acc Ali see
“Ali saw him/her.” (Hutchison 1986:191)

(15¢) mai(-ye) shi-a bowoza. AOV
king-(nom) 3.s6-acc call
“The king called him/her.” (Hutchison 1986:195)

(15d) Alisuruna. AV

Ali see

“Ali saw (it).” (Hutchison 1986:195)
(15e) Ali-a suruna. ov

Ali-acc see
“He/She saw Ali.” (Hutchison 1986:195)

® The terms core and peripheral case markers are added by the present author.

1% "The examples taken from Hutchison 1986 are without glosses; the glosses are added by the present
author. Note that Hutchison does not mark tone. Thus, the Kanuri examples taken from him are without
tone.
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(15f)  ads kalwi Misa-be."!
this gown Musa-GEN
“This is Musa’s gown.” (Cyffer 1991:53 & 310)

(15g) Musa tada.
Musa boy
“Musa is a boy.” (Cyffer 1991:22)

The citation form is covered by the bare noun stem without any case marker, e.g.
zizu “hump” (Cyffer & Hutchison 1990:200). Nominal predicates appear in the bare
noun stem as well (see 15f & 15g).

Lukas (1937a:17) argues that the core case marking is used if there is ambiguity.
Hutchison (1986:193) says that this is right but that examples of this kind, with rwo
NPs referring to third person, are very rare. Only then does the verb not disambiguate
(see 15a—-15c¢). In Kanuri, as in the other Saharan languages, there are bound pronouns
on the verb. For first and second person, S, A, and O are encoded on the verb.
Essentially, third person subjects and objects are without any bound pronouns on the
verb. If there is need to disambiguate, it applies to third person subjects and objects
in particular. If only one independent participant is expressed with a verb showing no
bound pronouns, the default interpretation of that independent participant is subject,
S or A (15d). If the independent participant is O, the accusative is used (see 15¢).

Constituent order
The basic order is AOV/SV (see 15a), it can be changed to OAV for pragmatic reasons
(see 15b). Basically, all participants are placed before the verb, including peripheral
ones (see 16a & 16b). Indirect objects are usually placed before O and after A (see
16h). There are, however, a few exceptions to the rule that all participants are placed
before the verb. First, in imperatives, O and peripheral participants are regularly
placed after the verb (see 16d & 16e). Second, in declaratives it may also happen
that participants are placed after the verb. This can affect IO (see 16g) or peripheral
participants (see 16c) (Hutchison 1986:191). Example 16b reflects the basic order,
A LOCV;in 16c the same content is presented with a pragmatically marked order, AV
LOC. In a similar fashion 16f reflects the basic order, IOV, and in 16g the same content
is presented with a pragmatically marked order, V IO. Hutchison (1986:19) does not
provide any information about a difference in meaning in the examples which differ
in constituent order only, or when the pragmatically marked order is used. Third, in
direct or indirect speech there is relatively free constituent order. The subject, A, may
be placed after the verb (Hutchison 1986:201) (see 16i). In the examples 16h and 164,
the same content is presented with different word orders: 16h reflects the basic order,
A 10V, and 16i the pragmatically marked order IO V A.

In sum, all participants, whether core or peripheral, are principally placed before
the verb in an A O (I0) V-order. O can be placed productively clause-initially for

' Glosses added by the present author.



pragmatic reasons (OAV). A constituent order with a participant placed behind is very
rare, with two exceptions: In imperatives, peripheral participants are often placed
behind the verb, and in direct or indirect speech, participants are often placed after
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the verb.

(16a)

(16b)

(16c¢)

(16d)

(16e)

(16f)

(16g)

(16h)

(161)

In the basic AOV-order (see Hutchison 1986:195) it is possible to encode A, but only
optionally (see 17a). The accusative is obligatory with independent pronouns (see
17a). In an OAV-order where A is case-marked, Hutchison gives two translations of
this order, either one in which the object is focused or in a “passive translation” (see
17b). Since Kanuri lacks a passive construction in which the agent can be expressed,
Hutchison argues that all OAV clauses with A being case-marked are equivalents of

sunuri dads jana-lan kamgono. AOQINSTV
butcher meat knife-aBL cut
“The butcher cut the meat with a knife.” (Hutchison 1986:199)

sandi-a kasuwa-lan ruksna. CALOCV
3.pL-acC market-ABL see.1.5G.a
“I saw them at the market.” (Hutchison 1986:191)

sandi-a rukena kasuwu-lan. AV LOC
3.pL-ACC see.]1.5G.A market-ABL
“I saw them at the market.” (Hutchison 1986:191)

lefane shi-a. VO
greet 3.5G-ACC
“Greet him/her.” (Hutchison 1986:191)

waltane fato-ro.
return house-Loc
“Return to the house.” (Hutchison 1986:191)

shi-ro  yikena. IOV
3.8G-DAT give.1.5G.A
“I gave (it) to him/her.” (Hutchison 1986:191)

yikena shi-ro. VIO
give.1.5G.A 3.8G-DAT
“I gave (it) to him/her.” (Hutchison 1986:191)

koko-ye jilwa-ro, “Lenginba.” wono. AIOV
frog-NOM rat-DAT ~ g0.1.5G.5.NEG 5ay.1.5G.A
“‘l am not going’, said the frog to the rat.” (Hutchison 1986:201)

jilwa-ro, “Lenginba.” wono  koko-ye. IOVA

rat-DAT  g0.1.5G.S.NEG s5ay.1.5G.4 frog-Nom
“‘I am not going’, said the frog to the rat.” (Hutchison 1986:201)

passive clauses (see Hutchison 1986:195 & 207-8, footnote 2):
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Table 2.5 Bound verbal subject pronouns with the verb bu “to eat”

Subject Subject

Person Form  prefix Root  suffix PAST Appearance’ Meaning
1.5G.A -k -bu- -k -in I ate
2.8G.A -m -bu- -m -in You ate
3.5G.A s- -bu- -in > zowin S/he ate
1.PL.A -ye -bu- -ye -n We ate
2.PLA -w -bu- -w - You ate
3.PLA sa- -bu -in > zawin They ate

Source Hutchison 1986:196

[...] passive-reflexive derivation of the verb [...]. Such derived verbs then have a valence
of only one NP argument and thus no agent may be expressed. The OSV form of the
transitive construction with agent-marked medial subject therefore represents the Kanuri
equivalent of a passive construction with expressed agent.

(Hutchison 1986:207-8, footnote 2)

If the features mentioned by Hutchison are the only ones to argue in favor of a
passive construction, it is hard to follow his argument. Even if Kanuri lacks a passive
construction which allows the agent to be expressed, this is not sufficient for claiming
that an active clause with an irregular OAV-order is a passive equivalent.

(17a) kona(-ye) wu-a cita. AQOV
hunger(-Nnom) I-acc seize
“Hunger seized me.” (Hutchison 1986:195)
(17b) wu-a kena-ye cita. OAV
I[-acc hunger-NoM seize
“Hunger seized me./] was seized by hunger.” (Hutchison 1986:195)

Bound pronouns
Asinthe other Saharan languages, there are bound pronouns on the verb which encode
the subject, A and §, or the object, O and [O. And as in the other Saharan languages,
verbs occur in different verb classes; yet, unlike the other Saharan languages, in Kanuri
there are only two verb classes left, namely classes II and III; the former class [ has been
lost. The bound pronouns occur mainly on first and second persons. Object pronouns
are suffixed, subject pronouns are prefixed, referring to first and second person; in
third person they are sometimes prefixed (see table 2.5). The object pronoun can refer
to O or IO (see Hutchison 1986:196-7).

As can be seen in table 2.6, object pronouns occur verb-initially. For third person
there is no object prefix; rather, an object has to be expressed by the independent

2 Only morphologically irregular forms are provided.
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Table 2.6 Bound verbal object pronouns with the verb ru “to see”

Object
prefix Object  Subject Subject
Number Person form  PL prefix prefix Root suffix PAST  Appearance’ Meaning'*
% 1.0 s- s- -ru- -m -in surumin You saw me.
= 1.0 2.5G.A '
% 2.0 nz- nz- Tu- -k -in nzurukin I saw you. I
= 2.5G.O0 see 1.SG.A PAST
3.0 o ru- -k -in I saw him.
1.0 s- a- sa- -Tu- -m -in You saw us.
1.0-PL -see-  2.SG.A -PAST |
g 2.0 nz- a- nza- -ru- -k -in nzarukin I saw you.
é 2.0-PL -see 1.8G.A -PAST
3.0 @ -ru- -k in I saw them.

Source Hutchison 1981:135ff. & 1986:196

personal pronoun forms which occur in the accusative throughout (see 18a and 18b).
Kanuri is a pro-drop language: Usually independent pronouns, in particular for first
and second person, are not used.

(18a) shi-a  ru-k-in.

3.SG-ACC see-1.8G.A-PAST )

“I saw him.” (Hutchison 1986:197) r j
(18b) sandi-a ru-k-in.

3.PL-ACC see-1.8G.A-PAST

“I saw them.” (Hutchison 1986:197)

Semantic and pragmatic functions

Hutchison avoids the terms nominative and accusative. He argues that S is almost never
marked by the nominative, only A is so marked (Hutchison 1986:194). Nevertheless,
Hutchison clearly states that Kanuri has a nominative/accusative-system, as the only
case in which S can be presented is the nominative (1986:198). His argumentation goes
asfollows (see Hutchison 1986:194): The accusative is only obligatory with independent
pronouns and otherwise optional; the nominative is always optional, used in AOV and
AV-clauses but rarely in SV-clauses—hence semantic and pragmatic factors play a role
in the use of core case marking. He uses the term “agent marker” for nominative
and “object marker” for accusative but is not consistent with his terminology; for
example, after rejecting the terms nominative/accusative he nevertheless uses the
term accusative on the next page (see Hutchison 1986:195-6).

* Only forms are given that show an irregular morphological behavior.
™ Translation is changed to past tense by present author.
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In order to identify the pragmatic function expressed by the nominative and the
accusative, Hutchison compares their occurrences with scales of probability which
have been established for example by Comrie (1981) and Givon (1976). One of his
statements is: “If A is human and O is non-human neither of them is case-marked in
an AOV-order” (Hutchison 1986:197). Hutchison (1986:200) argues that in discourse
non-human O’s, expressed by independent pronouns, cannot be accusative-marked
(see 19a: the pronoun shi-a is ungrammatical in the answer to the question “Have
you eaten food?”). This claim contradicts his earlier statement (Hutchison 1986:194,
point 1) according to which independent object pronouns are obligatorily marked by
the accusative.

(19a) *Aa, shi-a  bu-ka-na. (b) Aa, bukana
yes 3.8G-ACC eat-1.5G.A-PAST yes, eat-1.5G.A-PAST
*“Yes, | have eaten.” “Yes, I have eaten.” (Hutchison 1986:200)

In Hutchison’s view, the nominative semantically expresses the agentivity of a
participant. In other words, from a semantic point of view, the nominative should
most likely be used if a participant is agent-like. From a pragmatic point of view,
however, the nominative is used if a participant is less agent—like, as the strategy used
in pragmatics follows the general principle: The more an information unit contradicts
the default expectation the more likely it is that it will be marked explicitly. There is a
conflict of interest so to speak. If the nominative highlights the agentivity content of a
participant it should be used predominantly with participants which are typical agents.
If, however, the nominative is predominantly used with subjects which are the least
typical subject referents, they are semantically often least agentive-like. The latter can
be seen in a further claim made by Hutchison: Case markings for A and O appear if A
is non-human and/or O is human (Hutchison 1986:199).

In narrative discourse, the nominative covers the following functions according
to Hutchison (1986:201): First, “quotational use”. This is the only function of
the nominative which is found in all Kanuri dialects. “Quotational use” means that
in a frame “A says” or “A says that” the subject A is always case-marked with the
nominative, whether in an A IO V (see 16h) or an IO V A order (see 16i). This function
has most likely emerged in discourse as subjects preceding dialogue structure are
mainly mentioned if there is a subject that is switched. In other words, the function
“quotational use” agrees with the function marking of subject switching, a further
function covered by the nominative found in discourse. Among the Kanuri dialects
the following are restricted to the function “quotational use”: Bilma, Dagera, Fashi,
Kubur, Manga, Sugurti, and Tumari, all spoken in Niger (see Hutchison 1986:201).
In the Kanuri dialect Yerwa (also called Maiduguri), the quotational use has been
extended to encode subject agents in transitive clauses. Hutchison argues: In Yerwa,
the nominative encodes A, being semantically the agent. He claims that this is the
“basic function of the nominative”. He concludes therefore that it would be plausible
that the nominative is essentially excluded to encode S in intransitive clauses.
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The nominative with S is in fact extremely rare in conversation or narrative discourse.
The proof for the semantic impact of the nominative occurrences are examples in
which the nominative is not required to disambiguate; from a syntactic point of view
the nominative increases the agency of A (see 20a) (see Hutchison 1986:202).

The following observation contradicts Hutchison’s analysis: If the basic function of
the nominative is A being an agent, how come that the nominative is used in clauses
with A not being an agent, such as with the verb “to know” (see 20b), or with “hunger”
being the subject (see 20c)?

(20a) musa-ye sedo.
Musa-NoM do
“Musa did it/ It was done by Musa.” (Hutchison 1986:202)

(20b) shi kamuds(-a) nduso-ye nozena OAV
3.6 woman(-acc) everybody-NoM know
“She, the woman, is known by everyone.” (Hutchison 1986:202)
[Syntactic structure: Everybody knows her.]
(20c) kena(-ye) wu-a c-ita. AOV
hunger(-Nom) I-acc 1.5G.0-seize
“Hunger seized me.” (Hutchison 1986:195)

The accusative is used in discourse according to Hutchison (1986:200-1)

(a) Never with non-animate objects;
(b) with animate objects. They are highly pragmatically marked;
(c) with animate objects of first and second persons.

Case marking in intransitive clauses is characterized by the following features (see
Hutchison 1986:2031f.):

(a) The only case marker which can be used with S is the nominative;
(b) but S is rarely case-marked;
(c) in discourse, S is encoded with switch subject.

Within the few examples found for the nominative encoding S, the verb is
intransitive but § is agent-like; therefore, Hutchison concludes that the nominative
in these occurrences semantically marks agentivity of S (see 20d) (see Hutchison
1986:204, example 40).

(20d) Cellu-ye ciss lewono. SVv
Cellu-NoM get.up go
“Celluo got up and went.” (Hutchison 1986:204)

Double case marking

As in Tubu, in Kanuri there is also double case marking, meaning that the genitive and
the case of the possessee are both suffixed to the possessor. The possessor bears both
the genitive and the case required by the clausal syntax (see 21a and 21b).
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(21a) tata kamu-ve-ga rus-ké-na. 0O A-V
SON WOMan-GEN-ACC see-I-PAST
“I have seen the son of the woman.” (Tucker & Bryan 1966:179)
(21b) fato féro-vé-ro  isé-na. LOC S-V
compound girl-GEN-DAT he.come-pasT
“He has come to the compound of the girl.” (Tucker & Bryan 1966:179)

The different views on case in Kanuri can be summarized as follows: According
to Lukas, Kanuri has a case system which is used in syntactically ambiguous contexts
in order to disambiguate. As Hutchison has shown on the basis of observations on
frequency of occurrence, Lukas’s hypothesis is not sufficient: Case appears the least
in ambiguous contexts, such as on third person subjects, which are the only ones
that are not encoded by cross-referencing. For first and second person, the alignment
structure is encoded by cross-referencing on the verb. Hutchison sticks to the
case analysis, claiming that, on semantic grounds, the nominative is used mostly
with participants showing a high degree of agentivity, and, on pragmartic grounds,
with participants which are less agent-like. Cyffer questions the case analysis on
general grounds; nevertheless, he sticks to the case terms for want of a better
alternative.

Conclusion

Hutchison (1986:207) concludes that with regard to the core cases Kanuri has a
discriminatory system on all levels, syntax, semantics, and pragmatics. In sum, it is
legitimate to doubt whether Kanuri has a case system or not. With regard to peripheral
case, the situation is clear: The language uses postpositions which are obligatory and
therefore it is reasonable to say that Kanuri has a case system with regard to peripheral
participants. On this view, one would assume that postpositions are accepted as a
means by which case can be expressed. With regard to core cases, the situation is
more complex: Obviously, the case markers used for core participants, nominative
and accusative, are of a different nature than one would typically expect from case
markers.

The following characteristics thus are typologically unusual: Case is marked
by postpositions only, and core case marking is in most cases not obligatory. The
languages have a discriminatory strategy in that case markers are mainly used when
bound pronouns and constituent order fail to disambiguate A and O. Case occurs
rarely with S. The occurrences of core case markers within discourse corroborates
the fact that core case markers are used if some change in participant reference has
to be expressed, such as subject switch. The accusative and the nominative do not
have the same status with regard to their capacity as case markers: The nominative
has a more restricted capacity than the accusative: First, the accusative is much
more frequent than the nominative. Second, the accusative has at least one context
in which it is obligatory (namely with independent pronouns); the nominative does
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not have such a context. With regard to text frequency, the nominative mostly
covers only part of what it should encode, namely A; most of the encodings of S are
not covered by the nominative. On the other hand, any attempt to find a funcrion
for nominative and accusative which corresponds more closely to their usage
than a case interpretation is not really convincing either. Obviously, the impact of
semantics and pragmatics is more dramatic than in a system with obligatory case
markers.

Hutchison fails to present semantic and/or pragmatic parameters which would
explain the occurrence of nominative and accusative more convincingly than an
analysis in terms of case does. For example, neither is the accusative a focus marker
nor the nominative a topic marker. Nor is the nominative an agent marker, as non-
agent participants encoded as subjects are even more likely to be marked by the
nominative than agent subjects. Obviously, we are dealing with a split system, either
showing an accusative pattern or no case distinction at all (in short, an accusative
or a neutral system). What makes the system so peculiar is the fact that, unlike in
other split systems, there are hardly any obligatory rules on contexts in which the case
system functions and those in which it does not. The only clear rule is the use of the
accusative with independent pronouns.

Maybe the question of whether Kanuri and Tubu should be counted as case
languages or not is also one of personal preference, in the sense that there are good
arguments for both positions. In any discrete categorization of case systems, one may
hesitate to classify Kanuri and Tubu as case languages. If, however, a gradual or a
prototype model of case taxonomy is adopted, it is possible to include Kanuri and
Tubu as marginal case languages. A survey of all accusative languages in Africa leads
to the conclusion that accusative systems characterized by substantial irregularities
and split conditions, which from a worldwide perspective are marginal, are rather the
default case compared to accusative systems of a “pure” type. Keeping this in mind,
I suggest that Kanuri, Kanembu, and Tubu should not be excluded as candidates for
case languages.

On a world level there are other languages, known as case languages, showing
similar features to these Saharan languages. Generally speaking, Korean has a type 2
accusative system—in my terminology—which is not obligatory either. In Korean,
case is expressed once per noun phrase; by postpositions (called case particles by Sohn
1994) placed at the end of the noun phrase; all cases are morphologically marked.
Case for the core participants is not obligatory (in 22b the nominative is optional,
in 22a the accusative is optional). The Korean system is complex, as case markers
and so-called delimiters are to some extent mutually exclusive. Delimiters cover
pragmatic functions such as topic and focus but also case functions (a topicalized
subject usually does not occur in the nominative, see 22¢ for the delimiter -un). Since
the case markers also serve pragmatic functions the two systems can be said to be in
competition.
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Korean
(22a) taythonglyeng-I sicang-eykey san-(ul)  cwu-ess-e. AIOOV
president-NOM mayor-DAT ~ prize-(ACC) give-PAST-INF
“The president awarded a prize to the mayor.” (Sohn 1994:107)
(22b) Mia-(ka) aj-tul-ilang pata-lo ka-ss-e. SCOMALLV
Mia-(noMm) child-pL-coM sea-ALL gO-PASt-INF
“Mia went to the beach with the children.” (Sohn 1994:107)
(22¢) inkan-un cwuk-nun-ta. SV
man-Top die-IN-DC
“Man is mortal.” (Sohn 1994:107)

2.3 Nobiin

Nobiin (Nile Nubian) has basic AOV/SV-order, but OAV-order is also possible. Within
the noun phrase the order of the modified elements is complex: Definite and indefinite
particles, and adjectives follow the head noun, quantifiers, such as kulli “every”,
precede the noun (see Werner 1987:114), the demonstratives in “this” and mdn “that”
precede the noun (see Werner 1987:122). There are also quantifiers which follow the
noun, such as diyyl “many”, mdris “few”, mdllée “all, every” (see Werner 1987:112—14).
Number is only expressed once, namely with the quantifier; if the quantifier already
encodes plurality, the noun occurs in the singular form (see 230).

Nobiin is an accusative language with a homogeneous system. According to Werner
(1987), three cases are distinguished: nominative (called subject case), accusative
(called object case), and genitive (called genitive or connective by Werner 1987:97).
The nominative is morphologically unmarked; the accusative is encoded by a suffix -ga
(and its allomorphs). The genitive is marked by a suffix -n (Werner 1987:102-3). The
nominative encodes S (see 23b), A (see 23a), it is used as a vocative (see 23c), and in
complex NP’s all elements except the last occur in the nominative (see 23f), and nouns
before postpositions usually occur in the nominative as well (see 23i). The nominative
is also the form of the noun when used in citation, e.g. dy (= heart NOM) “heart”.
The accusative encodes O (see 23a), IO (see 23d), and temporal participants (see 23h).
If a clause has two objects, IO and O, both appear in the accusative case, usually in
an IO O V-order (see 23g). Note that not all time participants are encoded by the
accusative only, a postposition can be added, like the postposition -ld (shortened to -I)
in 23b. According to Werner the postposition is necessary because killi ydomgd “every
day” is lexicalized. The postposition -ld encodes all kinds of locative participants
(see Werner 1987:102) and time'’. The genitive encodes the possessor, usually in a
possessor-possessee order (see 231), but a different order is also found with pronouns,
which occur in a possessee-possessor order (see 23c). Some postpositions require the

' In these examples, Werner presents -la as a suffix.
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corresponding noun in the genitive. These are complex postpositions containing a
nominal element (see 23m).

There is a fourth candidate for case marker, namely the suffix -a, used with nouns
and verbs. When used with nouns it encodes nominal predicates with or without
an additional copula (23k). For third person the copula is often dropped, in this
case -a alone marks nominal predicates (23j). Case markers are encoded like clitics,
occurring only once at the end of the noun phrase. The suffix -a is used (i) with nouns
when functioning as nominal predicates with the copula ménir (23k), (ii) when used
as nominal predicates without any copula, in the third person (23i), (iil) with verbs
in complex predicates before an inflected verb, and on the first verb (V1) in V1-V2
structures (see Werner 1987:168-9) where the form of the noun covers a verbal
function. Within an NP, -a behaves like a case suffix as it only occurs once at the end of
the NP. However, it is not entirely clear whether the two -a elements are functionally
and/or etymologically really the same (see Werner 1987:168-9).

Nobiin (Chari-Nile, East Sudanic, Nilo-Saharan)
(23a) ay  kaba-ka jokkir. B0V
[.Nom foot-acc chew
“I chew the foot.” (Werner 1987:101'%)
(23b) kulli ybéom-ga-l arijj g6jdakki? TIMESV
every day-acc-LoCc meat.NOM slaughter
“Is meat butchered every day?” (Werner 1987:102)

(23c) woo ay-1 a-n weéeléese. VOC PEE POSS
Oh heart.NOM-DEF 1.5G-GEN be.quiet
“Oh my heart, be quiet!” (Werner 1987:97)
(23d) ay ikka  téer. AIOV
[.NOM you.acC give
“I give you.” (Werner 1987:101)
(23e) ay ikka  dollir AOV
I.NoM you.acc love
“Ilove you.” (Werner 1987:101)
(23f) idéen doosh-ka kid usshé. OAV
woman stupid-AcC stone.NOM hit
“The stone hits the stupid woman.” (Werner 1987:101)
(23g) ay ikka in kitdap-pértéer. AIOOV
[.NoM you.acc DEM book-acc give
“I give you this book.” (Werner 1987:101)

'8 The original examples are presented without glosses and with a German translation. The glosses are
inserted by the present author, and the translation is given in English.
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(23h) kulli yéom-ga kimbu wee-ka  Unnikéno. TIMEOV
every day-acc egg  INDEF-ACC give.birth
“Every day it laid an egg.” (Werner 1987:102)
(23i) ay noéog wéela  aagri. S LOC V
I.nom house INDEF-LOC live
“I live in a house.” (Werner 1987:129)
(23)) in tood-a.
DEM.near boy-cop
“This is a boy.” (Werner 1987:168)

(23k) id doosh wéer-a  méno N.PRED COP
man crazy INDEF-COP COP
“He was a crazy man.” (Werner 1987:203)

(23l) deey-in néog POR PEE

fireplace-GEN room

“fireplace of the room = kitchen” (Werner 1987:103)
(23m) kam-ikd dégérin tdwwo kaarii.

camel-acc saddle-Gen under search

“He searches the camel under the saddle.” (Werner 1987:137)
(23n) ambi tAiwwb6o ta-n-gd  nuurakimmuun

dum.palm.nom under.side it-GEN-acc give.shadow

“The dum palm gives shade to its underside.” (Werner 1987:136)
(230) iskintée diigid kul-kd waddimtun.

mouse many hole-acc dig.NEG

“Many mice do not dig the hole.” (Werner 1987:112)

2.4 Masalit

The following account is based on Edgar (1989) and Angela Prinz (p.c.)."” Masalit has
basic AOV-order. On the verb, subjects and objects are cross-referenced by two sets
of pronouns, one for subjects, S/A, and one for objects and subjects, A-O. The latter
is a portmanteau morpheme including information about both A and O. Further
inflexions, such as tense and modality markers, and derivational morphology, appear
after the root. The verb shows the following structure: S/(A)/(A-O)-root-tense/
modality-voice (Edgar 1989:16). Third person objects are never cross-referenced.
According to Edgar, the object set is optional, though this is not confirmed by Prinz.
Table 2.7 gives an overview of the bound pronouns as listed by Edgar (1989). The
status of A-O pronouns remains unclear as it is not specified to which subject and

'7 Unfortunately Edgar’s grammar of Masalit (Edgar 1989) remains unclear and vague in many respects.
As it is the only printed material available I will take it as a basis. Luckily, Angela Prinz provided me with
her personal notes about Masalit. ] am very grateful for her generosity.
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Table 2.7 Bound personal pronouns in Masalit

Number Person Subject pronouns S/A Subject-object-pronouns A-O
SINGULAR 1 a-/o and(g)-/ mba-
2 g-/n-/)-/r-/d-/j-/D- mb(a)-/nd(a)-
3 t- 4}
PLURAL 1 m- amb(a)-/amb(g)-
2 k- kand(a)-/kemb(g)-/kondo-
(w)i- o

Source Edgar 1989:62

object person a specific form refers. The few examples given in the text suggest that
at least mba- is used for first person object and second person subject, as well as for
first person object and third person subject (see 24e-g). Taking this as evidence, the
column “person” in table 2.7 refers to S/A for the subject pronouns, and to O for
the subject-object pronouns. It also remains unclear which subject person the latter
refers to.

A more plausible alternative of the portmanteau A-O pronouns (A-O pronouns for
short) is given by Angela Prinz (p.c.), illustrated in table 2.8. Like Edgar, Prinz also
lists four different A-O pronouns with a zero form for third person singular object.
The two authors agree in principle with regard to the forms and the object functions
listed. Prinz is more precise with regard to the subject functions covered by each
A-O pronoun. According to her findings, the S/A-O-pronouns show the following
features: Third person objects, both singular and plural, are never cross-referenced.
The A-O paradigm is shaped by the object function and not by the subject function.
This is suggested by the following facts: (i) The encoding of objects follows the rule:
One form one meaning (see table 2.8); (ii) person and number have separate forms,
such as first singular object, second singular object, first plural object, second plural

Table 2.8 Bound personal object-subject pronouns in Masalit

Object Subject -
Subject-object-

Number Person Person Number pronouns A-O
SINGULAR 1 2+3 singular and-

2 1 singular + plural mb-

3 3 plural )
PLURAL 1 2+3 singular + plural amb-

2 1+3 singular + plural kVmb-

3 4]

Source Angela Prinz, p.c.
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object. With regard to the subject, the encoding is less differentiated: One form always
encodes more than one person and/or number, such as second and third person, or
singular and plural. As the portmanteau pronouns can be used with transitive verbs
only, the only subject covered is A, never S. In sum, A-O-pronouns show the highest
degree of differentiation with objects (see 24a & 24b).

(242) ama kumb-ukana.
I 1a20.sG-wash
“I have washed you.”

(24b) ama kimb-ikela.
I 1A20.58G-see
“I have seen you.” (Angela Prinz, p.c.)

Edgar’s data suggest the following with regard to case marking: There is a suffix
-ko which is a possible candidate for accusative marker. The suffix -ko is used with
nouns in several functions: First, it is used as a definite marker (Edgar 1989:59). In this
function, it does not occur with all nouns, mostly with loanwords. Edgar (1989) claims
that with some nouns -ko expresses the definite function in all syntactic environments
whether used as S, A, or O; with others, though, it appears with O and 1O only.
Second, it is used as a singulative suffix: -ko, -gi, and -pgi are presented as allomorphs of
the singularive suffix given in the abstract form -(N)GV by Edgar (1989:48). According
to Edgar (1989:48) 12 percent of all nouns use -(N)GV as a singulative. Third, -ko is also
used as an accusative marker, namely with those nouns where the definite function is
restricted to O and IO only.

The suffix -ko occurring as a singulative marker is not identical with the -ko used as
the definite and the accusative, since the singulative marker occurs with allomorphs
-gi and -ygi which do not occur in the functions definite and accusative. The -ko
encoding definiteness and the -ko encoding accusative are more likely to be identical,
as their distribution is similar. Definite -ko is used with a slightly wider range of nouns
than accusative -ko. Note, however, that crosslinguistically definiteness and case may

Table 2.9 Case forms in Masalit

Nominative Accusative Meaning

muco muco “woman”

koma komo “stone”

sargi sargo “back”

feffef feffefko “lung” (Arabic)

kawal kawalko “gravy” (Arabic)

jon jonko “John” (English name)
but nemnem nemnem “burr”

ratatir ratatir “root”

Source Edgar 1989:52



Accusative 63

Table 2.10 Accusative of nouns ending in a vowel

Ending of the noun in Ending of the noun in the
the nominative accusative

1, U - u

LU - U

e,a,0 - o

£,0a,9 - )

Source Angela Prinz, p.c.

converge; historically, a former definite marker has often given rise to a case marker.
This may have happened in Masalit as well, or is in the process of happening.

The profile of nouns taking the accusative and of others which do not remains
unclear. Mostly non-indigenous nouns are case-inflected. In table 2.9 a few examples
are listed. Nouns with case inflexion include the indigenous words for “woman”,
“stone”, and “back”, and the non-indigenous ones for “lung”, “gravy”, and even the
personal name “John”, but other indigenous nouns are without case inflexion, such as
“burr” and “root”.

Edgar’s findings are not entirely corroborated by Prinz’s data. According to Prinz,
case shows the following profile: First, all singular nouns are case-inflected while
plural nouns never are. Second, there is only one case marker, expressed either by
a suffix or by final vowel change. Third, the accusative marker is not identical with
the definiteness marker. Independent personal pronouns are always case-inflected for
singular and plural (details see below). With nouns ending in a vowel, the accusative
is marked by changing the last vowel (see tables 2.10 and 2.11). With nouns ending in
a consonant, the suffix -ko is used instead, e.g. sug-ko “market-ACC".

Unlike nouns, personal pronouns are always case-inflected (see table 2.12) and,
unlike nominal case inflexion, pronominal case inflexion is irregular: The accusative
forms of the personal pronouns are not derived from the nominative forms by the
suffix -ko; sometimes nominative and accusative are suppletive forms. Nevertheless,
the nominative is always the shorter form and, therefore, at least historically also the
morphologically unmarked one.

Table 2.11 Nominal case forms for nouns
ending in a vowel in Masalit

NOM ACC

saye sayo tea
nyuguri nyugury ball
baj1 baju mat
but: sa» sao (PL) water

Source Angela Prinz, p.c.
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Table 2.12 Independent personal pronouns in Masalit

Number Person Nominative S/A  Accusative O
SINGULAR 1 ama amboro

2 man mboro

3 tii tiiro
PLURAL 1 mil minta

2 kii kinta

3 i/ wii inta

Source Edgar 1989:62

The highest degree of case inflexion is present in independent personal pronouns.
According to Prinz, there are two sets of independent personal pronouns: One for
the core participants S/A and O (cf. left column in table 2.13), and a second one for
the possessive. All independent pronouns are case-inflected in singular and plural
for the core participants and for the possessive with a singular possessee. Possessive
pronouns with a plural possessee show no case inflexion (right column in table 2.13).
The accusative possessive forms are derived from the nominative forms principally by
the rules which apply to nouns, as outlined above. Pronouns used for core participants
behave more irregularly.

Independent personal pronouns are used only if focused or emphasized, otherwise
the bound pronouns are sufficient. This holds for S, A, and O. The accusative covers
O (see 24f, 24g) and 10, and the nominative S and A (see 24d, 24g).

Masalit (Nilo-Saharan)

(24c) muco kan-go koma-mbo t-idorona. AQOV
woman.NOM man-Acc stone-with she-hit
“The woman hit the man with a stone.” (Edgar 1989:74)

Table 2.13 Two sets of independent personal pronouns in Masalit

Set I Core Set IT Possessive
Number Person Nominative Accusative Nominative  Accusative S/A/O
S/A O S/A singular O possessee plural possessee

SINGULAR 1 ama amboro mbe mbo mbena

2 may mboro na no nana

3 tr trrr ta to,trto tapa
PLURAL 1 mr minta mini minu minipga

2 ki kinta kini kinu kinipa

3 I mta ini inu iniga

Source Angela Prinz, p.c.
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(24d) (ama) kan-go a-dorona. oV
(I.~om) man-acc 1.sG-hit
“I hit the man.” (Edgar 1989:74)
(24e) hayir mba-ge.
? 2.8G.A/s.1.0-embarrass
“You embarrass me.” (Edgar 1989:62)

(24f) amboro hayir mba-ge.
lLacc 7 2.5G.a/5.1.0-embarrass
“(It is) me you embarrass.” (Edgar 1989:62)

(24g) i amboro hayir mba-ge.
he.nom l.acc 7 3.sca/sl.o-embarrass

“He embarrasses me.” (Edgar 1989:62)

As in canonical accusative languages, the nominative covers the citation form and
nominal predicates occur in the nominative. In copula clauses the nominative is used
twice for § and the nominal predicate (see 24h). The verb “to have” triggers the case
pattern of a full verb; O occurs in the accusative (see 24i).

(24h) 1g1saye ye.
tea.NOM be
“That is tea.” (Angela Prinz, p.c.)

(24i) ama say> ane.
I.NoM tea.acc have
“T have tea.” (Angela Prinz, p.c.)

According to Angela Prinz, -ko is not a definite marker; rather, definiteness is
encoded by -gi/-gu.

In sum, according to Edgar (1989) and Prinz (p.c.), Masalit has a split accusative
system which is neutralized in the plural. The accusative, called “object form™ by
Edgar (1989:52), is encoded by the suffix -ko or by final vowel change. The accusative
system functions in the singular and plural with independent pronouns referring to S,
A, 10, and O. The accusative encodes O and 10. Case shows no split with independent
pronouns, which are all case-inflected. Prinz (p.c.) does not share Edgar’s view that
the accusative suffix -ko is also a definite marker (Edgar 1989:59). The nominative is
the morphologically unmarked form, which is used elsewhere. The nominative also
serves as the caseless form being used to encode S, A, and O in contexts where case is
neutralized, for example in the plural.

2.5 Kunama

Kunama has a basic AOV/SV-order. The noun phrase shows the following order:
Noun-Adjective-Demonstrative-Number-CASE
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Eight cases are distinguished in Kunama, seven expressed by suffixes at the end of
the NP. Peripheral participants are covered by the following cases: -bu instrument,
-la locative (25i), -(y)kin/-(n)kin source, -tta allative, -tte comitative (my terminology).
The vocative is expressed by a preceding particle o (Thompson 1983:298—
301'%).

The nominative is marked by a suffix -m or -dem (see 25a & 25b). For pronouns,
only the latter is used (see 25¢). The accusative is marked by a suffix -si. The case suffix
is expressed only once per NP, always at the end (see 25b & 25g). All case suffixes
are optional. Thompson (1983:298) remarks that in simple sentences such as 25a-25¢,
usually no case marking would appear; these examples are elicited. The accusative
encodes O (25e) and [O (25f), but it never appears twice in a clause. If IO and O are
present, usually only IO gets the accusative marking (see 25f & 25g). The nominal
predicate appears in the caseless form. Since in verbless clauses there is no copula, the
nominal predicate is placed after the subject without any formal marking (see 25g).
The citation form of the noun is the caseless form as well.

(25a) Kunama (Nilo-Saharan)

deda-m/deda-dem unu-si udake. AOV

child-nom/ child-nom he-acc spoke

“A child spoke to him.” (Thompson 1983:298)
(25b) deda anda-m/anda-dem unu-si udake. AOV

child big-Nom/ child-Noum he-acc spoke

“A big child spoke to him.” (Thompson 1983:298)
(25¢) unu-dem ded(a) anda-si udake. AQOV

he-noM child big-acc spoke

“He spoke to a big child.” (Thompson 1983:298)
(25d) ka ita-si i-ntake. AOV

man house-ACC 3.5G-saw
“A man saw a house.” (Thomson 1983:298)

(25e) aba-si a-ntike. ov
I-acc 1.sG-saw
“He saw me.” (Thomson 1983:298)
(25f) darkoa-m  ikka-si bia (k)i-Soke. AIOOV
woman-NOM her.son-acc water 3.5G-gave
“The woman gave water to her son.” (Thompson 1983:298)
(25g) darkoa-m ikka  baya-si bia (k)iSoke. AIOOV
woman-NoM her.son bad-acc water 3.sG-gave
“The woman gave water to her bad son.” (Thompson 1983:298)

'® Note that Thompson lists eight cases. In addition he mentions a vocative expressed by different
means.
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(25h) darka ikka  baya-si bia (k)iSoke. 100V
woman her.son bad-acc water 3.sG-gave
“He gave water to (the) woman’s bad son.” (Thompson 1983:298)

(25i) suba-la
river-Loc
“at the river” (Thompson 1983:299)
(25j)) ide i-wwa  unu-si gerioka-la-bu (k)i-ntike.
but his-father he-acc his-completely-far-away-Loc 3.sG-see
“While he was a long way off, his father saw him.” (Thompson 1983:299)

(25k) nna deda.
this child
“This is a child.” (Thompson 1983:293)

The case suffixes nominative and accusative have the same status as the suffixes
used for peripheral case marking. Kunama is a type 2 language, since the nominative
and the accusative are both morphologically marked. As case is not obligatory it is a
split language showing either an accusative system or no case distinction at all. There
is not enough data available to make any statements about the use of nominative and/
or accusative. It seems they are both used in order to disambiguate. There is also no
evidence as to whether the suffixes concerned primarily serve any other purpose. This
raises the question that we were confronted with when dealing with Saharan languages
in section 2.2, namely whether Kunama really has a case system or not. For the same
reasons as given there I will classify Kunama as a split type 2 accusative language in
a broader sense. There is a problem with regard to the case system involved, as the
profile of functions covered by the nominative and accusative is not entirely clear.
Kunama has a caseless form covering nominal predicates and the citation form, and
it also seems possible that Kunama has a marked nominative system. Clauses with a
definite nominal predicate are not found. The present classification must therefore be
taken to be preliminary.

2.6 Fur

According to Tucker and Bryan (1966:223) Fur is a case language. In total four
cases, expressed by suffixes or postpositions depending on the relevant analysis, are

distinguished. These are:

NOM  zero

ACC  -si

GEN  -(i)y

LOC  -le mostly used with nouns denoting persons

In terms of our analysis, Fur has an accusative system of type 1, a nominative which
remains unmarked, and an accusative which is marked by a suffix -si. Further cases

1)
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mentioned are the locative case -le (see 26d), and genitive -(i)p. S remains unmarked
(see 26a), and so does A (see 26b). Fur is not described as a case language by Jakobi
(1989). Nevertheless even Jakobi glosses -si as an object marker and -le as locative
(see Jakobi 1989:125ff.). It seems that neither -si nor -le is obligatory; according to
Jakobi’s data both are optional. A comparison between the following two examples
may illustrate this: In 26b the object “bull” remains unmarked and in 26d the object
“calf” is encoded by the object marker -si. The suffix -si is not restricted to O; it may
also encode IO (see 26¢) or even LOC (see 26f). In 26f, O remains unmarked. These
generalizations are also consonant with the analysis of Tucker and Bryan (see 26h and
26k). The sparse data available do not provide enough information on whether -si is
restricted to encode an animate participant if it is not the direct object. It also remains
unclear whether the occurrence of -si is restricted to one participant per clause.

The locative -le is also optional, as the following two examples illustrate: In 26i
there is no locative marker to encode the destination participant “river”, but in 26j a
locative marker is used with the recipient participant “lion”. According to Tucker and
Bryan (1966:223), the locative case is mainly used with participants denoting persons.
This is the case in 26j or 26k; as 26k is part of a narrative discourse, animals are seen as
humans. The genitive case -iy seems to be obligatory (see 26l). The nominative is used
to encode the nominal predicate (see 26¢).

Since case is not obligatory in Fur, and since this is a type 1 language, the
morphologically zero form has the value of either the nominative, which is used
in opposition to the case-marked accusative, or it stands for the general caseless
form used for S, A, and O. I will therefore not gloss the unmarked form with
NOM.

Fur (Nilo-Saharan)
(26a) fié nama ela. SV

hare then it came

“[At this moment] Hare came.” (Jakobi 1989:125; example 10)
(26b) toOrd nama nuuN baa. AOV

hyena then bull it took

“The hyena then took the bull.” (Jakobi 1989:125; example 4)
(26c) ki fora k-an.

we Fur 1.pL-be

“We are Fur.” (Tucker & Bryan 1966:227)
(26d) nama-s nulNi-si nuuN-le duidi. OLOCV

then-TrM bull.calf-acc bull-Loc it brings

“Then he took the calf to the bull.” (Jakobi 1989:125; example 8)

(26e) nama-s fié-si in kua. Iov
then-TRM hare-acc this it told
“Then he [hyena] told Hare.” (Jakobi 1989:126; example 12)




(26f)

(26g)

(26h)

(261)

(26))

(26K)

(26)
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todro nama-s utiN kéwa ntaN-si  lui:. AOLOC/IO?V
hyena then- TRM cow’s blood bull- acc it smeared

“Hyena [quickly] smeared the cow’s [birth] blood on the bull.”

(Jakobi 1989:125; example 7)

kwa sagal-si kanyinul. AOV

people headman-acc abused

“The people abused the headman.” (Tucker & Bryan 1966:223)
kiiso sagala-si jurina  ini. AIOOV

chief headman-acc clothes gave

“The chief gave the headman clothes.” (Tucker & Bryan 1966:223)
roo anni.

river [ go

“I am going to the river.” (Jakobi 1989:126; example 21)

muuru-le  kio.

lion- roc they will/shall go

“They would go to Lion.” (Jakobi 1989:125; example 16)

ahmed omar-le ela. SSOUV

Ahmed Omar-Loc come

“Ahmed has come from Omar.” (Tucker & Bryan 1966:223)
tooro-’N duoN- iN fle- N uu ndmakue kiri.

hyena-cen herding-Gen hare-gen cow then child it gave birth
“[One day during] Hyena’s herding Hare’s cow gave birth to a child.”
(Jakobi 1989:125; example 6)

Fur is a verb-final language, with an SV or AOV order. Peripheral participants may
be positioned also before the verb such as A O LOC V. With regard to IO, the data
provide both orders: A IO O V and A O IO V. Note that an O V IO-order is also
possible (Jakobi 1989:95). So far, Fur is a candidate of an accusative language in a
broader sense. It shows an accusative system where case markers are not obligatory.
The accusative case marker -si is not restricted to encode O only but at least 10
also. Further evidence on the status of the language is provided by the personal

pronouns.
Among the free-standing personal pronouns there are two sets, one for S/A and the

other one for O. Most of them are distinguished only by tone; the object pronouns
have low tone. As can be seen in table 2.14, the object pronouns can also be case-
inflected by -si, the accusative marker (see column 4); and also by gi, a marker which
is used for object pronouns referring to first and second person only (see column 5) or

e —

even in a combination of both (see column 6).

% Genitive case -iN is not separated by Jakobi; it is done by the present author.
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Table 2.14 Free-standing personal pronouns in Fur

S/A 0] O variant O variant O variant
1.5G ka ka ka-si ka gi ka-si...gi
2.5G ji ji ji-si jig jisi...gi
3.8G ie le le-si
1.PL ki ki-No ki-No-si ki-No gi ki-No-si...gi
2.PL bi bi-No bi-No-si bi-No gi bi-No-si...gi
3.PL lé-eN lé-eéN orle-Na lé-éN-si or 1é-Na-si

Source Jakobi 1989:92 & 96

The situation of personal pronouns strengthens the hypothesis of Fur being a case
language with an accusative system. Among the personal pronouns, the nominative—
accusative distinction is obligatory, mainly expressed by a tonal difference. In addition,
the object pronouns can also take the accusative suffix -si, which is also used with
nouns in order to encode the object.

In sum, like the Saharan languages and Kunama, Fur is an accusative language in a
broader sense, where case is not obligatory. Unlike Tubu and Kanuri, Fur is not a type

2 language but a type 1 language.

2.7 Kemantney

Like all the other Central Cushitic languages, Kemantney has an accusative system:
It is a split type 2 accusative language where case is restricted to definite nouns.
Indefinite nouns occur in what Leyew (2003:237) refers to as the absolutive form,
that is, the morphologically unmarked, caseless form. For reasons given in chapter 1,
I prefer the term caseless form: It is the default form for all indefinite nouns, which
show no case inflexion, and it is used for S, A, and O. The caseless form is opposed to
the case-inflected definite noun, which occurs in the nominative to encode S, A, but
the accusative to encode O (see Leyew 2003:2371f.). Nouns appear in the caseless form
when cited.

According to Leyew (2003:237-40), three cases, nominative, accusative and
genitive, are distinguished. The core cases, nominative and accusative, are marked by
suffixes, but only when the noun is definite (see 27a versus 27b). The nominative is
restricted further to definite, singular masculine nouns. It is encoded by the suffix -i.
No feminine and no plural noun can take the nominative. According to Leyew
(2003:239), the restrictive use of the nominative is a result of the influence of Amharic,
a “negative borrowing” as Dimmendaal calls it (1998b). On this view, the defective
use of the nominative today is the result of its decay. The accusative is encoded by
two suffixes, -(i)s for masculine and all plural nouns, and -(¥)t for all feminine nouns.
The genitive occurs with all nouns. The caseless form is used as the default form in
all slots where the nominative or accusative cannot be used, in particular with all
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indefinite nouns. The caseless form appears in order to encode §, A, or O or any other
participant (see 27b).

A comparison between examples 27a and 27b illustrates how the case system
works: In 27a, A appears in the nominative, marked by the suffix -i, as the noun is
definite masculine singular. The object, O, also appears in the accusative, as the noun
is definite.?® In 27b, however, A and O both appear in the caseless form, as both are
indefinite. Peripheral participants including the dative are encoded by postpositions.
Whether these postpositions are suffixes or postpositions is not entirely clear (Leyew
2003:244). In Leyews convention the postpositions are suffixed to the caseless form
of nouns, even if he states that they are postpositions (Leyew 2003:244). For instance,
the postposition -z is used to encode dative, locative, instrument, and beneficiary. The
noun firzd “horse” occurs as firzd-z “by horse” (horse-DAT).

Kemantney (Central Cushitic, Afroasiatic)
(27a) k™ant-i  nip-is xatiy-  ay.

ice- ~Nom house-acc puncture-pAST

“The ice pierced the house.” (Leyew 2003:239)
(27b) an §ab Jax- iy".

1.sG milk drink-pasT

“I drank milk.” (Leyew 2003:241)

Object pronouns are case-inflected by the suffix -I't for singular (= feminine accusative
used with nouns) and -7s for plural (= masculine plural accusative used with nouns)
(Leyew 2003:173).

In sum, Kemantney has a defective case system following either a nominative/
accusative pattern when nouns are definite (masculine, singular) or no case distinction
at all. Therefore, Kemantney has a split system with either an accusative system or a
neutralized case distinction. Kemantney is surrounded by genetically related marked-
nominative languages (see chapter 4). The question of whether the case opposition
has the value of a marked-nominative or of an accusative system can be decided only
by the range in which the nominative and the accusative are used. The nominative is
functionally the most unmarked form. This can be seen in the fact that the nominative
is used when a definite noun occurs in citation and the nominative is used as the
nominal predicate if definite (Zelealem Leyew, p.c.). Kemantney shares with the other
type 2 languages of the Cushitic family that case encoding is determined by the gender
and also by the number of a noun. All three categories, case, gender, and number, are
amalgamated. Note that the Highland East Cushitic and Ometo languages, which also
belong to type 2, are both marked nominative (see chapter 4),

As figure 2.1 shows, there are other Cushitic languages which are accusative as well,
namely all the Central Cushitic languages Awngi, Xamtanga, Bilin, Kemantney, and
the East Cushitic language Dullay. According to Tosco (1994) all these languages have

20 . . . _
It remains unclear how definiteness is expressed in Kemantney.
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developed an accusative system under the influence of Ethiosemitic languages (see
section 5.2). Accusative systems in Ethiopia therefore appear to be both genetically and
areally motivated. The genetic influence can be seen in the fact that all Ethiosemitic
and all Central Cushitic Janguages are accusative. Areal influence is suggested by the
fact that, as Tosco claims, accusative is an innovation in Cushitic, being the result
of areal influence from Semitic languages. All other case languages in Cushitic are
marked-nominative (see chapter 4).

28 Ik

Ik is a Kuliak language spoken in northeastern Uganda at the boundary of Uganda,
Kenya, and the Sudan. Its exact genetic status is uncertain. According to Greenberg
(1963a), it belongs to the Eastern Sudanic branch of the Nilo-Saharan phylum, while
Laughlin (1975) proposed to leave Kuliak unclassified.”’ Ik is a verb-initial (VS/VAO)
language, and a tone language, distinguishing two tone levels: High tone is marked
by an accute accent, low tone is left unmarked. Ik has voiceless vowels (presented
here as superscript vowels), which are distinctive, especially in the case system, as we
will see below. Each word, including all suffixes in the language, can be pronounced
in two different ways, the so-called final and the non-final form. These two forms
are different speech realizations. Essentially, the final form occurs sentence-finally or
before pauses, such as at the end of noun phrases, and the non-final form elsewhere.
This is, however, more of a general tendency than a strict rule. The final form is
morphologically the basic form from which the non-final form can be derived.
Voiceless vowels of the final form are pronounced as voiced vowels, final consonants
may be deleted in the non-final form. For example, nak? is the final form of the past
tense clitic and na the non-final form. Henceforth, all grammatical items are presented
in both the final and the non-final form. Ik has ATR-vowel harmony, most affixes
occur either with [+ATR] or [~FATR]* quality. Affixes will be quoted in their [+ATR]
variant; for example, the infinitive suffix -in occurs as either [-in] or [-m]; it will be
quoted consistently in the [+ATR] form [-in]. Ik has an elaborate case system; seven
cases are distinguished. Depending on the context, core participants are omissible. Ik
is a pro-drop language; even if no cross-reference occurs on the verb, as in the third
person (see below), no core participant has to be expressed, A and O are both inferred
(see 28b); a third person O is more often inferred than expressed (see 28a).

Z Bender(1976b, 1989, 1996) and Ehret (1981a & 1981b, 1989) in a modified version stick to Greenberg’s
solution whereas Tucker (1967a, 1967b, 1971-73) proposes that Kuliak shares features with Afroasiatic (see
also Fleming 1983, Lamberti 1988). Laughlin (1975) and Heine (1975-76; 1976, 1985) are in favor of leaving
Kuliak unclassified.

# The abbreviation ATR stands for advanced tongue root position. [+ATR] indicates an advanced
tongue root, [-ATR] a retracted tongue root. [+ATR] corresponds to close and [-ATR] to open vowels in
languages with an open/close vowel distinction (see Ladefoged 1964:36-40; Tucker & Bryan 1966). Itis a
general feature in Nilotic and Surmic, see Hall (1973-74), Rottland (1996), Rottland & Otaala (1983).
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Table 2.15 The case inflexions of Tk

CASE Abbreviation Final Non-final
Nominative NOM *y.(a)] "V.[a]
Accusative ACC klal [-a]
Dative DAT k€ -e
Genitive GEN -e (-i) -e
Ablative ABL -0 (-u) -0
Copulative cop -k° -0
Oblique OBL o Ioj
(28a) en-i-a.
see-1.sG-a
“Isaw it.”
(28b) en-a.
see-a

“He/she saw it.”

Case Table 2.15 gives an overview of the seven case suffixes distinguished. The final
vowel -a has a unique value in the system. All words or particles of the language end
by default in the vowel -4, and so are nominative and accusative case forms (in the
non-final form). It remains unclear whether the -a of the nominative/and accusative is
triggered by the general rule of the language to use vowel -a as a default ending of each
word or whether -a has the value of an independent case suffix encoding nominative/
or accusative. The square brackets in *v4] are used to signal this unclear status of
vowel -a. The star before the vowel (V) indicates that the final vowel of the stem
form is lost in the nominative. The oblique case is the only non-derived case form in Ik
(see table 2.15). It has also been called the basic form of the noun by Heine (1983) and
Serzisko (1992). Often the noun in the oblique shows a final vowel which in other case
forms is deleted. Peripheral participants are marked throughout by the dependent
strategy case. The ablative and dative are both used in a wide range of functions (up
to twelve different functions; see Konig 2002 and 2005).

Each suffix occurs in the final form and the non-final form. lk is an accusative
language, that is, S and A are treated the same and simultaneously differently from
O. This means for main clauses that the nominative encodes A (29a) and S (29b) and
the accusative encodes O (29a). Yet, there are many contexts where the accusative
pattern is neutralized: If the subject, S or A, refers to the first or second person, all
core participants (S, A, and O) occur in the nominative (see 29c-29g); I have used
the term case anomaly (Ko6nig 2002) for this neutralization of case. In imperative and
cohortative clauses with VAO/VS-order, all core participants, S, A, and O, are encoded
in the oblique case (see 29h and 29i). A and S are usually omitted in imperatives but
they can be expressed. In imperative and cohortative clauses with AVO/SV-order, A
and S occur in the nominative and O in the oblique (see 29j). In relative clauses and
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other subordinate clauses marked by the subjunctive, expressed by the verbal suffix -ik°
indicating subordination, all core participants S, A, and O, are encoded in the accusative
(for relative clause, see O = ACCin 30a and 30b; A = ACC in 30b; S = ACC in 30c; for
subjunctive clause see O = ACC in 31a and 31b; A = ACC in 31b; S = ACCin 31c). In
clauses with a topicalized object, all core participants occur in the nominative (see 32).
Topicalized participants occur preverbally in the nominative (see topic below). The
conjunctions of the language trigger different case patterns, depending on whether
the verb occurs in the subjunctive, the narrative, or the optative. Complement
clauses and auxiliary clauses show the same complexity (see Konig 2002 for more
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details).

(29a)

(29b)

(29¢)

(29d)

(29¢)

(29f)

(29g)

(29h)

(29i)

Main clause

en-es-ugot-a wik-4 njini-k®.
see-IRR-AND-a children-NoM we 1c-acc
“The children will see us. (incl.).”
met-és-id-a bi-a.

be.ill-IRR-2.5G-a you-NOM

“You (sg.) will be ill.”

en-és-isin-a njin-* wik-?,
see-IRR-1.PL.IC-a we.IC-NOM children-Nnom
“We (incl.) will see the children.”
en-és-im-a ngw-* wik-* awa-o.
see-IRR-1.PL.EX-a We.EX-NOM children-noMm home-aBL
“We (excl.) will see the children at home.”
en-i-a nk-*  wik-*

see-1.5G-a I-NoM children-noMm

“I see the children.”

en-es-id-a bi-? wik-?
see-IRR-2.5G-a you-NoM children-nom

“You (sg.) will see the children.”

en-és-it-a bit-? wik-?
see-IRR-2.PL-a you(pl)-vom children-Nom
“You (pl.) will see the children.”

Imperative or cohortative clause
ats-é bi.

come-IMP2.5G you.OBL

“(You) come!”

en-é bi wice.
see-IMP.2.5G you.0BL children.oBL
“(You) see the children!”



(29))

(30a)

(30b)

(300)

(31a)

(31b)

(31c)

(32)
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bi-a da-ée sab-ée lonot*
you-NOM go-IMP.2.5G kill-IMP2.5G enemies.OBL
“(You) go and kill enemies!”

Relative clause

cek-a na  ntsi wicé-a en-udot-i  bira-a
woman-NOM REL.SG she.0BL children-acc see-AND-1.sG be.not-a
neé na.

here.DAT DEM

“The woman whose children I saw is not here.”

cek-a na nci-a en-udot-i-a  ntsi wice-k*
woman-NOM REL.Sg [-Acc see-aAND-1.5G-a she.oBL children-acc
bira-a neé na.

be.not-a here.paT DEM

“The woman whose children I saw is not here.”

dan-udoét-io nyot-a nu ekw-itini-a maran-ak-a
take-AND-NAR Men-NOM REL.PAST eye-PL-ACC go0d-PL-a
nyer-a  ni 1ébetse.

girls-Acc REL.PL tw0.0BL
“And the men whose eyes were good took the two girls.”

Subjunctive clause

d-a cék-? en-de wicé-k®.

go-a woman-NoM see-sBJ children-acc

“The woman goes when she sees the children.”

na nci-a en-i-ik® wicé-k? do-i-ak®.

when [-acc see-1.5G-sBy children-acc go-1.5G-NAR

“When I see the children I go.”

na wicé-a ni ats-at-ik® k3n-ese tsbog-a  ndti-kE.
“when children-acc DEM come-3.pL-5B] cOOk-NAR.IPS food-NOM they-DaT
“When these children came food was cooked for them.”

Topic clause

wik-a dc-i en-a nd  rits-?,
children-NoM I-GEN see-a ENC he-NOM
“As for my children, he sees (them).”

Generally speaking, the coding of core participants is triggered by various factors:
The personal deixis of the subject, constituent order, clause type, TAM of the verb,
irrespective of whether a subjunctive, narrative, or optative construction is involved.
In total, five different case patterns are used to encode S, A, and O; they are illustrated
in figure 2.3. The rules apply in hierarchical order. First, it is of importance whether the
clause belongs to type A or B (see below). Unfortunately, type A is not homogeneous;
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Clause type A includes focus clauses, relative clauses, clauses with subjunctives, clauses
with the dummy pronoun triggered by a conjunction, imperative or cohortative

clauses, and object topic clauses.

I Focus clause, relative clause, clause with a dummy pronoun triggered by the

conjunction:
S=A=0

ACC

II Imperative and cohortative clause in a VA/S-order and alaké-clause with optative:

S=A=0

OBL

III Imperative and cohortative clause in A/SV-order, an optional variant of II:

S=A#0

NOM S

IV Object topic clause:

S=0=A
s
A
Clause type B = contexts other than A
V for S, A = third person:
S=A#0
NOM S

A

IV for S, A # third person (= case anomaly):

§S=A=0

Figure 2.3 Case patterns in 1k

OBL

NOM

ACC

NOM
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Table 2.16 Case patterns and functions of copulas in Ik

Copula S N.PRED Function Example
i-on NOM Existence 33a, 33b
NOM DAT Location 33c
Verbal possession 33d
NOM nida OBL Possession 33e
NOM GEN Possession 33f
mit-on NOM OBL Equation 33g-33j
NOM GEN Verbal possession 33k
brra-on NOM NEG existence 33l
NOM ABL NEG location 33m
NEG verbal possession 33n
gam-on NOM GEN Similative 330
COPk° COP Identification 33p
NOM Cop Equation 33q
benid COP NEG identification 33r
NOM COP NEG equation 33s
GEN —¢ NOM GEN Verba possession 33t

therefore, each feature has to be listed separately. Both types, A and B, are mutually
exclusive. Type B contains main clauses but also subordinate clauses, for example
when the verb is used in the narrative. Only two of the five patterns are accusative,
namely patterns III and V. In all other patterns, case is neutralized, and A, S, and O
are always treated the same. Three cases are used to encode the core participants: the
accusative, the nominative, and the oblique.

Copula clause Table 2.16 gives a list of the elements used as copulas. Among them
there are four which behave like verbs. Although all are marked by the infinitive -on®,
they are either transitive or intransitive: i-on “to exist” (itr.), mit-on “to be” (tr.), brr-on
“not to exist” (tr.) and gam-on “to be like” (tr.). They take the same derivational and
flexional morphology as verbs, such as bound pronouns (see 33b, 33g, 33j, 33k, 33m)
and verbal derivation (see 33j). In addition, the language uses an invariable item, benid
“not to be”, and a case suffix called copulative for copula functions (see 33s). The
genitive is used to encode verbal possession (see 33t). The right column of table 2.16
lists the numbers of the examples which illustrate the various copula constructions. As
can be seen in table 2.16, depending on the copula construction, the nominal predicate
either occurs in the nominative, oblique, copulative, dative, ablative, or genitive.
Among the copulas there are two, brro-on and benid, which exclusively express negated
concepts.

23 \With verbs, -on is the infinitive for intransitive verbs only; and -es the infinitive for transitive verbs
(see Konig 2002).

P ——
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(33a) ia dakw-’.
be-a tree-NOM
“There is a tree.”
(33b) iid-a  bia-ji
be-2.5G-a you-Nom-also
“Do you also exist?” (Reply to the greeting i-id-a “Do you exist?”)
(33c) i4 hok®.
be-a house-par
“He is in the house.”
(33d) i-a karats-a ncik®
be-a stool-NOM I-DAT
“I have a stool.” (Lit.: A stool exists for me.)

(33e) {a r1ida dak".
be-a with tree.oBL
“He has a stick.”
(33f) ia ho-a nci-i.
be-a house-NOM 1.8G-GEN
“The house belongs to me.”
(33g) (njin-a) mit-1sin-a  eba-ik°.
(we.Ic-NOM) be-1.pL.1c-a friend-pL.OBL

“We are friends.”

(33h) mitaik-a roba ni marag-*.
be -a Ik-Nom people.oBL REL.PL be.good-a
“Ik are good people.”

(33i) ik-*  rob-o ni maran->.

Ik-NoM people-cop REL.PL be.good-a
“Ik are good people.”
(33j) mut-udot-at-a logot®.
be-AND-3.PL-a enemies.OBL
“They have become enemies.”
(33k) kuruba-a ni mit-at-a ho-e.
things-NOM DEM.PL be-3.pL-a house-GEN
“These things belong to the house.”
(33]) birra  dakw-".
be.NEG-a tree-NOM
“There is no tree.”
(33m) bira-isin-a ho.
be.NEG-1.PL.IC-a house.ABL
“We are not in the house.”
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(33n) bir-a dakw-a ncu.
be.NEG-a tree-NOM [-aABL
“I don”t have a tree.” (There exists no tree from me.)

(330) rob-a ni dam-at-a ici-é ni maran-*.
people-Nom DEM.PL like-3.pL-a Ik-GEN REL.PL be.good-a
“These people are like good Ik.”

(33p) saba-k”.
river-cop
“It’s a river.”

(33q) im-a na ice-ama-k°.
boy-NoM DEM 1k-sG-CcOP
“This boy is an Ik.”

(33r) beni-a washu-k®.
be.NEG-a first-cop
“It’s not the first.”

(33s) beni-a bia pakw-ama-k°.
be.NEG-a you-NnoM Turkana-sG-cop
“You are not a Turkana.”

(33t) kuruba-a ni ho-e.
thing-NoM DEM.PL house-GEN
“These things belong to the house.”

Focus Focus is highly grammaticalized; there is a standard marker for it, the
copulative -k°. The copulative is part of the case inflexions. It serves in a wide range of
functions including that of a copula (see below), of acting as a focus marker, and being
a case marker required in certain syntactic contexts. All participants can be focused.
The focus participant always precedes the verb in the copulative (34a & 34b). If the
focused participant is not the subject (S or A), it has to be left dislocated before the
verb as well, encoded by in the accusative (34b). If the focus participant is peripheral, a
dummy pronoun (DP) has to be used after the verb to cross-reference it (34b).

(34a) nci-o en-és-udot-i-a bi-k®.
[-coP see-IRR-AND-1.5G-a yOU-ACC
“It’s me (who) will see you.”
(34b) ho-ik-o wici-a ats-at-a g
house-pL-cop children-acc come-3.pL-a DP
“It’s the houses the children are coming from.”

Topic Topic is less grammaticalized than focus. The nominative in preverbal
position is used to mark topic, though not all preposed nominatives are topicalized.
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Table 2.17 Number of encodings of S, A, and O in the narrative text

“The three girls”

Case S A O N.PRED Other
NOM 28 16 3 4
ACC 5 2 35

OBL 3 nda “and” 3 1 16
GEN

CcOopP 5 3

Subjects (S and A) (35a) and objects may be topicalized (see 35c); the IO cannot be
topicalized (see 35d). Topic clauses are much less frequent than focus clauses.

(35a) ndad-4 na rita nd-imet-'.
food-NOM DEM.SG NEG eat-PAS-NEG
“This food is not edible,”**

(35b) nur-i-a na iits-®.

break-1.sG-a ENC he-NoM

“I cut him [the hair].” (Lit.: [ broke him.)
(35¢) ritsa-4 gur-i-a nak®.

he-nowM break-1.s6-a ENC

“Him I cut [the hair].” (Lit.: He, I broke.)
(35d) *rika-a m-at-a na toboyw-a.

I-NoM give-3.pL-a ENC food-acc

An alternative analysis One may wonder whether Ik is a case language if there are
so many contexts in which case is neutralized (see figure 2.3 above). As has been argued
in Kénig (2002), there are the following reasons to maintain a case analysis: First,
there is no alternative which would be more suitable than one in terms of case. There
have been attempts, in particular by Serzisko (1992%), to interpret the nominative
and the accusative as “discourse-pragmatic markers”. The functions of the accusative
are only vaguely described by him®; the nominative is a “diskurspragmatischer Marker
des prisentierten Partizipanten in thetischen Aussagen”. As has been shown in Konig
(2002), narrative discourse data do not support Serzisko’s analysis. Table 2.17 presents
the frequency of the cases used to encode S, A, and O in one particular narrative
discourse text. The results corroborate a case analysis: In narrative discourse, the

** In negation, the potential marker -am- is replaced by the passive marker imére-.

% Further work on Ik by Serzisko see (1985, 1985-87, 1987, 1988, 1990, 1993a, 1993b).

26 “Daf der ACC kein Akkusativ im Sinne eines Objektkasus ist, folgt daraus, dal er sowohl den Actor
als auch den Undergoer kennzeichnen kann. Seine genaue Funktion kennen wir nicht und werden wir hier
auch nicht weiter behandeln.” (Serzisko 1992:172)

,‘“; . & A
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nominative is the default case to encode S and A; the accusative is the default case to
encode O. With regard to frequency, irregularities are much less common than the
five patterns would suggest.

Second, taking the whole case paradigm into account (as presented in table 2.15),
the peripheral participants behave very regularly. Third, even if the core cases in
particular are inconsistent, there are obligatory syntactic rules which determine their
occurrence. In this respect they fulfill the case definition (see chapter 1). Fourth, as
has been shown above, from a typological perspective, most accusative languages in
Africa are less homogeneous than a Eurocentric perspective might suggest. On African
standards it is more typical than not to have a split system with neutralized contexts.
In sum, case seems to be the best option for the system under consideration. It goes
without saying that case, in addition to its syntactic function, also has a pragmatic
value (see the Topic and Focus sections above).

Case in Ik is defective; at the same time it is also the most productive morphological
tool in the language. This can be seen in the following behavior: As in other languages,
case in Ik is a category which is connected with nouns and pronouns, but case is not
restricted to these word classes. Function words like conjunctions, postpositions,
prepositions, adverbs, and even verbs are also inflected for case. Examples 36a and
36c¢ illustrate the manifestation of case with regard to the case-inflected conjunction
toimen “that”. Toimen occurs in the case required by the syntax, namely nominative in
36a, accusative in 36b and dative in 36c (see further Kénig 2005).

(36a) toimen-aiitd toped-udo-id-i 1t-€s-%.
that-Nom NEG be.able-aAND-2.5G-NEG reach-INE-NOM
“(that) you are not able to reach [there].”

(36b) 1tdmaan-a mo tam-i toimeni-k? rita en-i-i nts®.

must-a  neg think-NEG that-acc  NEG see-1.8G-NEG he.NOM
kon-en-o a-i.

one-PEE.SG-COP side-GEN

“He need not think that I will not find him anywhere.”

(36c) Itét-i-a ia toimeni-k® rig-a nyéda bi-k®.
notice-1.5G-a ENG.SG that-pat  eat-a hunger-NoM you-acc
“I noticed that you felt hungry.” (Lit: hunger ate you)

Table 2.18 gives an overview of case-inflected elements in k. The left column
presents the source concept, a noun or a case marker; the middle column presents
the grammaticalized function of the source concept, and the right column presents
the case inflexions in which the grammaticalized function occurs. Two cases, the
dative and the copulative, have become part of verbal inflexion: The dative has been
grammaticalized to a subjunctive marker (as in 31a-31c) and the copulative has given
rise to the narrative (see further Konig 2002). The productivity of case corroborates
the analysis of Ik being a case language.

T L I T ey ——
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Table 2.18 Case-inflected grammatical categories in Tk

Case inflexions

Source Target accepted
Dative -k°/-e Subjunctive -ik%,-ie
Copulative -k°/-0 Narrative  -uo
Noun Case-inflected conjunction
tGmeda ? “where” NOM, ACC
(na)
mend “thing” “what” NOM, ACC
korobda  “thing” “what” NOM, ACC
na “place” “where” NOM, ACC, DAT, ABL
toimen  “problem” “that” NOM, ACC, DAT
Noun Case-inflected adverb
wash “front” “ahead”, “first”,  DAT, ABL, COP, GEN
“earlier”
na “place” “here” NOM, AKK, DAT, ABL,
COP, OBL
yasi “truth” “true”, “really” DAT, COP
[nominal source no edd “alone” COP, GEN
longer known] muny* “all”, OBL, COP
“completely”
Jik¢ “always” DAT, GEN
kodke “there” DAT invariable
Relational Noun Case-inflected postposition/preposition
ai® “side” “from” All
akw “palm (of “inside” All
hand)”,
“sole”
bubu “stomach” “under” All
dwari “surface” “top” All
kan “back” “behind” All

Cross-reference Subjects (S and A) are obligatorily cross-referenced on the verb
for first and second persons, the third person plural is sometimes cross-referenced
depending on the syntax, while the third person singular is never cross-referenced (see
table 2.19). Objects cannot be cross-referenced explicitly but the third person singular
object is always inferred from transitive verbs if not expressed overtly. Indirect objects
can never be crossed-referenced, nor can they be inferred. They can only be expressed
as independent forms. In this respect they behave like peripheral participants. In 37a
and 37b, the transitive verb “to see” is used, and in both clauses the object is not
expressed overtly but nevertheless a third person singular object is inferred. In 37a, the
subject (A) is cross-referenced by the suffix -i-. In 37b, no core participant is expressed
overtly, nor is any cross-referenced. The core participants, A and O, are inferred to be
third person singular.



(37a) en-i-a.
see-1.sG-a
“I saw it.”

(37b) en-a.
see-a
“He/she saw it.”

Accusative

Table 2.19 Bound pronouns in Ik
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Final Non-final

SG 1
2
3
PL 11C
1EX
2
3

-4 44
-id -ida
o -a
-isin -isina
-im -imé
-it -itd
-at -atd

Table 2.19 gives an overview of the suffixes which are used to cross-reference S or
A on the verb. The third person plural form, -dt or -dtd, is not obligatory; the other
forms listed in table 2.19 are. For the former there are complex rules which determine

their occurrence, ranging from being ungrammatical to being optional up to being

obligatory (see above).

Table 2.20 presents the verb ¢6-on “to go” in the realis form with all cross-reference

pronouns. lk has a basic modal distinction: The morphologically unmarked realis
form is used for present and past contexts, the derived irrealis form (expressed by
the suffix -es-) covers future. The irrealis can also be used with reference to present
or past. It is in these two contexts that it gets an epistemic modal interpretation of

counterfactuality or of a vague present.

In main clauses, the third person plural suffix -dt* is ungrammatical in a VA/VS-
order (compare 38d and 38e). It is optional in an SV/AV-order if S/A is expressed

Table 2.20 Realis paradigm of the verb ¢/6-on “go”

Person Form Meaning
SG go-i i) “Tgo.” (i) "I went.”
§o-id- (1) “You go.” (i) “You went.”
ga-* (i) “He/she/it goes.” (ii) “He/she/it went.”
PL 1IC §o-sin-? (1) “We (ic) go.” (1) We (ic) went.”
1EX §6-m-* (1) “We (ex) go.” (i) “We (ex) went.”
2 -t (i) “You go.” (i) “You went.”
3 ga-at-* (i) “They go.” (ii) “They went.”
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Table 2.21 Continuum of the occurrence of the third person plural suffix -4t in Tk

I Ungrammatical Il Optional [II Obligatory
Nominal subject VS/A a Nominal subject S/ AV a No independent subject
b REL-clause b Pronominal subject
¢ Complement clause
Comparative
Subjunctive

nominally (39b). In relative clauses it is optional too (40a and 40b). It is obligatory if
not expressed by an independent noun (38a), if expressed by a pronominal subject
(compare 38b and 38c), as well as generally in the following clause types: comparative
(41), subjunctive (31c), and complement clauses.

Main clause

(38a) en-es-at-a  ceki-k®.
see-IRR-3.PL-a Woman-Acc
“They will see the woman.”

(38b) en-es-at-a  1nt-° ceki-k?.
see-IRR-3.PL-a they-NOM woman-Acc
“They will see the woman.”

(38c) ‘en-es-a nt- ceki-k®.
- see-IRR-a they-NOM woman-acc
(38d) en-es-a wik-a ceki-k?.

see-IRR-a children-NomM woman-acc
“The children will see the woman.”
(38¢) “en-es-at-a wik-a ceki-k®.
see-IRR-a  children-NoM woman-acc
(39a) mit-akarnba-a ni ntl
be-a things-NOM DEM they-GEN
“These things belong to them.”
(39b) karubd-a ni mit-at-anti.
things-NoM DEM be3.pL-a they.GEN
“These things belong to them.”

(40a) rob-a ni dun-et-®....
people-NOM REL.PL old-vEN-a
“People who grow old [...]"

(40b) rob-a ni dun-et-at-°...
people-NOM REL.PL old-vEN-3.PL-a
“People who grow old [...]"
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(41) ptt-ak-a nyot-a  Ilo-ara ctk-ama-k®.
be.strong-pL-a men-NoM defeat-3.pL-a woman-pL-ACC
“Men are stronger than women.” (Heine 1999:44)

Taking case and cross-referencing mechanisms into account, there seems to be a
tendency to the effect that if a core participant is encoded via cross-reference, case
is defective. This relates in particular to first and second person. If cross-reference
is defective, case encodes core participants. This holds for third person, especially
third person singular, but also third person plural. With the latter, -dt" is obligatory,
particularly whenever case fails. As has been shown above, subjunctive and relative
clauses are defective with regard to case. If there is no subject expressed by an
independent element, -dt* is obligatory. With regard to cross-reference, Ik also
shows an accusative pattern since the only participants being cross-referenced are
Sand A.

Phrase level On the noun phrase level, Ik has one remarkable feature: Other than
demonstratives (see 42a), nouns are hardly modified in an NP; there are no adjectives.
Stative verbs cover the semantics of what in other languages is expressed by adjectives;
they follow the noun in the form of a relative clause (42b). The only elements,
other than demonstratives, which can modify a noun without a relative clause are
numerals (42b). The modifying numeral occurs in the oblique case, irrespective of the
case of the head. The modifier in the NP is therefore dependent-marked. Nominal
possession as well follows a dependent-marking strategy: Either the possessor occurs
in the genitive case in a possessee-possessor order (43), or the possessor precedes the
possessee in a possessor-possessee order. In the latter case, the possessor occurs in
the oblique (44). Adpositions of nominal origin, called “relational nouns”, follow the
same two dependent strategies mentioned with the possessor. The adposition either
follows the possessee in the genitive (45b) or it precedes the possessee in the oblique
(45a). Note that the adposition bubu “under” can be traced back to a noun meaning
“stomach”.

(42a) gwana

bird pEM
“this bird”

(42b) cem-d-a  bedés-o de-k-¢ 1ébetse ni ze-ik-*.
fight-1.5G-a want-INE-aBL foOt-PL-GEN tW0.0BL REL.PL big-pL-a
“I am looking for two big feet.”

(43) ats-2  ak asakd-o ho-e.
come-a PER doOT-ABL home-GEN
“He has come from the house door.”
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(44) tir-a pita parupia-ik®.
have-a Peter.oBL money-PL.ACC
“He has Peter’s money.”

(45a) 1i-i-4 dakii  bubua-k®.
be-1.5G-a tree.OBL under-DAT
“I am under the tree.”

(45b) i-i-4 bubua-e dakw-i.
be-1.5G-a under-DAT tree-GEN
“I am under the tree.”

Verbal derivation Ik has four modification strategies for decreasing the valency of
the verb by one. With all four, it is always the demotion of the subject, A, never that
of O. This means that there is no antipassive or the like; there are only passive-like
constructions. Lack of an antipassive might be due to the fact that core participants
can easily be omitted. There is only one increasing device, namely the causative.
Unlike the other Kuliak languages, Ik has no applicative extension. The function of an
applicative is covered by the dative (46).

(46) kaw-és-i-a  dakwa lokwadmu-k®
cut-IRR-1.5G-a tree.NOM Lokwam-DaT
“I cut the tree for Lokwam.”

Table 2.22 presents the different valency-reducing impersonal forms of Ik.

The valency-reducing devices are the following: There are two different passive
suffixes -ds* (called passive I) and -imét*® (called passive II; both are glossed “PAS”). The
difference between the two is unclear; both demote A of the active clause, and O occurs
as S. Both allow the expression of an agent as a peripheral participant marked by the
ablative (47 & 48). In the impersonal, expressed by the suffix -dn, again A is demoted,
but unlike passive I and passive I, the impersonal does not allow the expression
of an agent (49). The potential suffix -am expresses potentiality or feasibility, as in
50 “edible”, derived from the verb “to eat”. Verbs in the potential are nominalized;
they often serve as nominal predicates in copula clauses, as in 50. Semantically, the
agent role is deleted and the patient role raised. The agent can be expressed by the
ablative (51). The potential marker -am is excluded in negation; instead the passive
-imét® is used (52).

Table 2.22 Impersonal suffixes in Ik

Final Non-final
PAS1 -65° -6sa
PAS2 -imér® -iméra
NAR.IPS -éese -éese
POT -am® -amo
IPS -an® -ana
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(47) det-os* wik-a ni rc-u.
bring-ras children-NOM DEM.PL I-ABL
“These children are brought by me.”

(48) kop-imet-a tobog-a  ric-u.
cook-pas-a food-Nnom [-aBL
“Food was cooked by me.”

(49) fitin-an-a cu-a.
boil-1ps-a water-NoM
“Water is boiled.”

(50) napeibe saatsosin® mit-a wa-a na nd-am®
since ENC yesterday be-a fruit-NOM DEM eat-POT.OBL
“Since yesterday this fruit has been edible.”

(51) npurG-mé-a dé-a  karatsi rc-u.
break-ror-a leg-NOM stool-GEN I-ABL
“The leg of the stool has been broken by me.”

(52) rta nd-imeti  ndad-a na ric-u.
NEG eat-PASII-NEG food-NOM DEM.SG [-aBL
“This food is not eatable by me.”

Causative The causative is expressed by the suffix -it. The valency of the verb is
increased by one participant. The causer occurs in the case required for the subject;
the agent occurs in the case required for O (e.g. the nominative in 53, with A being first
person), and the patient occurs in the dative (56b). It is only in causative constructions
that the dative expresses means (54). The causative expresses direct (53) and indirect
causation (55a & 55b). Often the causative is followed by the venitive or andative.
Both intransitive and transitive verbs may be causativized, and the same applies to
stative verbs. Often intransitive verbs take the venitive or andative in addition to the
causative (55b with andative) though not always (55a without andative). There are
also verbs where a deictic extension is obligatory, as with kp-es “to cook” (compare
56b with 56¢).

(53) natit-udot-i ak rits.
run-CcAu-veN-I PER he.NOM
“I have made him run away.”

(54) ats’-rt-et-ée eme-k°.
eat.hard food-cau-vEN-2.5G.IMP meat-DAT
“Feed (him) with meat!”

(55a) nik--itr-a 1its.
be.strong-cau-1.s¢-a he.Nom
“I make him strong.”




88 Case in Africa

(55b) pu--it-Gkot-ia rits.
be.strong-cau-anp-1.56-a he.NoM
“I make him strong.”

(56a) kdp-i-a toban®.
cook-1.sG-a food.NnOM
“I cook food.”

(56b) kdp-it-et-i-a toboro-k*.
COOK-CAU-VEN-1.5G -1.5G-a food-paT
“I made her cook food.”

(56c) “kép-it-fa tobona-k°.

cook-cau-1.sG food-pat

The encoding of core participants follows the following principle: If constituent
order and cross-reference fail, case comes into play. The encoding of peripheral
participants is predominantly marked by case. In clauses with verbal derivation
there is a double strategy in that the participant is marked both on the verb and by
case.

Extra syntactic use In what Creissels (2004) calls extra syntactic use (see chapter 1),
Tk shows a complex pattern. Nouns are cited in the nominative form, that is, the form
in which they appear in the lexicon, e.g. cek® (wife-NOM) “wife”. Each noun can
appear in the copula case in isolation, meaning something like “It is X", e.g. cek-uk’
wife-COP “it is a wife”.

Conclusions Tk has a (nominative/)accusative system which shows some
irregularities. There are many syntactic contexts in which the basic case opposition
between the nominative and the accusative is neutralized. Therefore, to be precise,
Ik is a split-accusative language, meaning that it either shows an accusative pattern
or no distinction at all. Split conditions are in particular persons. In main clauses, the
accusative system is only present if the subject is not first or second person. Clause
type, TAM, the presence of the dummy pronoun, and constituent order are further
split conditions. Five different case patterns are used to encode the core participants
S, A, and O; in three of them, the case distinction is neutralized. Case is a highly
productive mechanism of Ik. Nearly all lexical items of the language can be case-
inflected, including adverbs, conjunctions, and verbs (see Konig 2002).

2.9 Semitic languages

All Semitic case languages have an accusative system restricted to definite nouns.
They will therefore be discussed in 5.2.1.1.
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2.10 Ebang

According to Thilo Schadeberg (p.c.), the Central Heiban languages (Kordofanian)
Koalib, Laro, Ebang, Otoro, and Tira are possible candidates for accusative languages.
According to him (p.c.) the verb-final language Ebang, on which he has carried out
some research, is an accusative language, with two cases being distinguished, an
unmarked nominative and an accusative, expressed by a suffix on the noun. The
shape of the accusative suffix varies. Further research is necessary to make any final
statements about case in Kordofanian in general and Central Heiban in particular.
Therefore, it will not be considered here any further. Note that Dimmendaal claims
for another presumably Kordofanian language, Tima, that it is split-ergative (see 3.3).

2.11 Summary

The following generalizations are preliminary and therefore have to be considered
with caution; some of the languages discussed are simply not well described, especially
some Eastern Sudanic and Kordofanian languages. Canonical accusative languages
without any splits or other restrictions are found in Eastern Sudanic, including Nobiin,
Mararit, and Nyimang (Nilo-Saharan), in Central Cushitic with Awngi and Bilin, and in
Omotic with Hamar, Dime, and Aari (all Aari-Banna), Masketo (Afroasiatic). All type
2 accusative languages show numerous irregularities, such as contexts where case is
neutralized on various conditions (as in Kemantney, Ik, and Maba), or case which
is not obligatory. The latter occur in type 2 (Kunama, Teda-Daza, and Kanuri) and
type 1 languages (Dullay, Fur, Tama, and Masalit). With regard to irregularities, type 2
accusative languages differ from type 2 marked-nominative languages (see chapter
4), which, in their overall occurrence, show far fewer irregularities. In accusative
languages, the nominative shows the following profile (see table 2.23):

Function (a), “S & A obligatory”, applies to all accusative languages, in particular to all
type 1 languages irrespective of the split conditions they show or the fact that case is
merely optional. Exceptions are presented under (b). An explanarion is given below.

Function (b), “S & A not obligatory”, does not apply to all languages where
case is not obligatory; it applies only to type 2. This is due to the fact that in non-
obligatory case systems of type 2, the caseless form covers S and A in neutralized
contexts.

Function (c), the citation form, is covered by the nominative in all type 1 accusative
languages, but in none of the type 2 accusative languages, except for Ik. The remaining
type 2 accusative languages take the “caseless form” in order to cover the citation
form (such as Kemantney, Kanuri, Teda-Daza, and Maba).

Function (d), nominal predicate, is either covered by the nominative, by the caseless
form, orby a copulative, neverby the accusative. Some languages have grammaticalized
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Table 2.23 The behavior of nominative and accusative in African accusative languages

Case function of NOM Language

a S & A obligatory Unrestricted in all obligatory type 1, without split (Awngi, Bilin,
Masketo, Hamar, Dime, Aari, Nobiin, Mararit, Nyimang, Ebang,
Nama), and with split (Amharic, Argobba, Gafat, Tigre, Tigrinya,
Harari, Gurage, Ge’ez, Kemantney; Xamtanga);
Restricted in all split type 2 languages to the context where case is
not neutralized; In Ik in certain clause types only with S/A = third

person
b S & A not obligatory All non-obligatory type 2 languages, such as Kunama, Teda-Daza,
Kanuri
¢ citation form All, except all type 2 languages ("Kemantney, “Kanuri, “Teda-Daza,

*Kunama), but Ik

d Nominal predicate Tubu, Masalit, Fur, Nyimang, Kemantney, Ambaric (for definite
nouns only)
"Nobiin—copula case; *Ik various cases, copula case; "Kanuri

caseless form; *Kunama caseless form at least if indefinite

e O, if indefinite All type 1 split def languages: Ambharic, Argobba, Gafat, Tigre,
Tigrinya, Harari, Gurage, Ge’ez

f S,A0 Dullay, except topic O; Xamtanga PL+M;
Ik in certain clause types, for S/A # third person

g S & Aif definite Kemantney with M.SG only, Maba

Case functions of ACC Language

a O = obligatory Awngi, Bilin, Masketo, Hamar, Dime, Aari, Nobiin, Mararit,

Nyimang, Ebang, Nama, Xamtanga F SG; Ik in certain clause rypes
only with S/A = third person

b O, if definite only Ambharic, Argobba, Gafat, Tigre, Tigrinya, Harari, Gurage, Ge'ez,
Kemantney

¢ O = not obligatory Dullay, Xamtanga, Fur, Masalit, Kunama, Teda-Daza, Kanuri,
Tama

d S,A0 Ik in certain clause types, such as relative clauses

a case specified for the function nominal predicate, called copulative; this applies to
Nobiin and Ik. In Ik the situation is more complex. Different copulas have developed
different case schemas, two of them, expressing existence, also taking the nominative
for this function (see table 2.16). If the language has not grammaticalized a specific
case for the function nominal predicate, the following holds: In type 1 languages,
regardless of whether split or not obligarory, the nominal predicate is covered by
the nominative. This applies to Masalit, Fur, and Nyimang. In type 2 languages, the
nominal predicate will most likely be covered by the caseless form. This applies to
Kanuri, Teda, and Kemantney, if the noun is indefinite. Definite nouns appear in the
nominative when used as nominal predicates.
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Function (e) occurs in split definite type 1 accusative languages: The nominative is
the morphologically unmarked form and encodes indefinite O. This applies to the
Ethio-Semitic languages (see chapter 5.2.1.1).

Function (f), S, A, O can only be covered by the nominative in type 1 accusative
languages with split system, or where case is not obligatory. The type 2 language
Ik is an exception. But Ik has five different case patterns, including one where the
nominative covers all core participants.

Function (g): There are two languages in the sample where the nominative is
restricted to definite S & A. In Maba, the nominative appears on definite markers, and
Kemantney is a type 2 definite split language.

The overall picture of the accusative in accusative case systems in Africa is
fairly consistent. The accusative covers obligatory O in all languages, except those
where case is not obligatory (function a). In addition, the accusative is restricted
in this function in all split languages to contexts where case is not neutralized; for
example, the accusative is restricted to definite O’s in all definite split languages (see
function b). The accusative does not encode O obligatorily in all languages where case
is not obligatory (see function c). The last claims sound trivial but they are not when
considering the general features of the nominative. The only surprising function of
the accusative is (d), the coverage of S, A, and O applying exclusively to Ik.

The profile of the nominative is more complex. The status of the nominative in
type 1 differs from that in type 2 languages: type 1 languages consist of a simple binary
opposition with a morphologically marked form, functioning as an accusative, and
a morphologically unmarked form functioning as a nominative. In type 2 languages
we are dealing with an opposition consisting of three different forms: the marked
nominative form, the marked accusative form and the unmarked form, which
has been called the “caseless form”; the latter comes into play if the case system
is neutralized. The nominative comes into play in a type 1 language where case is
neutralized. The functions covered by the nominative in type 1 languages are wider
than in type 2 languages. This result is in accordance with general findings about the
grammaticalization of zero (see Bybee 1994). The nominative in a type 1 accusative
system is an example of the grammaticalization of zero.

We saw that within Africa the accusative system is the second most frequent one,
mainly found in northeastern Africa (see map 6.1 in Appendix I). It is much less frequent
than the marked-nominative system (see chapter 4). Its distribution is genetically and
areally motivated as it occurs in Semnitic, Central Cushitic, East Omotic, Saharan,
Sudanic, and some isolates of the Nilo-Saharan family (see figure 2.1 and map 2.1).
The number of accusative languages which are not homogeneous is significantly
high. Split conditions, such as definite only (e.g. Semitic), first and second person
only (Ik), clause type (Ik) are not uncommon. There are numerous languages in
which case is not obligatory, where accusative markers are only used in what appear
to be pragmatically marked constituent orders, two being Saharan languages (Tubu,
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Type1 Type2

O © Afroasiatic
O Nilo-Saharan
V¥V Niger-Congo
A A Khoisan

Coding Example

1 53
4 56
7 59
8 65
26 68
33 70
36 bl
37 72
38 7
39 79
41 89
43 Gurage 90
45 Hamar 93
46 Harari 94
48 Ik 100

Nilo-Saharan / Type 2 / Verb-final / Not obligatory

P Definite
P4 Not obligatory

Il Verb-final
[ verb-initial

Kemantney
Kunama
Khoekhoe (Nama)
Maba '
Mararit (Merarit)
Masalit

Masketo (Basketo)
Nobiin

Nyimang

Tama

Teda-Daza (Tuba)
Tigre

Tigrinya
Xamtanga

2000 km

Map 2.1 Accusative case languages in Africa
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Kanuri). If case is only optional, it is expressed by postpositions or by definite particles,
as in Maba. Fur could be an exception, depending on which author one may wish to
consult. Case markers are described as either suffixes or postpositions. Case encoding
seems to be used for disambiguation unless the latter is achieved by other devices,
such as constituent order or bound pronouns. All accusative languages are verb-final
with one exception, Ik, which is verb-initial. Tone never appears as an exclusive means
in accusative languages; it does occur with pronouns, however, for example in Fur.

In sum, the accusative languages of Africa are not a homogeneous typological
class. They are not as frequent as they are on a world level and most of them show
irregularities such as split conditions or non-obligatory uses. These results are also
reflected in map 2.1, which gives an overview of all accusative languages in Africa.
Each language is presented with regard to the salient features mentioned so far, in
particular genetic classification, constituent order, definiteness split, and obligatory
vs. non-obligatory use.

In northern Ethiopia accusative languages are an areal phenomenon as can be seen
in map 2.2.




3
Ergativity

Unlike other case systems in Africa, the number of African languages with ergative
systems is severely limited. Ergativity as a grammaticalized case system is not only
limited in number; its occurrence is also areally and genetically restricted: It is largely
confined to the Northern Lwoo languages of West Nilotic (Nilo-Saharan), spoken
in the region of South-West Ethiopia/South-East Sudan (see section 3.1). The only
other language with a restricted ergative system is Tima, presumably a Kordofanian
language spoken in the Nuba Hills of West Sudan; the split ergative system of this
Jlanguage will be discussed in section 3.2.

Additional languages that have been mentioned in connection with ergativity
are Mande languages, such as Loma (Rude 1983) and the South Mande languages
Guro, Mano, and Beng, as well as Proto-South Mande (Vydrine 2006). Rude describes
Loma as a language with a split-S phenomenon; the term ergative in the title of his
article (“Ergativity and the active-stative typology in Loma”) is somewhat misleading.
Vydrine describes ergative phenomena which, if at all, fall under the rubric of other
manifestations of case (see 3.3).

A few languages have been reported to have what I propose to call ergative
alignment patterns, which are of the following kind: (i) Constituent order. Some West
Nilotic languages, such as Burun, and Dinka (in passive constructions only) show the
highly unusual OVA/SV-order (Schréder 2005); (ii) Transitive and antipassive verb
classes, as claimed by Schroder (2005), to be found in some West Nilotic languages
such as Shilluk, Burun; and (iii) Pluractionals, that is a specific kind of verbal plural
marking (see below), shown by Frajzyngier (1984a, 1984b) for the Chadic language
Mandara (Afroasiatic). For the claim that Dholuo, a West Nilotic language,
has a relic of an ergative case marker g, see Schréder (2005:12) and Odhiambo
(2006).

According to Newman (1990 and forthc.) and Gerhardt (1983, 1984, 2002), ergative
alignment with pluractionals is the expected pattern, in that the verb shows number
agreement with § in intransitive clauses and with O in transitive clauses. Such kinds
of ergative alignment patterns will not be considered further as they are not instances
of grammaticalized case.
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3.1 Northern Lwoo

Ergativity as a full-fledged case system is mentioned in Africa only three times in the
literature, namely for the closely related West Nilotic languages Jur-Luwo, Piri, and
for Shilluk. The first two are split-ergative languages following either an ergative
pattern or a marked-nominative pattern. But there is a fourth language, closely
related to Piri and Jur-Luwo, namely Anywa. According to Reh (1996), Anywa has
no grammaticalized case system, but the case marker of Péri appears in Anywa as
well, though as a definiteness marker; as we will see below, there is also an alternative
perspective on this issue. Other manifestations of ergative patterns are found in all
three languages with regard to pronominal cross-reference and constituent order. All
three languages will be discussed together. Piri and Anywa are better documented
than jur-Luwo; I will first describe the ergative system of Piri, compare it to Anywa,
and finally turn to Jur-Luwo.
Reh (1996) presents the following classification of Northern Lwoo:

Northern Lwoo: (a) Shilluk
(b) Anywa, Piri, Jur-Luwo
(c) Bor-Belanda
(d) Thuri, Bodho, Manangeer, Col (Reh 1996:6)

Piri and Anywa are dialects of the same language and, according to Reh (1996:5),
they are closely related to Jur-Luwo.

3.1.1 Group one

Within Northern Lwoo two groups of ergative systems need to be distinguished: Piri,
Anywa, and Jur-Luwo on the one hand and Shilluk on the other. Both groups share
some features but there are also significant differences. In the following, group one
will be described first (see 3.1.1) and group two thereafter (see 3.1.2).

3.1.1.1 Pdri In Piri, there is only one case marker: the suffix -i. This suffix in some
contexts behaves like an ergative case marker, encoding A; in other contexts it behaves
like a nominative, encoding A and S. In both kinds of contexts the second core case
is expressed by the morphologically unmarked form, namely the absolutive in the
ergative system, encoding S and O, and the accusative in the marked-nominative
system, encoding A and S. Table 3.1 lists a few nouns in the morphologically unmarked
form (absolutive/accusative) and the morphologically marked form (ergative / marked-
nominative). Henceforth, in order to be consistent, I will refer to the case suffix -i
(with the allomorphs -1, -1, -i, or -, -e) (see Andersen 1988:294) always by the term
ergative case, even if it functions as a marked-nominative. With personal pronouns
and kinship terms the ergative is expressed by tone only, changing the original tone
to a low-extra low tone.

The different case systems correlate with specific clause types: All clauses of the
language fall into two classes which Andersen (1988) refers to as “NP-initial clause”
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Table 3.1 Case inflexion in Pari

Absolutive/Accusative Ergative/Marked-nominative =~ Meaning
ubur uburr-i Ubur
mAAn MAAD-1 woman
t3n tiny-i spear
24an1 24an - I

Source Andersen 1988:294, 297

and “verb-initial clause”. NP-initial clauses contain for example declarative clauses
whereas most subordinate clauses belong to verb-initial clauses. NP-initial clauses show
an ergative system, verb-initial ones a marked-nominative system. Both systems differ
with regard to constituent-order, bound pronouns, cross-referenced pronouns, and
case. In NP-initial clauses, S occurs in an SV-order and is morphologically unmarked
(see 1). O is treated the same: It appears in an OV-order and is morphologically
unmarked (see 2). A, on the other hand, is treated differently: It is placed after the verb,
in a VA-order, and appears in the ergative case (see 2). If, however, A in an NP-initial
clause is placed before the verb, it no longer takes the ergative case marker (see 3). NP-
initial clauses follow an ergative system only in an OV A-constituent order. In an AQV-
order, the ergative system is neutralized, and there is no longer any case distinction at
all: O and A appear in the same morphologically unmarked form (see 3).

In verb-initial clauses, S is encoded in the nominative in a VS-order (see 12), and so is
AinaVOA-order(see 13). The nominative is encoded by the same suffix as the ergative,
namely -i. O is left morphologically unmarked (see 15). Again, the accusative system
is defective: In verb-initial clauses, A can only be marked by the nominative when
positioned after the verb. When placed before the verb, A is no longer case-inflected;
instead, A occurs in the morphologically unmarked form (see 14). In an AOV-order
the accusative system is neutralized.

Case appears essentially with both nouns and pronouns. Yet, in an NP-initial
clause, A is usually expressed by bound pronominal suffixes only which take no case
inflexion. There are two exceptions: First, if A is focused it occurs in the ergative case
after the verb in the focus clause (see 23b). Second, derived verb forms show for first
person plural exclusive and third person plural bound pronominal suffixes which are
case-inflected for the ergative in the form of a clitic (see 11).

In verb-initial clauses, A can only be positioned after the verb when O is expressed
pronominally. This is due to the following restriction: Verb-initial clauses allow only
one nominal core participant after the verb. If there is more than one nominal core
participant, A has to be placed before the verb; O may also be placed in front (see 14).
Taking all restricrions into account, the only structure where the marked-nominative
system can occur is when O is expressed pronominally and A nominally (see 13). O
is always morphologically unmarked—irrespective of whether it is placed before or
after the verb (see 14 & 15). NP-initial-clauses, which are generally ergative, include

I
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all declarative clauses and some subordinate clauses. Verb-initial clauses, which are
generally marked-nominative, include imperatives, most subordinate clauses, and
questions (see Andersen 1988:316).

With regard to case patterns, such as cross-reference and constituent order, the
following can be said: In NP-initial clauses, cross-reference shows an ergative pattern.
A occurs as a bound pronoun suffixed to the verb (see 7); S and O are ejther expressed
by identical proclitics (see 4b & 8) or identical prefixes to the verb (see 4a and 9). In
other words, with regard to pronominal cross-reference, the NP-initial clause shows
an ergative pattern: Only A can be cross-referenced by a bound pronoun, suffixed to
the verb. § and O either occur as proclitics or prefixes, both immediately preceding
the verb. Third person § and O need not be expressed (see 10a & 10b). Third person
A must be expressed by suffixes (see 10b & 11). Note that in derived verb stems for
third person plural and first person exclusive, A is expressed by a suffix plus an enclitic
marking the ergative (see 11) (sce Andersen 1988:295-7). In every respect, NP-initial
clauses show ergative patterns with regard to cross-reference expressed by bound
pronouns or clitics.

With regard to constituent order, NP-initial clauses show an ergative pattern
as well, as S and O are placed before the verb and A after it (see 1 & 2). The
alternative AOV-order can be interpreted as ergative as well if one argues that
only O and S can be placed juxtaposed to the verb. NP-initial clauses are therefore
ergative throughout, with regard to case marking, cross-reference, and constituent
order.

VP-initial clauses show an accusative pattern only when cross-reference is
expressed by bound pronouns or clitics: A and S appear as bound pronouns suffixed
to the verb (see 15 & 16); O cannot be cross-referenced (see 13 & 14). It appears as a
free pronoun only, placed directly after the verb (see 13 & 14). In other words, the
cross-reference system shows an accusative pattern, insofar as A and S are treated
the same and simultaneously different from O. With regard to constituent order,
the situation is more complex. There is no case pattern, possible orders being VS,
OVA, AOV. If a core participant is placed before the verb it has in addition to occur
pronominally after the verb, either bound as with A and S or free as with O (see 14).
According to Andersen a left-dislocated core participant is topicalized (see Andersen

1988:316).
Pdri (Northern Lwoo, West Nilotic, Nilo-Saharan) NP-initial clauses—ergative
system
(1) ubur a-nauk’. SV
Ubur comp-play

“Ubur played.” (Andersen 1988:292)

(2) joobi a-kéel Ubtrr. OV A-ERG
buffalo comp-shoot Ubur-grG
“Ubur shot the buffalo.” (Andersen 1988:293)
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(3) uburjoobi a-kéel-é. AOV-A
Ubur buffalo comp-shoot-3.56.a
“Ubur shot the buffalo.” (Andersen 1988:294)

(4a) a-kwAan-6. S-v
1.5G.S-SWim+M-SUF
“I am swimming.” (Andersen 1988:296)

(4b) ?dan a-kwAay’-o. SV
1.5G.§ COMP-SWim+M-SUE
“I swam.” (Andersen 1988:296)

(5) Aa-yapg'-i yang-3. O-V-A
1.5G.0-skin+M-2.5G. A skin-+M-SUE
“You will knife me.” (Andersen 1988:297)

(6) ?aan-a-yapj-x mAan-ni  mdog-€l O-VA
1.5G.0-PAST-iNsult.M-SUF WOmMeN-ERG SOITIE.PL-ERG
“I was insulted by some women.” (Andersen 2000:74)"
[Syntactic structure: Some women insulted me.]

(7) dhaagd a-cgol'-a. O V-A
woman comp-call-1.s6.a
“I called the woman.” (Andersen 1988:295)

(8) %aan a-cvol'-L O V-A
1.56.0 comp-call-2.5G.a
“You called me.” (Andersen 1988:296)

(9) a-yanga yang-8. O-V-A
1.5G.0-skin+M-2.5G.A skin+M-SUF
“You will knife me.” (Andersen 1988:297)

(10a) a-kwkap'-o.
COMP-SWim-+M-SUF
“S/he/it/they swam.” (Andersen 1988:298)

(10b)  &-cool 2. V-A
comp-call-3.5G.a
“S/he called him/her/it/them.” (Andersen 1988:298)

! Note that the Piri data presented here are basically from two sources, namely Andersen 1988
and 2000, Tt seems as if Andersen has changed the glosses in between. In 1988, 7dan would have been
presented as an independent pronoun, in 2000 as a prefixed pronoun; the verbal prefix d- occurs in 1988 as
complementizer, in 2000 as past tense marker. NP-initial clauses are translated by Andersen 2000 always
in a passive voice; 1988 similar clauses have been translated as active clauses instead. Andersen (2000) does
so in order to represent the information structure, not the syntactical relations. “The passive in the English
translation [...] reflects the information structure rather than the grammatical relations in Piri clause”
(Andersen 2000:79). The active translation added by the present author therefore reflects the syntactic
relations which are crucial for understanding the case system.
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(11) a-cdond'-1-gi'. V-A+ERG
comp-call+M-SUF-3.PL.A+ERG
“They called him/her/it/them.” (Andersen 1988:298)

Piri verb-initial clauses—marked-nominative
(12) pir pd 1  pAar cicd-€ V S-ERG

matter what LINK jump man-ERG

“Why did the man jump?” (Andersen 1988:318)

(13) pir p> 1 codlyi  pipond'-t. V O A-ERG
matter what LINK call 3.5G.0 child-Erc
“Why did the child call her?” (Andersen 1988:319)

(14) pir n> pipoad'->*dhdago 1 cvol-€ 2. AOV-AO,,
matter what child woman LINK call-3.5G.4 35.0
“Why did the child call the woman?” (Andersen 1988:319)

(15) pir  pd 1  cool€  dhdagd. V-AO
matter what LINK call-3.5G.A woman
“Why did he call the woman?” (Andersen 1988:319)

(16) pAayy-u'! V-§
jump-2.pPL
“Jump!” (Andersen 1988:317)

Piri has grammaticalized focus. There are three different means by which focus is
encoded: First, the verb takes a suffix -a, and the focused participants are placed after
the verb. This applies to core participants. Second, various prepositions, such as ki or
kdd, sometimes jointly with tonal changes on the verb, precede the focused participant.
This applies to peripheral participants; kdd is the focus form of the instrumental
preposition ki (see Andersen 1988:313). If not explicitly expressed otherwise, the term
“focus clause” will be restricted to clauses in which focus is expressed by the verbal
suffix -a only.

Focus clauses constitute a pattern of their own. Every constituent order is possible.
The focused participant usually follows the verb, which takes the focus suffix -a
(see 17a & 17b). The free constituent order allows VS-order, as in 19a, but in this
position the ergative case marker cannot occur with S (see 19b). In VA-order, A takes
the ergative case marker (see 18). Therefore, even in focus clauses the case suffix -i
serves as an ergative case. Neither S nor O can take the case suffix -i (see 17b & 20).
The only participant which can take the case suffix -i is A (see 18). Andersen suggests
that the encoding of A in a focus clause, as in 18, is a recent development, whereas
the restriction of S to be encoded in the ergative, as in 19a, reflects the older pattern
(see Andersen 2000:74). Most focus clauses would be ergative if not focused. As they

% Suffix -> remains unglossed by the author cited. * The focus suffix -a appears here as -0.
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are independent declarative or interrogative clauses they would mostly belong to NP-
initial clauses. But there are also focus clauses which correspond to VP-initial clauses if
not focused, such as imperatives (see Andersen 2000:72) (see 21a & 21b). This does not
affect the behavior of the ergative case. In focus clauses, the only participant which
can be encoded by the ergative is A. Andersen suggests (2000:75) that the ergative in
focus clauses helps to disambiguate A and O, as both constituent orders are possible
(see 22a & 22b). The ergative case marker can appear with independent pronouns as
well (see 23b). Pragmatically, the use of independent pronouns expressing A is highly
marked. Since Piri is, with regard to A, a pro-drop language, A is usually expressed
by bound verbal suffixes only. Still, if A is focused it is regularly expressed by the
independent pronoun placed after the verb in the ergative case (23b). Note that the
bound pronominal suffix is dropped also in focus clauses if A is expressed by the
independent pronoun (see 23b).

Piri—focus clauses (focus constituents are printed in bold)
(17a) dhéagd cim-o. SV

woman eat.AP-SUF

“The woman is eating.” (Andersen 2000:72)

(17b) cAm'-0-0 dhaagd. VS
eat.AP.FOC-SUEF-FOC woman
“The woman is eating.” (Andersen 2000:72)

(18) thdondh-i  pAtta  pipdnd-& mdr-€. O V A-ERG
rope.aB-DEM1 undo-roc child-ERG some-ERG
“This rope has been undone by some boy.” (Andersen 2000:74)
[Syntactic structure: Some boy does undo this rope.]

(19a) mrtl-a  ?4ani. V-FOC §
dance-Foc 1.5G
“Tam dancing.” (Andersen 2000:74)

(19b) *mi'zl-a  Paanl. V-FOC §-ERG
dance-roc 1.5G.ERG (Andersen 2000:74)

(20) ubar kwiél-a dhieg.
Ubur steal-roc cow
“Ubur stole the cow.” (Andersen 1988:315)

(21a) thi'andhd kwain!
cook.2.pL.A porridge
“Cook porridge!” (Andersen 2000:72)

(21b) thi'andhd K kwan!
cook.2.pL.A FOC porridge
“Cook the porridge!” (Andersen 2000:72)
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(22a) dhaagd 2iic-ca ipdnd3. AV O
woman wake.up-roc child
“The woman woke the child up.” (Andersen 2000:75)

(22b) dhaagd ?fic-ca nipand-€. OVA
woman wake.up-roc child-ErG
“The child woke the woman up.” (Andersen 2000:75)

(23a) dhaagd a-puod’-a. O V-A
woman CoMp-beat-1.5G.4
“I beat the woman.” (Andersen 1988:311)
(23b) dhédagd puot-a ?aan-i. OVA
woman beat-FOC 1.SG-ERG
“I beat the woman.” (Andersen 1988:311)

It remains unclear which bound pronouns are used in focus clauses. The few examples
presented by Andersen allow for a guess only. Bound pronouns in focus clauses are in
need of an explanation: In the latter, a non-focused A occurs as a prefixed pronominal
clitic, which otherwise is restricted to encode S or O only (see 24a & 24b). Reh
(1996:2001ff.) claims for Anywa that the focus suffix -4, which corresponds to -4 in
Piri, may originate in the copula 'a “to be something”, and that focus clauses are
intransitive (1996:349, footnote). The odd behavior of the bound personal pronouns
would be consistent if focus clauses are of intransitive origin and have retained some
features of their intransitive status, such as the prefixed bound pronouns originally
referring to S.

There are no examples presented by Andersen which would show the bound
pronominal patterns in clauses with ki. Focused clauses in which the focused participant
is prefixed by kda show a different pattern of bound pronouns than focus clauses with
focus being expressed on the verb by the suffix -a. With focus expressed by kdd, A is
suffixed on the verb by a bound pronoun, just as in non-focused clauses (see 25).

(24a) (yi-)néend-a 2aanr.
(3sG.A-)see+M-FOC 1.5G.0
“He is looking at me.” (Andersen 1988:312)

(24b) 4-nfend-a yini.
1.8G.A-see+M-FOC 3.5G.0
“I am looking at him.” (Andersen 1988:312)
(25) noori roud-a kia pAam.
cow=peas grind-1.sG.A PREP.FOC grinding=stone

“I ground the cow/peas with a grinding stone.” (Andersen 1988:313)

To summarize, ergativity in Pdri is restricted to certain clause types, such as
indicative clauses (= NP-initial) and focus clauses. Other clauses (i.e. verb-initial
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ones), such as imperative and most subordinate clauses, are marked-nominative.
The only case marker, irrespective of the clause type, is the suffix -i. The marked-
nominative and the ergative case systems share some features, in particular the
following: Case marking is restricted to nouns used after the verb; there is no case
inflexion before the verb. This feature is widespread in East Africa, as we will see in
section 6.3.

Passive

If an NP-initial clause is passivized, the ergative case is not used. This is in accordance
with what is to be expected by an ergative case. As the ergative case in the active
clause encodes A only, and A is dropped in a passive clause, the remaining SV structure
shows the same encoding patterns as active intransitive clauses belonging to NP-initial
clauses: S appears preverbally without case marking (see 26b). 26a presents the active
variant of 26b (see Andersen 1988:299).

Piri—Passive in NP-initial clauses
(26a) dhiep a-kwal-é. O V-A
cow comp-steal-3.5G.a
“He stole the cow.” (Andersen 1988:299)

(26b) dhieng 4-kwal’. SV
cow comp-steal+ras
“The cow was stolen.” (Andersen 1988:299)

Passives of verb-initial clauses, however, show some irregularities with regard to the
encoding of S which are in need of an explanation:

(i) In Pdri, the ergative which serves in an active clause as a nominative case
(see 27b) does not occur in the corresponding passive clause (see 27a). The
corresponding active clause follows a marked-nominative pattern (see 27b) in
which A occurs in the nominative case. In the passive clause, however, the
nominative is not used. Instead, S occurs in the morphologically unmarked
accusative form, even when placed after the verb (see 27a).

(ii) Passive is marked on the verb by tonal change (HL) for simple stems, or by
a suffix -i for derived verbs (Andersen 1988:299). There is a further morpho-
phonological rule according to which the O-enclitic pronoun at the end of a
suffixless verb changes from yi to 17 in a verb-initial clause (see 27b). This rule,
which is restricted to O in active clauses, does apply to S in the corresponding
passive clause (see 27¢). In other words, once again, the passive S is treated like
O and not like A.

(iii) In passive clauses, a pronominal S is encoded by the accusative pronouns
which, in a corresponding active clause, refer to O (see 27d), and again, S is
treated like O in a passive clause and not like A.
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Piri—Passive in verb-initial clauses

(27a) n-a-thaal rind-37[...] VS
when-pAST-cook.pAS meat-CONT
“When the meat was cooked, [...]” (Andersen 2000:78)

(27b) rigd n-a-thial-li dhdag-¢-4[...] OV Opp A-ERG
meat when-pasT-cook-3.5G.A woman-ERG-CONT
“When the meat was cooked by the woman, [...]” (Andersen 2000:79)
[Syntactic structure: When the woman cooked the meat. |

(27¢) 1igd n-a-thdallia’ [...] SV-S
meat when-PAST-COOK.PAS-3.5G.S-CONT
“When the meat was cooked, [...]” (Andersen 2000:79)

(27d) pir 7> dhaagdY ciol' g SV Spp
matter what woman LINK call.pas 3.5G.s
“Why was the woman called?” (Andersen 2000:78)

The notion of the agent is absent in a passive clause in Péri. All active clauses
corresponding to the passive clauses presented above are marked-nominative (VP-
initial). As we saw above, S in a passive clause is treated like O in various ways: When
expressed nominally, the case used for S is the morphologically unmarked form which
in the corresponding active clause is used for O. When expressed pronominally, S
occurs in the pronoun which in the corresponding active clause is used for O. With
regard to a morpho-phonological rule which applies to bound pronouns, S behaves
like O in a corresponding active clause. Andersen (2000:66) therefore assumes that
“the logical object remains a grammatical rather than turning into a grammatical
subject as in Reh’s analysis”. As will be shown below, in corresponding passive
clauses the expression of the agent is possible in Anywa. Therefore, the situation with
regard to passive might at least differ in this respect, though not in other respects
(see 3.1.1.2).

The irregular behavior of passive clauses is also found in other marked-nominative
languages, such as Maa, Turkana, and Nandi (see chapter 4). It might be that,
similar to Maa, the passive clause goes back to a structure in which the passive
suffix -i, used on derived stems, has been a personal pronoun of the third person
plural for derived stems -i-gi, so that the passive clause originally had a transitive
structure (“They cooked the meat” in 27a), which was reanalyzed as “the meat was
cooked”.

Table 3.2 lists the case patterns found in Piri. NP-initial clauses are purely
ergative with regard to case, constituent order, cross-reference, and bound
pronouns. Focus clauses are a mixture of ergative case marking and accusative
alignment with regard to bound pronouns, verb-initial clauses are a mixture of
marked-nominative case marking and accusative alignment with regard to bound
pronouns.



Ergativity 105

Table 3.2 Case patterns in Piri

Cross-
Constituent reference  Bound Ergative case
Clause type  order affixes pronouns marker -* Case patterns
NP-initial Ergative Ergative  Ergative Ergative Pure ergative
Y% S-v *
ovA oV Al
AOV V-A *
Verb-initial None Accusative Marked- Marked-
nominative nominative
VS V-S §d
AVO V-A
VOA,ifOis A4, ifOis
pronominal pronominal
AOV *not passive clauses
Focus All Accusative Ergative Ergative/
accusative
S-v nouns & pronouns
A-V Al

3.1.1.2 Anywa Piriand Anywa show many similarities but, according to Reh (1996),
Anywa has no case inflexion. The ergative case marker of Pari is a definite marker in
Anywa: A comparison between the two languages will show that there are in fact
differences. In Anywa, as in Piri, syntax is split. All clauses either follow the so-called
NP-initial or the verb-initial clauses. As in Piri, the focus clause constitutes a separate
clause type. The three basic clause types are manifested with regard to constituent
order, cross-referencing either expressed by bound pronouns or affixes, and the use of
the definite marker. In table 3.3, these features are listed with regard to the different
syntactic patterns. Note that in table 3.3 the term ergative refers to manifestations
of ergative patterns, not to grammaticalized case. The case patterns presented in
table 3.3 will be illustrated below.

NP-initial

NP-initial clauses in Anywa show purely ergative patterns with regard to constituent
order, cross-reference, and bound pronouns. With reference to all three features, S
is treated like O and simultaneously different than A. NP-initial clauses occur either
with SV- or OVA-order (see 28 & 29), which means that S and O precede the verb
and A follows, usually marked by the definiteness marker -Ci (and its allomorphs; see
below). In this constituent order no further marking of core participants is needed,
such as cross-referencing of any core participant on the verb.

* The Piri suffix -i corresponds to the definite marker -C¥ in Anywa.
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Table 3.3 Case patterns in Anywa

Clause type

Constituent
order

NP-initial

Verb-initial

Focus

Ergative
MY

OVA
AOV

Ergative, for
nominal O

VS

AVO

VOA,ifOis
pronominal

no case
distinction

Cross-
reference  Bound
affix pronouns
Ergative  Ergative
SV
oV
V-A
Accusative
V-§
V-A
Accusative
SV
AV

Definite marker
-CI for nouns

only

Ergative

A-Ci

*

Marked-
nominative

S-Ci

A-Ci, ifOis
pronominal
*not in passive

Marked-
nominative

S-Ci

A-Cl like case
marker to

distinguish AVO

from OVA

Case patterns

Pure ergative

Ergative/marked-
nominative

Marked-
nominative/none

Instead of OVA, AOV-order may be used (see 30). In the latter, the definite suffix
cannot be used. The only participant being cross-referenced is A in AOV-order (see
30). S and O, when expressed pronominally, appear as bound pronouns in the same
position before the verb as when they are expressed nominally (see 31 for S, and
32-33 for O). NP-initial clauses, therefore, show an ergative pattern with regard to
constituent order and with regard to bound personal pronouns. With regard to the
use of the definite marker, there is mostly an ergative pattern since there is a strong
tendency for A to be basically the only core participant which can occur with the

definite marker (for further discussion, see below).

Anywa (Northern Lwoo, West Nilotic, Nilo-Saharan)—NP initial clause’
IWAAr. SV

(28)

waanl

grandmother his be.afraid
“His grandmother is afraid.” (Reh 1996:311)

(29)

dicAn aciel lammé

a-win éni.

OVA

day one talk.p.mn.35G.a pasT-hear her/ him.DEr®
“One day she/he heard about her/him.” (Reh 1996:312)

> Emphasis in bold, here and elsewhere, is mine.
® According to my analysis, “he/she” would be a more appropriate gloss.
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(30) O dimé iy wanni  d-kwaa-€. AOV-A
son.mN Dimo spear.mn uncle.his past-ask.for-3s6.a
“Dimo’s son asked for his uncle’s spear.” (Reh 1996:311)

(31) 'aan-a-teeDO. S-v
15G.S-PAST-COOK.PD
“I cooked.” (Reh 1996:190)

(32) gen-0-teén ilaal-I. o-v
3.PL.O-FUT-cook.pD.REN child-DEF
“The child will cook for them.” (Reh 1996:190)

(33) wa-geen-gi ka Jaum. O-V-A
1.pL.EX.0-build.PD.BEN.CC-3PL.A CC grass
“They build for us with grass.” (Reh 1996:191)

In verb-initial clauses, essentially the only participants which can take the definite
marker are S (see 35b) and A. This establishes an accusative pattern. A, however, can
take the definite marker only when O is expressed pronominally. Similarly to Piri,
VAO-order is restricted by the rule “no more than one nominal core participant behind
the verb” in Anywa (see 37b); instead, AVO-order is used (see 37a). As a result of this
general constraint, verb-initial clauses follow mostly an ergative constituent order, as
these clauses show either VS- (see 36), or AVO-order (see 37a); VAO-order is excluded
with two nominal participants (see 37b). If A is expressed by a bound pronoun only,
V-AO-order is possible (see 38). With regard to cross-reference, verb-initial clauses
show an accusative pattern. The only participants which can be expressed by suffixal
bound pronouns on the verb are A and S (see 34 & 35a). O cannot be expressed at all
on the verb.

With regard to the definite marker -CI, verb-initial clauses show an accusative
pattern as well, as S and A are treated the same and simultaneously different from
O. Because of the constraint according to which VA-order in verb-initial clauses
can only appear when O is expressed pronominally, the occurrence of the definite
marker with A in this clause type is extremely rare; Reh (1996) does not provide any
example.

Anywa—rverb-initial clause

(34) willl man-a-maaDDHi pii ki g5[...] V-AO
glass REL.s-PAST-drink.2.5G.a water OBL it
“The glass out of which (s)he’ drank water [...]” (Reh 1996:192)

(35a) n-a-duu-g,[...] V-8
c-pasT-come.back-3.5G.5
“When (s)he came back, [...]" (Reh 1996:192)

7 According to my analysis “you” would be the appropriate translation.
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(35b) n-a-oo jSowwi[...] V S.DEF
C-PAST-cOme people.DER
“When the people come [...]" (Reh 1996:318)

36) [..]60 midl jSwwi. VS
and dance people.REF
“l...] and the people dance.” (Reh 1996:313)

(37a) milaal n-a-kéel lice kG ty, [...] AV O
child c-past-hit.3.5G.a elephant oBL spear
“After the child had speared the elephant, [...]" (Reh 1996:315)
(37b)  But "n-a-kéel niaadl-le  liee kK oy, [...] *VAO
c-pasT-hit.356.4 child-DEF elephant oBL spear (Reh 1996:315)

(38) [...]00 ldon tirs. V-AO
and swallow.3.5G.a bead.sGT
“[...] and (s)he swallowed the bead.” (Reh 1996:319)

A comparison between the definite marker -C in Anywa and the ergative case marker -1
in Pdri

As mentioned before, the ergative case marker -i in Piri corresponds to the definite
marker -Ci (with its allomorphs -Ci%, -£, and 9) in Anywa. There is an overwhelming
tendency to consider that the definite marker -Ci on S and A can only occur after
the verb. This is also the view expressed by Andersen (2000:72-3)°. There are
counterexamples to this rule (see 39): In 39, the definite marker -Ci is also used before
the verb with a possessor. These are rare occurrences, however. The overall behavior
of -Ci is such that it is restricted to use after the verb. Consequently, in NP-initial
clauses, the only participant which can take the definite suffix is A (see 29), and in verb-
initial clauses S (see 35b) and A.

Anywa

(39) n-a-leep-gi g> naam, mu lger-ri  a-ni-lin.
c-pasT-throw.biTv-3pL.A them river mother.mN Leer-DEr past-be-sinking
“When they had thrown them into the river, Leer’s mother sank.”
(Reh 1996:518)

Reh gives the following description of -Ci:

Definiteness is not obligatorily indicated in Anywa in the case of preverbal nominal
participants and postverbal ones other than those in $- or A-function. (Reh 1996:137)

8 Capital C stands for a consonant, indicating that if the noun stem ends in a consonant the latter is
reduplicated (see Reh 1996:138ff.)

? “I._]a postverbal subject in Anywa may take a suffix which cannot occur anywhere else” (Andersen
2000:72). “In Piri, as in Anywa, the suffix [definite article] cannot occur anywhere else but in a postverbal

subject” (Andersen 2000:73).
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Andersen (1988:294) interprets the equivalent suffix in Piri as an ergative case marker.
Such an analysis would be definitely wrong in the case of Anywa because there is a
contrast between clauses in which the S- or A-participant is marked by this suffix and those
in which it is not. If the suffix were a case marker, such a contrast would not be possible.
It remains to be investigated whether the contrast has been overlooked in the case of Piri,
which may easily happen since indefinite S- and A-participants in post-verbal position are
rare pragmatically, or whether this definite marker has really developed into a case suffix
in the case of Piri.  (Reh, footnote 1996:137)

Reh rejects the hypothesis of -Ci being a case marker in Anywa mainly for the reason
that -Ci does not occur obligatorily with S and A after the verb: -Ci can appear with
S and A after the verb but it must not. She hypothesizes that Andersen in Piri might
have overlooked a similar variation with the corresponding suffix -i. Andersen (2000)
reacts to this by stating that Piri -1 definitely is a case marker and that no variation of
the kind found in Anywa is possible (see examples below.)

In Piri, as at least overwhelmingly also in Anywa, the definite marker -C; is only
possible for S and A if they follow the verb. What distinguishes Piri from Anywa is
the following: In Anywa, the definite marker -Cr is not obligatory for S and A when
they follow the verb (Reh 1996:137-8). In 40a, A appears with the definite marker, but
not in 40b. Both examples belong to the NP-initial clauses. In Piri, the only pattern
possible would be 40a according to Andersen (2000).

Anywa
(40a) rigd a-cam jilaal-In
meat pasT-eat child-DEF
“The child ate the meat (up).” (Reh 1996:137)
(40b) Dbutrind a-cam pilaal.
meat pasT-eat child
“A child eat'® the meat (up).” (Reh 1996:137)

According to Andersen (2000:72-3), the Piri suffix -i undoubtedly is a case marker,
not a definite marker. This can be seen in the fact that -i can be used, first, with
personal pronouns which are inherently definite (see 41a) and, second, with noun
phrases which are explicitly indefinite (41b).

Piri
(41a) kwin cidm-a ?aani.
porridge eat-FOC 1.SG.ERG
“I ate the porridge.” (Andersen 2000:73)
(41b)  ?dan-a-yapj mAAn-ni  mjog-E.
1.5G.0-PAST-insult.M-SUF WOmen-ERG SOme.PL-ERG

“I was insulted by some women.” (Andersen 2000:74)
[Syntactical structure: Some woman insulted me.]

10" According to the glosses “ate” would be more appropriate.
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A note by Buth (1981) corroborates the analysis of the suffix under consideration being
a case marker. As will be shown below, in Jur-Luwo there is a suffix - serving as a case
marker, showing striking similarities to Pari’s suffix -i. The data presented by Buth
does not contain any example with an indefinite noun. Nevertheless, a hint is given by
the following note. This note has to be taken seriously, as Buth differentiates strictly

between definite and indefinite objects.

The noun subjects in this paper are grammatically ambiguous concerning definiteness.
(Buth 1981:74)

This note confirms, first, that -é in Jur-Luwo is not a definite marker and, second, that
-€ can appear both with definite and indefinite nouns in Jur-Luwo.

In Lango, a fellow West Nilotic language without case, there is no marker
exclusively expressing definiteness; there are three demonstratives suffixed to the
noun each of which also conveys a definiteness meaning. Among them there is the
near demonstrative -nr (singular), -g7 (plural). According to Noonan, subjects always
get a definite interpretation if not marked otherwise (see Noonan 1992:161). With
regard to tone and the vowel, the definiteness marker in Lango is identical to the
marker in Anywa and Piri: Both are low-toned, and both have the vowel -i. If the near
demonstrative of Lango has the same origin as the definiteness marker in Anywa and
Pari, Lango would reflect an earlier stage in the grammaticalization from definiteness

to case.

Focus clauses
As in Piri, in Anywa there are also focus clauses which share most features with Pdri

focus clauses. As in Piri, focus clauses in Anywa are formally marked by a verbal suffix,
namely by -a in Anywa; they have a free constituent order and the focused participant
appears after the verb. However, there is one significant difference: In Anywa, the
definite marker follows the rule as in other clauses if it can be used at all with S and
A in postverbal position (see 43). In Pidri, however, the corresponding ergative case
suffix is restricted to its ergative function: It is not allowed with S even when placed
postverbally (see 18 & 19b). Note, that Reh does not present an intransitive focus
clause.

Anywa—focus clause
(42) piladl cam-4 rino. AVO
child eat-roc meat
“The child is eating (the) meat.” (Reh 1996:236)

(43) rigdé cam-a pilaal-li. OVA
meat eat-rocC child-Deg
“The child has eaten the meat.”"! (Reh 1996:236)

1 : . : .
It remains unclear why 42 has a progressive translation whereas 43 has a perfect translation.
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In Anywa, focus clauses show the following case patterns:
(i) Cross-reference expressed by bound pronouns: A and S are treated in the same
way and different from O. Thus, pronouns follow an accusative pattern. As in
Piri, S and A are expressed by prefixes (see 44 & 45), O never is.

(44) gr-cinp-a jaal. A-VO
3.pL.A-send.message.BEN-FOC old.man
“They are sending a message on behalf of the old man.” (Reh 1996:237)

(45) g1-boDDHa jl  pooliis. S-v
3.8G.s-escape.FOC BEN police
“They escaped the policemen.” (Reh 1996:238)

(i) Constituent order: With regard to constituent order, every order is possible,
such as SV (see 47), AVO (see 42), or OVA (see 43). The constituent order shows
no case pattern. Instead, constituent order is constrained by the following
factors: First, a focused participant must follow the verb and, second, no more
than one nominal core participant is allowed after the verb. If A is focused,
it has to be placed in VA-order, as it has to follow the focus suffix. Now, O
automatically needs to be placed in front of the verb, because of the constraint
just mentioned. The resultis OVA-order (see 43). In the latter, the definite suffix
-Ci is the only clue for the hearer to decide what is A and what is P.

(46) puDDHO wéeGG-a  'eni. AVIO
field leave.IDE-FOC 3.5G
“The field is left to her/him”. (Reh 1996:239)

(47) ldmba4 lier-a wi  tardbéza. SV
lamp hang.ipr-Foc above table
“The lamp is hanging above the table.” (Reh 1996:238)

(iii) Definite marker -Ci: A comparison between focus clauses with AVO- and OVA-
order (see 42 and 43) illustrates the following: NP V NP is interpreted as AVO
if the NP following the verb does not take the definite marker -Ci (see 42).
NP V NP is interpreted as OVA if the NP following the verb takes the definite
marker -Ci (see 43).

(48) pirdoé §-dhsoDDHA caaG AVO
calf.pr. HaB-suck.Foc milk
“Calves suck milk.” (Reh 1996:239)

Reh points out, as already mentioned above, that the focus suffix probably goes back
to an identifying copula 'a meaning “to be something” (1996:239); thus, example 48
may go back to a structure meaning: “Calves used to suckle (it) is milk”. Considering
this as the basis for clauses having verbs in a focus form, the basic clause is always an
intransitive SV followed by a copula-clause in COP X-order.

l
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Reh classifies focus clauses as NP-initial clauses (1996:242, 327, 340). Andersen
(2000:71-2) has shown convincingly that this classification is controversial: First, unlike
NP-initial clauses, focus clauses can appear with a postverbal object in AVO-order
(see 42). Second, Reh does not present intransitive focus clauses but, in the neighboring
language Piri, intransitive focus clauses can appear with a VS-order, again unlike in
NP-initial clauses (see 17b). Furthermore, Andersen (2000) doubts Reh’s (1996:349)
" analysis that focus clauses are intransitive. He argues that, if focus clauses were
intransitive, the verb should show the typical derivational behavior which in other
clauses would be required in this case. Anywa is very strict in this respect: Either all
core participants must be expressed or the verb root has to be derived in order to
be used with a different valency (see Reh 1996). A transitive verb used intransitively
should be derived by the antipassive extension in order to delete the object. Despite
Andersen’s doubts there are also arguments in favor of Reh’s analysis, such as the
presence of the prefixed bound pronouns encoding § and A. Irrespective of whether
focus clauses are transitive today but still show traces of their intransitive origin, it
is obvious that focus clauses establish a class of their own and cannot be subsumed
under NP-clauses. Therefore, in table 3.3 focus clauses are presented as a separate

type.

Passive

Reh presents two derivations which are likely to be passive: One, called passive by her
(1996), occurs in verb-initial clauses only, while the other, called “indefinite person”
by her, occurs in NP-initial clauses only (Reh 1996:383-385). Andersen argues that
indefinite person corresponds to the passive clause in NP-initial clauses and that both
are passives (2000:77-8). S being placed before the verb never gets the definite marker,
as expected; this holds for passives of both NP-initial and verb-initial clauses (see 49 &
50). In passive clauses corresponding to active verb-initial clauses, S can additionally
occur after the verb (see 51b). Yet, when there is VS-order, S cannot take the definite
marker (see 51b). As has been shown, in a verb-initial active clause, S would take the
definite marker. Lack of the definite marker for S in VS-order would suggest that,
as in Pdri, S in passive clauses is treated like O in Anywa. In verb-initial passives it is
possible to express the agent, which is placed after the verb preceded optionally by the
preposition nd (see 52). The latter is impossible in Piri (see 3.1.1.1 on the passive).

Anywa—Passive NP-initial clause
(49) jaal a-géenni. SV
old.man rasT-build.pp.BEN-1DF
“Somebody built for the old man.” (Reh 1996:192)

Passive verb-initial clause

(50) 60 Eni 60 maa-l. SV
and 3.sG and catch-pas
“And s/he was caught.” (Reh 1996:263)
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(51a) 6o cam-¢  kwin. V-A O
and eat-3.5G.a porridge
“[...]and ate the porridge.” (Reh 1996:355)
(51b) 60 cam kwAn. VS
and eat.pas porridge
“[...] and the porridge was eaten.” (Reh 1996:355)

(52) gin-3g3 n-3-winni (nd) kwAars, [...]
thing. mn-that c-past-hear.pas (by) headman
“When this was heard by the headman, [...]” (Reh 1996)

Concerning case patterns, other than case inflexion, Péri and Anywa, again, behave
identically in the following features (see tables 3.2 and 3.3 above): NP-initial clauses
show basically an ergative pattern with regard to constituent order, cross-reference,
and bound pronouns. Bound pronouns are used only when not expressed otherwise;
cross-referenced pronouns are used when expressed nominally as well. Verb-initial
clauses show an accusative pattern with bound pronouns; S and A occur as suffixes;
O cannot be cross-referenced. In focus clauses, the constituent order shows no case
pattern at all, as every order is possible. Bound pronouns show an accusative pattern;
A and § are prefixed; O is not cross-referenced. Unlike in Piri, NP-clauses in Anywa
have an ergative constituent order if A and O are expressed nominally. Concerning the
ergative case marker - in Piri and the definite marker -Ci in Anywa, the similarities are
striking: In both languages, the marker under consideration shows an ergative pattern
in NP-initial clauses, a marked-nominative pattern in V-initial clauses. In focus clauses,
Anywa and Piri differ—in Péri the case marker shows an ergative pattern, in Anywa
a marked-nominative pattern. In both languages, the markers under consideration
are reserved for the use after the verb. Unlike in Piri, in Anywa the use is restricted to
definite nouns only, and, unlike in Piri, the definite marker in Anywa is not obligatory,
and, unlike in Piri, the definite marker in Anywa does not occur with pronouns.

Ignoring Reh'’s analysis, it would be possible to claim that Anywa is a case language
in which case is restricted to definite nouns only. There are other languages in Africa
where case is restricted to definite nouns (such as Amharic, some Berber languages,
Haro; see section 5.2). On this analysis, both Anywa and Piri would be split-ergative
languages with either an ergative or a marked-nominative system. In Anywa, the
ergative case would be more restricted than in Piri: First, because case is restricted
to definite nouns, second, because in Anywa, focus clauses are not ergative and,
third, because in Anywa case is restricted to nouns; therefore case is neutralized
with first and second person. Other than that, the restrictions of the two languages
are the same: In both languages, there is one case form only, namely a suffix -C7 or
-1, which is opposed to a morphologically unmarked form. In both languages, case
is neutralized with participants used before the verb. The question therefore arises
whether under such limited conditions it is really appropriate to speak of case in
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the first place; note that other languages with a case system restricted to definite
nouns only usually have more than one case form which can be morphologically
distinguished.

The split conditions in Anywa and Péri are similar concerning the constraint "no
case before the verb”, but they differ since in Anywa case marking is restricted to
definite nouns only and there is a person split. In Piri, case marking is not restricted to
definite nouns; indefinite nouns and pronouns are case-inflected, too; therefore, there
is no split with regard to person or definiteness in P4ri.

If one should favor Reh’s analysis in saying that -Ci is a definite marker, some
questions remain unanswered, such as the following: Why should the definite marker
be largely restricted in its use to S and A, and why should the definite marker be
largely restricted to postverbal use? If analyzing -Cr as a case marker, both restrictions
would make sense, the first one for obvious reasons, and the latter would follow the
general pattern in East Africa: No case before the verb; see section 5.3. Whatever
analysis one prefers, whether saying that -C7 is a definite marker or is a case marker,
the dara suggest from a historical perspective that both have experienced the same
development but that Anywa reflects an earlier stage than Piri (see 3.1.1.4).

3.1.1.3 Jur-Luwo

NP-initial clauses

The little that is available on Jur-Luwo suggests that inflexional case and case patterns
are similar to Pdri. As in Anywa and Piri, Jur-Luwo has a syntax distinguishing between
verb-initial and NP-initial clauses. In the latter, the suffix -2 appears to be an ergative
case marker,'? encoding A only (see 53a), while S and O appear in the morphologically
unmarked form (see 53a, 53b, & 53d). In NP-initial clauses, the constituent order is
basically ergative, as O and S appear preverbally and A postverbally (see 53a, 53b, &
53d). As in Anywa and Piri, A can alternatively be placed preverbally, resulting in an
AOV-order. Then, A has to be cross-referenced after the verb. In this order, there is
no longer any ergative case marker (see 53c). This again is the same as in Anywa and
Piri. In Piri in general, the case marker does not appear before the verb, which, as
mentioned above, is a general feature of East African case languages. Bound personal
pronouns follow an ergative pattern as well: O (see 53¢) and S (see 53f) are expressed
preverbally and A postverbally (see 53e).

Jur-Luwo (Nilotic, West, Lwoo, Northern, Nilo-Saharan)—NP-initial clauses
(53a) nyaakow 4-g3oj nyidhdog-é." OV A-ERG

girl PasT-hit boy-ErG

“The boy hit the girl.” (Buth 1981:75)

'2 Buth (1981) calls the suffix -¢ a “subject marker”. In order to be consistent, the present author will
refer to it as an ergative case marker. Buth’s glosses have been changed where necessary for convenience

of the reader.
" The symbol ~ stands for a breathy vowel, e.g. é for a breathy vowel ¢ (see Buth 1981:89, foot-

note 1).
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(53b) nyaakow a-gdoj-i. O V-A
girl paST-hit-you(.sG)
“You hit the girl.” (Buth 1981:75)
(53c) nyidhddk nyaakow &-gdoj-é. AOV-A
boy girl pasT-hit-he
“A/the boy hit the girl.” (Buth 1981:74)

Passive
(53d) nyaakow a-gioc. SV
girl PAST-hit.PAS

“The girl was hit.” (Buth 1981:75)

(53e) 1-gdoy-a. O-V-A
you-hit-I
“I hit you.” (Buth 1981:83)
(53f) (yo) a-gsoc. S-V
he-hit.pas

“He was hit.” (Buth 1981:84)

Verb-initial clauses

As in Piri, in verb-initial clauses the ergative case functions like a marked-nominative
case: The case suffix -¢ encodes A (see 54) and S (see 55) with nouns and with
independent pronouns S (see 59) and A (see 60), but not O (see 61). With regard
to constituent order there is one significant difference between Piri and Anywa on
the one hand, and Jur-Luwo on the other: Obviously, Jur-Luwo lacks the restriction
according to which in verb-initial clauses only one nominal core participant is allowed
after the verb; otherwise, a structure VAO-order with A and O being both nominal
(see 54) should be ungrammatical, as it is in Piri and Anywa.

As in Anywa and Piri, bound pronouns for S and A only appear postverbally in
verb-initial clauses (see 56 and 57); as in Anywa and Piri, therefore, bound pronouns
show an accusative pattern in verb-initial clauses. And as in Piri, in verb-initial passive
clauses S is treated like O, meaning that S appears in the morphologically unmarked
form and cannot take the case suffix -e, which functions otherwise as a marked-
nominative case in verb-initial clauses (see 58).

Jur-Luwo verb-initial clauses

(54) méaa  gdoj nyidhodg-& nyaakow. V A-ERG O
and-then hit boy-grc  girl
“And then the boy hit the girl.” (Buth 1981:78)

(55) G-gddy nyidhdog-¢. V S-ERG
and-hit boy-Erg
“... and the boy hit.” (Buth 1981:79)
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(56) maa £39j-¢ no. V-A O
and-then hit-he her
“And then he hit her.” (Buth 1981:78)

(57) {-gboy-é ké no. V-S PP
and-hit[pp]-he with it
“... and he hit with it.” (Buth 1981:79)

Passive
(58) maa £59] nyaakow. VS
and-then hit(pas) girl

“And then the girl was hit.” (Buth 1981:78)

(59) maa gédy gén-€. V S-ERG
and-then hit[pp] they-ERG
“And then they hit.” (Buth 1981:80)

(60) maa  g30j'*é gén-é. V O A-ERG
and-then hit  him they-grg
“And then they hit him.” (Buth 1981:80)

(61) maa £39j-¢ gén. V-AO
and-then hit-he them
“And then he hit them.” (Buth 1981:80)

In sum, Jur-Luwo behaves the same as Piri in the following respects: Jur-Luwo is
a split ergative language; clauses either follow an ergative or a marked-nominative
system. There is only one inflexional case form as suffix (-¢). This case suffix serves
either as an ergative or a marked-nominative case form. The second core case,
absolutive in the ergative and accusative in the marked-nominative system, is
always covered by the morphologically unmarked form. In Jur-Luwo it seems that
case is even more widespread than in Piri as, at least in the marked-nominative
system, free pronouns can also be case-inflected. As has been argued above (see
section 3.1.1.2 on the discussion definite vs. case marker), case appears in Jur-Luwo
with both definite and indefinite nouns. There is not enough data on focus clauses
in Jur-Luwo. The case patterns of Jur-Luwo are largely similar to those of Piri and
Anywa: NP-initial clauses essentially show an ergative pattern in constituent order,
bound pronouns, and cross-referencing. Verb-initial clauses show an accusative
pattern in bound personal pronouns and constituent order, and a marked-nominative
one in case. But the accusative pattern manifested in constituent order is different
from that in Piri and Anywa. Table 3.4 gives an overview of case patterns found in

Jur-Luwo.

" The original spelling g72j-¢ “hit-him” has been changed here.

e
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Table 3.4 Case patterns in Jur-Luwo

Cross- Ergative case
Constiruent reference  Bound marker -2 with
Clause rtype  order affixes pronouns nouns & pronouns Case pattern
NP-initial Ergative Ergative  Ergative Ergative Pure ergative
sV S-v *®
OVA (GAY A-é
AQV V-A *
Verb-initial ~ Accusative Accusative Marked- Marked-
nominative nominative
A V-§ S-é Accusative
VAO V-A
A-é
Focus No information No information No information

3.1.1.4 Historical development A comparison of the three languages under
consideration has shown that they are overwhelmingly alike but they also differ
in non-trivial ways, and this applies most of all to Anywa. Irrespective of whether
Anywa -CT is a definite marker or a case marker, it was argued above that Anywa
reflects a historically earlier stage than Piari—in other words, there is evidence to
the effect that the ergative case marker of Piri developed out of a definite marker.
The distribution of marked-nominative and ergative clauses further suggests that the
marked-nominative case has been grammaticalized to an ergative case marker and
not the other way round. In Piri, ergative clauses are main clauses, whereas marked-
nominative clauses are imperatives, subordinate clauses, and questions—that is, in
contexts where older syntactic patterns appear to have been preserved. The ergative
case marker would have emerged via the following stages:

Definite marker > Marked-nominative case marker > Ergative case marker
[Grammaticalization of the ergative case marker -Cr in Péri and Anywa.]

This hypothesis is in accordance with Andersen (1988:322) and Dixon (1994). Dixon’s
argument goes as follows: In Piri the simple ergative pattern is only found in main
clauses. This fact can be interpreted as a development from an earlier “marked-
nominative” system; marked-nominative is found in imperatives and most types
of subordinate clauses.'”” Andersen presents a different view concerning historical
development. In his view, the ergative marker is younger than the definite marker.
He claims the following:

¥ For an alternative view see Schrisder 2005:14.
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Ergative case marker > Definite marker
[Grammaticalization of the ergative case marker according to Andersen (2000:74).]

Reh (1996) reconstructs *-CI as the proto-form for the definite marker in Anywa.
This form is in accordance with the ergative suffix in Piri used on nouns, namely a
suffix -i. Yet, in the view of Andersen (2000:74), the ergative case marker with personal
pronouns and possessed kinship terms, which is expressed by tonal change only, does
exclude the possibility of the ergative case marker being derived from the definite
marker. The ergative case is expressed by a low-extra low tone pattern which replaces
a high-high pattern of personal pronouns, and the low-high of possessed kinship terms.
This results in the ergative form 2dan) “first person singular” (see 41a), as opposed
to ?dani “first.person.absolutive”, or wir-d “my father.ergative”, as opposed to wir-d
“my father.absolutive”. In Andersen’s view, the ergative in Piri therefore cannot be a
younger development of the definite marker, since there are ergative forms expressed
entirely by means of tone. Instead, in his view, it is more likely that the ergative refers
to an older situation than the definite marker.

It would seem that ergative marking by tonal change only does not affect the
hypothesis of the ergative case having emerged out of the definite marker. From
a worldwide perspective it would be rather unusual if a case marker had been
grammaticalized to a definite marker; rather findings on grammaticalization strongly
suggest a development in the opposite direction. New case markers often emerge
within the context of definite nouns (see Aikhenvald 1995 on Berber, and section
6.2 on Burji). With regard to Piri, the development of case marking on nouns and
on pronouns and kinship terms appears to be a more recent development than
the one from definite marker to case marker. Conceivably, the source of the case
marker used for personal pronouns and kinship terms in Péri is different from that
of nouns. The case suffix -¢ of Jur-Luwo can occur with definite nouns, indefinite
nouns, and pronouns (cf. the discussion on definite vs. case marker in sections
3.1.1.3 and 3.1.1.2). Therefore the data of Jur-Luwo would strengthen the hypothesis
that the definite marker has given rise to the case marker, as hypothesized in
table 3.5.

With regard to the two clause patterns found in Piri and Anywa, a development
from marked-nominative to ergative case system would suggest that NP-initial clauses
developed out of verb-initial clauses—exactly as postulated by Andersen (1988):

Verb-initial clauses > NP-initial clauses.
Andersen (1988) claims Piri to have a basic word order OVA (OVS in his terminology).

This is a rare word order in general and even more so in ergative languages:

[...] and the Western Nilotic language Pari has been claimed to have a basic OVS order,
but no other case of exceptional constituent order pattern has been reported to my
knowledge among African languages. (Creissels 2000: 250)
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Table 3.5 The development of case marking in Piri, Anywa, and Jur-Luwo

Proto Anywa,

Piri, & Jur-Luwo Anywa Péri Piari

*Ci > CI > 4 > low-extra low

Jur-Luwo Jur-Luwo
> & -
Definite marker (i) Definite marker Case marker Case marker
(ii) Case marker MNOM/ERG MNOM/ERG

MNOM/ERG with nouns personal pronouns
with definite nouns definite ¢ (kinship terms)'®
only indefinite

As we saw above, Anywa and Jur-Luwo also have OV A-order. In the general literature
on ergative languages, Mallinson and Blake (1981:123) say that “in practically every
ergative language A precedes O”. And we also saw above that there are clauses which
follow this principle, as AOV is a productive variant to OVA. The latter, however,
is a productive ergative clause type in Jur-Luwo, Piri, and Anywa.'” Therefore, the
claim made by Mallinson and Blake does not hold for Piri, Jur-Luwo, and Anywa. The
OVA-order contradicts the generalization proposed by these authors. The unusual
constituent order of the West Nilotic languages in question is thus in need of an
explanation.

Andersen (1988) and Reh (1996) agree that OVA'® is an older constituent order
which later on led to AOV—a development for which Andersen (1988) claims the
following sequence of word order changes:

VAO > OVA > AOV

(i) With regard to Andersen’s original word order VAO (his VSO), Reh’s analysis
would predict something different. Reh claims that transitive NP-initial clauses with
AOV-order emerged from passive clauses, as in Table 3.6.

The OVA-order, reflected in transitive NP-initial clauses today, has emerged out of
a passive clause. In Shilluk, another Northern Lwoo language, a passive clause with
the structure SV -yi Agent is more common than its active variant with AVO-order
(see section 3.1.2 below). Taking this SV -yi Agent clause as the source construction,
S encodes the patient. The preposition yi is used with demoted agents to encode the
agent in the passive clause. Due to its high frequency, the passive clause SV -yi Agent
was reanalyzed to a transitive clause, resulting in an OVA-order. The reanalysis was
driven by the semantics of the case roles of S and the peripheral participant in the
source construction: S was reanalyzed as O, since in the passive clause S encodes the

16 Kinship terms in Péri. 7" Anywa, if seen as an ergative case language.
18 They use S instead of A. In order to be consistent, I have changed S to A.
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Table 3.6 The emergence of OVA-constituent order in Anywa

Passive clause Active clause

SV -y Agent > OVA > AOV
NP-initial transitive

Shilluk Anywa

Source Reh 1996

patient. The agent of the passive clause, expressed as the peripheral participant placed
after the verb, was reanalyzed as A. Reh argues that there are still traces of the Shilluk
preposition yi left in Anywa, namely in the following morpho-phonological process:
In Anywa verb roots there is an ending in a palatal consonant, usually realized as
a voiceless stop [c]; but before a vowel-initial noun it is realized as a long glide [j:].
Anywa shows the following seemingly unmotivated change: ¢ > j. This change might
be a relic of the original *yr preposition (Reh 1996:360). The active counterpart to the
Shilluk passive structure is AVO. If Reh’s analysis is correct, AVO would be an old
word order found in Northern Lwoo languages.

Andersen (1988, 2000:80-1) claims, however, that AVO is a new constituent order in
Northern Lwoo and he questions Reh's analysis. On his view, the ergative constituent
order simply reflects the old intransitive constituent order, namely SV. It is in fact
most likely that the constituent order SV of intransitive NP-clauses today reflects the
original constituent order of the source constituent order SV/AVO. In other words, the
source construction with an SV structure would have survived in the intransitive NP-
initial clauses, which today show the same constituent order. The original constituent
order SV yi Agent would have been reanalyzed only for transitive clauses as OVA. In
table 3.7, both developments are presented together, the development of OVA (as
presented in table 3.6) in addition to the survival of SV for intransitive clauses. Shilluk,
reflecting the original source pattern, has an accusative system in its constituent order.
This changed into an ergative pattern in Anywa (Piri and Jur-Luwo), as the reanalysis
of the constituent order only applies to transitive clauses.

Table 3.7 The emergence of an ergative constituent order in Anywa

Active clanse— Active clause—
accusative pattern  Passive clause ergative pattern
SV -yl Agent > OVA >  AOV

NP-initial transitive

AVO

sV SV SV
NP-initial intransitive

Shilluk Shilluk Anywa Anywa
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Reh'’s analysis is corroborated by Plank’s hypothesis about how ergative systems
emerge out of accusative systems. Plank (1985a) maintains that the passive clause is
one essential source structure for ergative patterns to arise out of an accusative system.
He furthermore claims that the passive clause at an earlier stage, shortly before the
grammaticalization started, is often a construction used with high frequency. Even
if Plank refers to the emergence of an ergative case system, and Reh’s analysis refers
to the emergence of an ergative constituent order, the structures involved and the
evolutionary stages hypothesized do correspond.

(ii) Reh furthermore argues that the verb-initial clauses were originally nominalized
clauses(1996:436). The head-modifier structure of Anywa would sustain this hypothesis.
In nominalized clauses, logical subjects or logical objects appear as possessors of
the verbal noun. A clause like “he eats” would go back to a construction “it is his
eating”. Since in Anywa and Pari the possessor is placed after the possessee, the initial
structure could be paraphrased as “it is eating his”, which is reanalyzed to “eats he”
in the meaning “he eats”. Traces of nominalization should still be found today on
the verbs. One crucial point in this hypothesis is the question of whether possessive
pronouns as used today in Anywa show similarities to bound pronouns used to encode
S and A in verb-initial clauses. The paradigms presented for possessive pronouns (Reh
1996:142) and for bound pronouns used in verb-initial clauses (Reh 1996:194) would at
Jeast not exclude such an analysis. Nevertheless, Andersen questions this hypothesis
(2000:82-3). Further investigations are required on constituent order and its historical
development, as well as on the question of how the two clause types, verb-initial and
NP-initial, emerged.

3.1.2 Group two: Shilluk

Group two consists of one language only, namely Shilluk, which has also been
demonstrated to be an ergative language (Miller and Gilley 2001) Like Piri, Jur-
Luwo, and Anywa, Shilluk belongs to the Northern group of Lwoo. The ergative
case is expressed by a tonal downstep and a preposition yI. Generally the tonal
downstep is part of the verb: All transitive verbs are stressed and followed by a
tonal downstep; all intransitive verbs are unstressed and without a tonal downstep.
There are striking similarities in some respects to the ergative systems of the other
Northern Lwoo languages Piri, Jur-Luwo, and Anywa: First, the ergative occurs
only after the verb. Second, the syntax is divided into two different clause types
which also differ from one another in their ergative profile. Third, the unusual
constituent order OVA/SV is basic in one of the two types. Fourth, ergative patterns
are manifested in constituent order, cross-referencing, and independent pronouns.
But there are also differences with respect to the other Northern Lwoo languages
presented above: Unlike in Péri, Anywa, and Jur-Luwo, the ergative case marker is
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not expressed by a suffix or a postposed dlitic but by a preposition which invariably
precedes A.

Literature
Miller and Gilley (2001) present a significantly different analysis of Shilluk than all
other authors before them. Westermann (1912:78), Kohnen (1933:136), Tucker and
Bryan (1966:424-5), and Buth (1981:85-6) had all claimed that in Shilluk people “tend
to speak in the passive”, meaning that most of the clauses are passive clauses. Miller
and Gilley (2001:48ff.), however, doubt this analysis and claim instead that the so-
called passive clause is not a passive but an active clause with an omitted agent and
the so-called preposition, which introduces the agent in a passive clause, is an ergative
case marker. Miller and Gilley argue (2001:49): First, the ergative case marker y7 and
the preposition yI “with” have been mixed up by previous authors. Kohnen (1933:136)
presents a preposition yi~-i which introduces agents in passive clauses (see 62a & 62b).
Miller and Gilley suggest that Kohnen did not recognize that there are two different
elements, one yI [+ATR] and one y7 [~ATR], the first one being a preposition used
to introduce peripheral participants such as destination; the second being the ergative
case marker. Miller and Gilley (2001:48ff.) suggest further that Kohnen’s example
62a is likely to have the structure given in 62¢, with a [-ATR] yi. Miller and Gilley’s
analysis is supported by the fact that Kohnen’s morph -i (see 62b) is an allomorph of
the preposition y7 but not of the ergative marker 7 (see 62d). Examples presented by
Tucker and Bryan (1966) are also reanalyzed by Miller and Gilley: 62f follows more
likely the structure of 62g, and 62h more likely the structure of 62i. A can be omitted
(as will be shown below) if already known through the context. In 62i (and 62g) A is
omitted, but the verb is not in a passive voice. In 62f it is more likely that A should be
expressed as in 62g.

Second, Miller and Gilley’s main argument against a passive interpretation of basic
clauses in Shilluk is the fact that in Shilluk there is no formal passive marker on the
verb; instead, it is possible to omit the agent:

We conclude that from a synchronic view Shilluk does not have a passive, since there is
no formal marker of passive voice indicated in verbal morphology. Rather, in transitive
sentences in OVA order, the agent may be omitted.  (Miller and Gilley 2001:52)

Consequently for Miller and Gilley y7 is not a preposition introducing the agent in a
passive clause:

We conclude, then, that at least from a synchronic perspective, the ergative marker is not
a preposition introducing the A constituent of a passive verb.
(Miller and Gilley 2001:49)

In sum, at least for the synchronic analysis of Shilluk, Miller and Gilley (2001)
present convincing evidence that Shilluk basic clauses are not passive and that
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yI is not a preposition to introduce the agent in a passive clause but an ergative

marker.

(62a)

(62b)

(62¢c)

(62d)

(62e)

(62f)

(62g)

(62h)

(621)

Shilluk (Northern Lwoo, West Nilotic, Nilo-Saharan)
a-pwot  yi yan.

pasT-strike by me

“He has been struck by me.” (Kohnen 1933)
a-pwort-i yan.

pasT-strike-by me

“He has been struck by me.” (Kohnen 1933)

bol 4-bi y1 cOl.

Bol past.E-come.ITR to Col

“Bol came to Col.” (Miller and Gilley 2001:49)

bal a-bi yi-f. (phonetically yii)

Bol past.E-come.ITR to-you

“Bol came to you (sg.).” (Miller and Gilley 2001:49)
bol &-'cwsl yi col.

Bol past.E-call. TR ErG Col

“Col called Bol.” (Miller and Gilley 2001:49)

vaa cwsl

1 call

“I was called (by ...)."” (Tucker and Bryan 1966:427)
ya a-'cwol yI...

1.5G PAST.E-call. TR ERG ...

“X called me.” (Miller and Gilley 2001:50)

ya 6-cuolo.

1 ?-call

“I have been called.” (Tucker and Bryan 1966:427)

ya4 d-'ewdls'.

1.5G paST.Nong-call. TR

“Someone called me (but I didn’t know it).” (Miller and Gilley 2001:51)

Independent clause

The independent declarative clause type corresponds to the NP-initial clause of Piri,
Anywa, and Jur-Luwo. In independent declarative clauses, the following ergative
patterns are present: First, grammaticalized case: A is encoded by y7 and a preceding
ronal downstep, O and S never are (see 63a & 63b). Second, the independent pronouns
follow an ergative pattern. Third, the basic constituent order is ergative (OVA/SV, see
63a & 63b). Fourth, there is also an ergative pattern with regard to cross-reference and

with regard to the omissibility of core participants.
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Shilluk Independent clause

(63a) byél  a-'rakk yi pan  dap. OVA
grain.pL PAST.E-grind. TR.REP ERG person female
“The woman ground the durra.” (Miller and Gilley 2001:36)

(63b) mac a-dun AWAA. SV
fire pasT.E-smoke.ITR yesterday
“The fire smoked yesterday.” (Miller and Gilley 2001:37)

The basic constituent order of independent declarative clauses is OVA/SV. A
pragmatically marked AVO-order is possible (see 63c). In AVO-order, A has the
connotation “to choose to accomplish an action with respect to a particular goal”
(Miller and Gilley 2001:36).

(63c) pan  dap  a-rakk’ byél. AVO
person female PAST.E-grind.TR.REP grain.pL
“The woman chose to grind the durra.” (Miller and Gilley 2001:36)

All transitive verbs occur with a second stem, which is an antipassive stem. In this
case, transitive verbs become intransitive with the deletion of the object. Clauses with
an antipassive verb stem follow the ergative pattern as well: The only core participant
S has to occur before the verb and never takes the ergative case (see 63e compared
with 63d).

(63d) pit ded a-gar yi twdp.
peg.mN cOW.3.5G PAST.E-drive.TR ERG Twong
“Twong drove the stake (i.e. for tethering) of his cow.”
(Miller and Gilley 2001:42)

(63¢) twdn 4-gat. SV
Twong rasT.E-drive.ap
“Twong drove (a stake/stakes) for tethering cows,”
(Miller and Gilley 2001:42)

In left-dislocated constructions, with A being placed clause-initially, A is postverbally
presented either by the ergative case plus an independent pronoun (see 63g), by an
independent pronoun without the ergative case but the tonal downstep (see 63h),
or by the bound pronoun which encodes third person A only (see 63i). All variants
express different pragmatic connotations.

(63f) ugk  4-'kel y1 upot. OVA
buffalo past.e-spear.TR ERG Onyoti
“Onyoti speared the buffalo.” (Miller and Gilley 2001:45)

(63g) pou gk  4-'kel yi  én. AOV Ay
Onyoti buffalo PAST.E-spear.TR ERG 3.5G.A
“As for Onyoti, he speared the buffalo.” (Miller and Gilley 2001:45)



(63h)

(631)
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Table 3.8 Independent pronouns in Shilluk

Short form Long form
1.5G yd ydn
2.5G yi yin
3.5G a én
1.PL.IN wd
1.PL.EX wJ win
2.PL wil wiin
3.PL ¢ gén

Source Miller and Gilley 2001:38

gpoti  dgik  a-'kel’ En. AOV Ap
Onyoti buffalo pasT.E-spear.Tr 3.5G.a

“As for Onyoti, he speared the buffalo (unexpectedly).”
(Miller and Gilley 2001:45)

opot ogik  a-'kel-é. AOV A
Onyoti buffalo pasT.E-spear.TR-3.5G.A

“As for Onyoti, he speared the buffalo (intentionally).”
(Miller and Gilley 2001:45)

Independent pronouns occur in two forms, the so-called short form and the so-called
long form (see table 3.8). These two sets are ergative as well in the independent clause
type, insofar as the short form is the absolutive used for S and O only (see 63j for S
and 63k for O), and the long form is the ergative; it is used for A only (see 63k). The
ergative form is derived from the absolutive form by the nasal n. Nevertheless, the
ergative case is used also in front of the ergative pronouns (see 63k). Generally, in all
clause types, the short form occurs preverbally only, and the long form postverbally
only. In dependent clause types with a VOA/VS-order (see below), the long forms are

used for all participants, S, O, and A.

(63))

(63K)

(631)

va ba két.

1.$G.S NEG.NONPAST go.ITR

“I am not going.” (Miller and Gilley 2001:38)

ya  4d'cwdl  yi yin

1.56.0 PAST-call.TR ERG 2.5G.A

“You called me.” (Miller and Gilley 2001:38)

dé béédd mi gén nafi ‘wil gEn.

but live.vN REL.mMN 3.PL.A NEG.PAST change.TR 3.pL

“But they did not change their manner of living (contrary to expectation).”
(Miller and Gilley 2001:39)
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Table 3.9 Marked third person object pronouns in Shilluk

Pragmatically marked pronouns Short form Long form
3.5G.0 > on
3.PL.O o gin

Source Miller and Gilley 2001:39

There is an additional set of so-called marked pronouns used for third person O
(see table 3.9). These follow an accusative pattern, as they never encode S and A but
only O. Again, these pronouns occur in a short form and a long form. The short form
without a final nasal usually occurs preverbally only; the long form with a final nasal
occurs postverbally. The marked pronouns are used in all clause types to encode O
only; A and S are never covered by them; they therefore constitute an accusative
pattern in all clause types. In 63m, O is presented with the pragmarically unmarked
independent pronoun g¢. Clause 63m and its pragmatically marked variant 63n may
illustrate the use of these special pronouns: In 63n, O is presented with the pragmatically
marked independent pronoun gi, used for O only, to express that the action is
either unexpected or wrong. In 63m the ordinary independent pronoun g¢ is used

instead.

(63m) 4-'kébbi lannt' kal 'gén ki g KAAI-E.
PAST.E-Say.TR.BEN cOMP take.TR.VEN'’.1Mv 3.pL and 3.pL take.TR.VEN-3.5G
“S/he said, ‘“Take them away’ And s/he took them away (as expected).”
(Miller and Gilley 2001:40)

(63n) a-'kobbi kinnt' gé¢  ké kAAL ka
PAST.E-Say.TR.BEN COMP 3.PL NEG.MOD take.TR.VEN.IMV and
gi  kaal-s

3.PL.O take.TR.VEN-3.5G.A
“S/he said, ‘Don’t take them away.’ And s/he took them away”
(unexpectedly or wrongly).” (Miller and Gilley 2001:40)

In addition, ergative patterns also relate to the omissibility of core participants: O
and S must be expressed either by a noun or an independent pronoun (for O see
63a and 63k; for S see 63b and 63)); if already known, A is omissible in discourse
(see 630).

(630) dyap a-'kwal.
COW PAST.E-steal.TR
“Someone (agent known) stole the cow (and I saw him do it).”
(Miller and Gilley 2001:51)

¥ Miller and Gilley (2001:34) use the term centrifugal (CF) for the venitive (or ventive) and the term
cenuripetal (CP) instead of andative (or itive).

' TN L a %
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Dependent clauses

Miller and Gilley (2001) present three different types of dependent clauses: sequential
clauses, conjoined kd (“and”) clauses, and so-called circumstantal clauses. The kd-
clauses behave throughout like independent clauses with regard to their ergative
profiles (see Miller and Gilley 2001:61); the circumstantial clauses also behave like
independent clauses with regard to the use of the ergative case and constituent order
(see Miller and Gilley 2001:61). Therefore, I will not discuss these two types any
further. The third type, sequential clauses, is significantly different from the other
two. Sequential clauses are used in narrative discourse for a sequential order of events.
They are marked by a mid tone on the past evidential marker instead of a high tone
elsewhere® (- instead of 4-).

In sequential clauses, the basic constituent order is verb-initial, with basic VOA/
VS-order (see 63p). Pragmatically marked VAO-order is also possible, where A is
no longer encoded by the ergative case; only the tonal downstep remains (see 63q).
Independent pronouns occur in the long forms only for the core participants §, A,and O
(see 63r & 63u); note that they all occur postverbally. The bound pronouns are used
for S and A; O is cross-referenced differently, also after the verb (see 63r). The only
difference berween the bound pronouns used for S and for A can be seen in the tonal
downstep: All A forms occur with a preceding tonal downstep.

Shilluk—Sequential clause
(63p) a-kwain gincAm'yi pimen. VOA
sQ-take.TR food  ERG sister
“... and then the sister took the food.” (Miller and Gilley 2001:57)
(63q) akwapn Jiimén gincim. VAO
sQ-take.TR.pM sister food
“... and then the sister chose to take the food.” (Miller and Gilley 2001:57)
(63r) a-kwaan' yi wun V-0 A
sQ-take.TR.3.5G.0 ERG 2.PL
“... and then you (pl.) took it.” (Miller and Gilley 2001:57)
(63s) a-yEgj-'€ ugik. V-A O
5Q-skin.Tr-3.5G.a buffalo
“... and then s/he skinned the buffalo.” (Miller and Gilley 2001:58)
(63t) a-niin-€. V-§
sQ-sleep.ITR-3.5G.§
“... and then s/he slept.” (Miller and Gilley 2001:60)
(63u) arwdm' gén 'én ki odp. V AQINST
sQ-do.together. TR.PM 3.PL 3.5G with spear.pL
“... and then they chose to do it together with spears (i.e. they threw their
spears simultaneously at it).” (Miller and Gilley 2001:57)

20 Miller and Gilley (2001) present all examples in the past evidential.
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Focus clauses

Like in the other Northern Lwoo languages, focus clauses are indicated on the verb by
the suffix -4, the constituent order being determined by the focus participant, which
has to occur after the verb. If O is focused, the constituent order is AVO; no ergative
case is used (see 63v). If A is focused, the constituent order is OVA and the ergative

case is used (see 63w).

(63v) nan  dap  a-'rakk-a’ byél. AV O
person female pasT.E-grind. TR.REP-foC grain.pL
“The woman ground the durra (not another grain).”
(Miller and Gilley 2001:36)

(63w) byél  a-rikk-a' yi pan  dajp.
grain.pL PAST.E-grind.TR.REP-foC ERG person female
“The woman (not someone else) ground the durra.”
(Miller and Gilley 2001:36)

There is no data available for an intransitive focus clause; therefore it remains unclear
how S is encoded in a focus clause.

Table 3.10 gives an overview of the ergative profile found in the different clause
types. The independent clause type corresponds to the NP-initial clause type of
Piri, Anywa, and Jur-Luwo; the dependent clause type corresponds to the VP-initial
clanse type of Piri, Anywa, and Jur-Luwo. Miller and Gilley (2001) present the
ergative profile of three different dependent clause types, namely sequential clauses,
conjoined kd (“and”) clauses, and so-called circumstantial clauses, the last one being
used for providing background discourse information. With regard to the ergative
profile, kd-clauses behave like independent clauses (see Miller and Gilley 2000:61);
they are therefore subsumed in table 3.10 under independent clauses. Circumstantial
clauses also share some features with the independent clauses, such as ergative
case use and constituent order. They are therefore not listed separately. Sequential
clauses differ significantly from the independent clauses. They show similarities to
the verb-initial clauses of the other Northern Lwoo languages. Therefore, they are
listed in table 3.10 as representatives of the second clause type. The focus clause
in Shilluk is similar to the focus clause in the other Northern Lwoo languages: It is
marked by a suffix -a on the verb, and the focus participant has to appear after the
verb.

Shilluk is what one may wish to call a purely ergative language; no marked-
nominative patterns are found. An ergative case marking is possible in all clause
types—irrespective of whether independent, dependent, or focus clauses are involved,
whether the verb is in the antipassive or anticausative construction, the ergative case
marking remains. Only if for pragmatic reason A is transferred to the preverbal position,
the ergative is no longer used, and in the dependent clause type in a pragmatically
marked VAO-order, no ergative case marker is used either, even if in the last type the
tonal downstep remains in front of A.
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Table 3.10 Case patterns in Shilluk

Ergative case
marker: Tonal

Cross- downstep (')
reference and y7 used
bound/ for nouns and
Constituent dliticized Free Omissibility  independent  Case
Clause type order pronouns pronouns  of participants pronouns patterns
Indepenolent21 Ergative Ergative Ergative Ergative Ergative Pure
= "NP-initial” ergative
Sv A optional S&0= S&Onever *
S & O never short A possible
form
OVA basic A =long 'yiA
form
AOV V-A ®
pragmatically  obligatory
marked
Dependent22 None Accusative None Ergative Ergative
Verb-initial Vs V-§ long
VOA basic V-'A form 'YIA
VAO, only for no ergative
pragmatically AS O case, only
marked
Focus All Ergative Ergative
OVA 'yiA

Historical development

Historically, it is very likely that the ergative marker has emerged out of a former
preposition introducing agent participants as peripheral participants in a passive-like
construction. This analysis does not contradict the synchronic situation described
by Miller and Gilley (2001) (see above 3.2.1). Historically, the two elements yi
(preposition to introduce peripheral participants) and y7 (ergative case marker) are
likely to be of the same origin. Evidence for this hypothesis can be seen in the following

facts:
(i) Even synchronically the ergative marker encodes peripheral participants, such
as the causee.

(if) From a worldwide perspective, an OVA-basic constituent order is highly
unusual; there must be some explanation for this order. The neighboring

2 Including the dependent kd-clauses.
*2 Basically the sequential clauses. Circumstantial clauses are not presented here.



130 Case in Africa

Northern Lwoo languages have basic AVO/SV-order. Taking the AVO/
SV-order as the basis, a passive-like construction would have the order SV
PP-A. The latter results in an OVA-order via reinterpretation: Due to its
semantics, the former patient S is reinterpreted as O. S remains unaffected
by this development: The synchronic SV-order reflects the original SV-
order.

(iii) There must be an explanation for the fact that the ergative marker only occurs
after the verb. In neighboring languages such as Anywa prepositions show
stranding, meaning that they only occur after the verb.

(iv) Worldwide, one main source for ergative markers are agent markers which
encode peripheral agents in passive clauses (see Anderson 1977, Givén 1980,
Lehmann 1982, Harris & Campbell 1995:243-5).

(v) Traces of the former prepositional status of the ergative marker can be
seen in the fact that the ergative participant is still placed at the end of all
core participants: In sequential clauses the basic order is not VAO but
VOA.

3.2 Tima

The following is based on Dimmendaal (forthc.). The language Tima is almost
undescribed,; its exact genetic classification is still unclear; it is grouped with Katla as
one subbranch of Kordofanian by Greenberg and Schadeberg (see Greenberg 1963a,
Schadeberg 1981b & 1981c). But, whether Tima and Katla really form a subbranch
of Kordofanian or are genetic isolates is not yet clear. The genetic classification of
Kordofanian itself is doubtful; Greenberg (1963a) had classified it as belonging to
Niger-Congo (at that time called “Niger-Kordofanian”). The findings presented by
Dimmendaal are work in progress; this article (forthc.) is his first attempt to describe
the features that we are concerned with here.

According to Dimmendaal, ergativity in Tima is established by the following facts:
Ergativity is expressed by a nasal -N*’- preceding the noun. The ergative marker
occurs in focus clauses only (that is, clauses which contain a focused participant
or a focused verb). In transitive clauses with a focused preverbal object, A, placed
postverbally, is preceded by the ergative marker (see 64a). Intransitive focus clauses
lack the nasal -N-; thus, the ergative never occurs with S. In unfocused declarative
clauses, the ergative does not occur either: Neither S nor A takes the ergative
(see 64c). Hence, the nasal -N- occurs in an ergative pattern: It marks A in focus clauses
only. Tima therefore is a split ergative language, ergativity being restricted to focus
clauses.

# The capital N stands for the different realizations of the ergative marker.
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Tima (Kordofanian)
(64a) yaboh-¢ yAluk pihunen.
meat-FOC €at.PL ERG. WOITENn
“The women are eating meat.” (Dimmendaal forthc.:16, example 62)

In intransitive focus clauses, S never occurs with the ergative marker:

(64b) na Hamid-A n-didg-d&.
preP- Hamid-Foc 1.5G-come-1.5G
“I came together with Hamid.” (Dimmendaal forthc.:13-14, example 54)

In non-focused clauses, no ergative marker is used either with A or with S:

(64c) kigkATuk kida kabuh -35.
NEG-1.8G-eat 1.8G meat NEG
“I don’t eat meat.” (Dimmendaal forthc.:8, example 15)

If A is expressed pronominally, the ergative marker appears before the clitic subject
pronoun inside the verb:
(64d) Immdy-€ i-kéél-ng.
fish-roc 1.sG-buy-era.1.sG
“I/buy/bought some fish.” (Dimmendaal forthc.:8, example 13)

There are three different sets of personal pronouns:

(i) one set of independent pronouns used for S, A, and O (see left column in table
3.11).

(ii) enclitics, where one is used for A in focus clauses, called “verbal enclitic C”
(see right column in table 3.11); this is the ergative set; and one used for A and
S elsewhere, called “verbal enclitic B” (see middle column in table 3.11). The
enclitic pronouns adapt their tone to their verbal environment; hence most of
them are presented without tone. The pronouns presented in bold (added by

Table 3.11 Independent and enclitic pronouns in Tima

Independent pronoun Verbal enclitic B Verbal enclitic C
S, A, O S, A (no focus) A (pre-verb focus)
1SG kidA -dA etc. -na-, N9, -NA, ni etc.
255G pan -nan -pan
358G pinA -0 -minA
1PL EXCL inééy -neey -neey
1PL INCL iniin -niin -nain
2PL inaan -naan -naan
3PL ihina -9 qnihinA

Source Dimmendaal forthc.:16
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the present author) in table 3.11 are similar in sets B and C; Dimmendaal notes
however that they differ tonally.

(ili) The ergative set C is the result of a fusion of the nasal ergative marker -N- with
the enclitic pronouns of set B.

In verbless clauses the ergative is not used:

(64d) kidA-wA kémuarik.
1.sG-roC Tima
“Tam a Tima.” (Dimmendaal forthc.:12, example 34)

There are, however, examples which do not correspond to the ergative pattern
established by Dimmendaal, as presented above: In clauses where A is focused, the
ergative marker does not appear. Note that Dimmendaal (forthc.) says that ergative
marking occurs if A, O, or the verb are focused.?

(64e) kidaA-wA kéél immbdy.
1.sG-roc buy fish
“I buy/am buying/bought fish.” (Dimmendaal forthc.:7, example 11)

There are also non-focused clauses which contain an ergative marker: In the
declarative intransitive clause (64f), S appears with the ergative marker:

(64f) kd-m-mw3ssk-n3-3d0.
NEG-1.5G-drink-ERG.1.8G-NEG
“Idon’t drink./ I am not drinking.” (Dimmendaal forthc.:14, example 49)

In questions, the ergative may appear without focus:

(64g) ma-a-yAlak-pan-i.

what-2.5G-eat.PL-ERG.2.5G-Q

“What are you eating?” (Dimmendaal forthc.:17, example 65)
(64h) piayémé G-kuada-

ERG-who REL-catch-Q

“Who caught it?” (Dimmendaal forthc.:17, example 66)

It does not become entirely clear whether the structure in 64h is transitive or
intransitive; note that O is not expressed.

Other questions follow the rule established by Dimmendaal: They don’t take an
ergative marker (see 64i).

(64i) ‘ryéme i-cif.
who REL-came
“Who went?” (Dimmendaal forthc.:17, example 68)

# “[M]orpheme -N- preceding the pronominal enclitics of type C. This marker, which only occurs with
agents of transitive clauses whenever a core constituent (Agent, Object, or verb) is in focus and which
consequently may be called an ergative marker” (Dimmendaal forthe.:8).
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(64j) kidAa-wa kaluk kaboh ki-m-pinA-wi  £Ag.
1.5G-FOC eat  meat NEG-BRG-SG-FOC NEG
“I was (am/will be) eating meat, not she/her.”
(Dimmendaal forthc.:18, example 75)

Historically, the ergative marker goes back to a preposition n still used in Tima to
introduce instruments. Agents in passive clauses are also introduced by a preposition
n, but Dimmendaal argues that the ergative marker does not go back to the preposition
n which introduces agents in passive clauses. The data presented above are in support
of an analysis according to which Tima is a split ergative language with ergativity
mainly restricted to focus clauses. The exact pattern is not yet clear in every detail.
The origin of the ergative marker is a preposition used to introduce peripheral
participants.

3.3 South Mande

In a recent paper, Vydrine (2006:49-64) claims that an ergative case has emerged in
South Mande, in particular in the South Mande languages Guro, Mano, and Beng”
and in Proto-South Mande. Since Vydrine does not present any data for Mano or
Beng, these languages will not be considered any further. According to our definition
of ergative case (see sections 1.2 and 1.3), we cannot speak of the emergence of an
ergative case in Guro, first, because no separate ergative case affix exists and, second,
because the elements affected are not nouns but independent pronouns. Instead,
South Mande falls, if at all, under the rubric of what we called in section 1.3.1 “other
manifestations of case”, that is, an ergative pattern occurring with a restricted set of
independent personal pronouns by means of suppletive forms.

The South Mande languages have a complex system of independent personal
pronouns. These pronouns contain information about person, focus, aspect, polarity,
etc. The pronouns are case-sensitive in that some of them are restricted to subjects
(called “subjective pronouns”), opposed to other sets (called “non-subjective sets”),
which are used in a wide range of functions, such as marking direct objects, indirect
objects, possessors, and non-final members in a noun phrase. Traditionally, the
“subjective pronouns” are labeled “nominative” by the author, as opposed to the non-
subjective ones, which are labeled “oblique case”. Further subsets of these two groups
(subjective and non-subjective) are formed in accordance with functions mentioned
above, such as focus, or reflexive.

For Proto-South Mande, Vydrine reconstructs a split ergative system of
independent personal pronouns (see Vydrine 2006:51, table 1). The following forms
are reconstructed by him under the label “portmanteau/ergative”: “ma “first person

¥ “In some languages (Guro, Mano, Beng) we find ergative case which cannot be regarded as a mere

fusion of a subject and a direct object pronoun” (Vydrine 2006:50).
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singular”, fe “second person singular”, "yd “third person singular”, *wa “first person
exclusive plural,” and "wd “third person plural”. All remaining persons (dual, first
plural and second plural) show no distinct “portmanteau/ergative” form bur employ
the form used in the absolutive (my terminology).*® Furthermore, it remains unclear
whether all pronouns cover both functions mentioned, that is, “ergative” and
“portmanteau”, or one function only, either “ergative” or “portmanteau”.

In Guro, ma and 6é are proposed by Vydrine to be ergative pronouns: md is the
ergative pronoun for first person singular, and 6¢ for second person singular. They are
opposed to different absolutive pronouns (called “nominative” by Vydrine*’), among
them, for example, 4 for first person singular intransitive subject, as well as S, and for
second person singular intransitive subject and S. Ergative alignment is restricted to A
being first and second person singular, to affirmative, to O as a third person singular
pronoun, and to indefinite nouns; ma has a slightly wider range than 6é: In addition
to the O’s mentioned before, it can be used for all O’s except first and second person
plural (see Vydrine 2006:56, table 3).

An analysis contrasting with that of Vydrine is presented by Benoist (1969:52-3). He
interprets md and 6é as “contracted pronouns”, meaning that they comprise information
about subject and object: According to Benoist, ma is used as a pronoun for first person
subject-third person object, and 6¢ for second person subject-third person object. The
main argument that Vydrine holds against Benoist’s hypothesis is the following: It is
difficult to explain the form 6¢ (second person ergative) as a fusion of 7 “second person
subject, nominative” + d “third person object, oblique”, and similarly md as a fusion
of @ “first person subject, nominative” + 4 “third person object, oblique”. Even if this
is true, it is not in itself entirely satisfactory: First, Vydrine's argument holds under
the assumption that the pronouns ma and ¢ must be a fusion of the synchronically
used personal pronouns. It is also possible that the forms under consideration have a
different origin. Second, if Benoist’s hypothesis constitutes a problem, the same holds
for Vydrine’s hypothesis: Vydrine’s ergative forms, on his own view, are derived from
complex subject—object pronouns. His grammaticalization chain can be illustrated as
follows:

first subject + third singular object > first person singular ergative
second subject + third singular object > second person singular ergative.

The examples presented by Vydrine do not seem to lend support to the ergative
analysis: In all transitive examples presented by Vydrine there is none where md and
6¢ could not be interpreted as complex pronouns encoding subject—object (see 65a &
65b):

%6 It remains unclear what “portmanteau” stands for, possibly for complex subject-object pronouns.
¥ Vydrine mentions in a footnote that he should use the term absolutive (see Vydrine 2006:57 & 63,

footnote 11).
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Guro (South Mande, Niger-Congo)
(652) ma alaa.

15G.A>38G.0 beat.pFv

“I beat him.” (Vydrine 2006:55)
(65b) be balaa.

25G.A>35G.0 beat.prv

“You beat him.” (Vydrine 2006:55)

The only intransitive example presented by Vydrine allows the “ergative” and the
“absolutive” form of the pronoun. It is a reflexive clause, where the ergative form
should not be used to encode S (see 65¢).

(65¢c) ma a zulu-na. or a a zulu-na.
1.5G.ERG be wash-PrOG 1.5G.ABS be wash-proG
“I'm washing myself.” (Vydrine 2006:55)

Considering all facts presented in the article, the evidence provided is not sufficient to
establish an emergence of an ergative case in South Mande. Whether the independent
pronouns in Guro for first and second person singular in very restricted contexts (see
above) show an ergative alignment expressed by suppletive forms, or whether the
forms under consideration are more appropriately described as complex subject—object
pronouns, cannot be answered conclusively. Due to lack of additional evidence, we
will therefore not consider South Mande in general, and Guro in particular, as instances
of ergative case emergence. Vydrine (2006:57) stresses that the ergative hypothesis
violates two generally attested rules: First, in Niger-Congo languages in general and
Mande in particular, ergativity is not attested; second, according to Kozinsky (1980:52),
if the pronouns for first and second person show an ergative-absolutive declension,
the same opposition is present in the declension of nouns. If, however, the ergative
hypothesis is dropped altogether no violation needs to be postulated.

3.4 Conclusions

Ergativity in Africa shows the following features: There is hardly any ergativity in
the form of an inflexional case system. Inflexional ergative systems appear in two
areas only: The Kordofanian langnage Tima on the one hand and the Northern
Lwoo languages Piri, Jur-Luwo, Shilluk, and Anywa on the other. The findings on
Tima are still preliminary. So far, it looks as if Tima is a split ergative language with
ergativity being expressed in focus clauses only, mostly, though not always, after the
verb.

The most substantial instances of ergativity are found in the Northern Lwoo
languages, spoken in the southern Sudan and western Ethiopia (see Andersen 1988,
2000; Buth 1981, and Reh 1996). Piri, Jur-Luwo, and Anywa, closely related to Piri,
constitute one type of ergative language, showing many similarities; Shilluk constitutes
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Table 3.12 The rise of the marked nominative in Wappo

O S A
Pre-Wappo g 2] -i
Wappo o -i -1

Source Li & Thompson 1976:454-5; Li, Thompson & Sawyer 1977:98-9%8

a type of its own; there are also similarities to the first group bur differences, too.
The first group shows the following characteristics: Piri, Jur-Luwo, and Anywa are
split ergative languages, showing both an ergative system and a marked-nominative
system. In all three languages, there is only one case marker, which in Anywa has
been described as a definite marker. In other words, the same case marker, the
suffix -1 (Piri), or -é Jur-Luwo), or -Cr (Anywa), functions in some contexts like an
ergative marker encoding A only, in others as a marked-nominative marker, encoding
A and S. The split is triggered by two clause types, called NP-initial and verb-initial.
All clauses in a particular language belong to either class, an exception being focus
clauses, which constitute a class of their own. It has been argued that within the three
languages there is grammaticalization at work: The definiteness marker of Anywa
reflects the earlier state of the ergative marker. Within Anywa, the occurrence of the
ergative marker is still restricted to definite nouns; it does not appear with personal
pronouns. In Piri, it has become a full-fledged case marker, being used both with
definite and indefinite nouns and personal pronouns. In Jur-Luwo, as the few data
suggest, the ergative case has its widest occurrence: It appears with all nouns and
pronouns in the Janguage. As the case system first developed a marked-nominative
and later an ergative system, it might be that the definite marker first developed into a
marked-nominative and subsequently into an ergative case marker.

The ergative is opposed to the morphologically zero form, being the absolutive
in the ergative system and the accusative in the marked-nominative system. Other
manifestations of ergative patterns are also found in all three languages, such as an
ergative constituent order and an ergative pattern with bound pronouns. The ergative
constituent order contains the typologically unusual OVA-order. The latter is not
only unique within Africa, taking all languages into account, it also is exceptional for
ergative languages in general. The data would suggest that in the languages under
consideration the ergative case system has emerged from a marked-nominative
system. Note that for the Californian language Wappo the opposite development has
been claimed. Wappo is said to have developed a marked-nominative system out of
an ergative system: According to Li and Thompson (1976:454-65) and Li, Thompson,
and Sawyer (1977:89-99), Pre-Wappo had an ergative system marked by a suffix -i
which in Wappo has been extended to all subjects (A and S) (see also table 3.12).

# In order to be consistent, the terminology of the authors cited has been changed by the present
author.
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Characteristics of the second type (Shilluk) are the following: As in Piri, Jur-Luwo,
and Anywa, the ergative is opposed to the morphologically unmarked form, which
is the absolutive. As in Piri, Jur-Luwo, and Anywa, the syntax is divided into two
different subtypes, one called the independent clause (corresponding to the NP-initial
clause in group one), the other one called the dependent clause (corresponding to
the verb-initial clauses in group one). Nevertheless, the ergative profile of the two
groups differs significantly: Unlike in Piri and Jur-Luwo, the ergative marker does not
function in some clauses as ergative and in others as a nominative. Also with regard
to constituent order, only ergative patterns are found or there is no distinction. The
only accusative pattern is present in sequential clauses with cliticized pronouns (see
under dependent clause in table 3.10): A and S share the same set of pronouns, insofar
as there is an accusative pattern; yet, A pronouns are preceded by a tonal downstep, S
pronouns never are.

Unlike Piri, Jur-Luwo, or Anywa, Shilluk is not a split language but a full-fledged
ergative language. Shilluk shows in all respects the highest degree of ergativity within
Northern Lwoo and within Africa as a whole. Interestingly, the means by which
the ergative case is expressed is different in Péri, Jur-Luwo, and Anywa as opposed
to Shilluk. Ergative is expressed by a preposition in Shilluk but by a suffix/clitic in
Piri, Jur-Luwo, and Anywa. The latter has presumably developed out of an earlier
demonstrative, the former out of a preposition introducing peripheral participants,
such as A in a passive clause. Consequently, for the historical development within
Northern Lwoo, the ergative case marker must have emerged at least twice via two
different pathways.

All four languages are surrounded areally and genetically by languages with a
marked-nominative system, such as West, East, and South Nilotic, Surmic, Omotic,
and Cushitic languages (see chapter 4 and map 6.1 in Appendix I). Anywa and Piri are
in the direct neighborhood of the Surmic marked-nominative languages Murle and
Didinga. Within the West Nilotic languages, Dinka has a marked-nominative system;
to my knowledge, there are no further case languages other than Anywa, Piri, and
Jur-Luwo, and Dinka. Dholuo, another West Nilotic language, has been claimed to
have a relic of an ergative case marker (Schréder 2005:12, Odhiambo 2006) In the
remaining subbranches of Nilotic, East, and South Nilotic, marked-nominative is a
widespread feature (see chapter 4). Therefore, it is plausible that the languages under
consideration partly show a marked-nominative system.




4
Marked-nominative

Marked-nominative case systems occupy an important place in this volume, for two
reasons: Not only do they constitute the most widespread type of case systems in
Africa, they also are an almost unique African phenomenon. Marked-nominative
languages are in fact cross-linguistically rare. The only other reliable cases that have
been reported are the Yuman languages (e.g. Maricopa [Gordon 1986], Dieguerio,
Jamul Tiipy [Langdon 1970, Miller 2001] as well as the Yukian language Wappo (Li &
Thompson 1976:454-65, Li, Thompson & Sawyer 1977:89-99) of California. Further
information is needed on the following languages, also claimed to have marked-
nominative systems: Houailou (Oceanic, Austronesian), some older Germanic
languages, Old French, Ancient Egyptian (on pronouns), varieties of Maidu (Penutian),
Shokleng (J€), Malak-Malak (non-Pama-Nyungan, Australian), and Proto-Afroasiatic
(Plank 1985a:302, 2007 and Mallinson & Blake 1981:47-8)." There are a few western
Bantu languages which are suspected of having case expressed by tone, and at least
some of them seem to display a marked-nominative system as well; for discussion, see
Blanchon 1998, 1999, Schadeberg 1986, 1990, Maniacky 2002. As the situation in these
languages is complex and controversial, they will be discussed in section 5.1 when
dealing with tone as a marker for case.

In this chapter, different types of marked-nominative languages are presented with
regard to whether they are of type 1 or type 2, or to areal and genetic distribution, and
first attempts to study their historical development are made.

As mentioned in chapter 1, marked-nominative case systems are defined as follows:
S and A are treated the same and simultaneously different from O. O is encoded by
the morphologically unmarked form, called the accusative. § and A are encoded
by the morphologically marked form called the nominative. That the accusative is
morphologically and functionally the unmarked form can be seen by the fact that
the accusative is the default case used with the widest range of functions. As also
mentioned in chapter 1, the accusative has also been referred to as the absolute or
absolutive case. Marked nominative is somehow a mixture of the two basic case
systems, namely the accusative and the ergative system (see further chapter 1).

! An anonymous reviewer remarks that Malak-Malak, for example, is not a marked-nominative
language, and according to Aikhenvald (1995) it is also questionable whether Proto-Afroasiatic is marked-
nominative.



Marked-nominative 139

4.1 Case studies

In the following sections I will illustrate the behavior of marked-nominative systems by
discussing five marked-nominative languages in more detail. They cover all genetically
relevant phyla: The Surmic language Tennet, the Nilotic languages Turkana and
Toposa of the Nilo-Saharan phylum, and the Cushitic language Dhaasanac and the
Omotic language Maale of the Afroasiatic phylum. Areal influence will be discussed
by comparing Turkana and Dhaasanac, two typologically contrasting and genetically
unrelated languages, both spoken in the same general area west and north of Lake
Turkana in Kenya and Ethiopia (see map 4.1). These languages cover all major
constituent orders: There are verb-initial (Turkana, Toposa), verb-medial (Tennet),
and verb-final languages (Dhaasanac, Maale).

4.1.1 Tennet

According to Randal (1998:219-72), Tennet is a verb-initial language, with a basic
VAO constituent order. Peripheral participants occur sentence-finally. Tennet is a
case language with inflexional case. Four cases are distinguished, namely accusative,
nominative, genitive, and oblique. The accusative is the morphologically unmarked
form. All other cases are marked by suffixes or tone. The oblique case covers
peripheral participants of time, location, instrument, etc. In a transitive clause with
VAOQ structure, A is encoded in the nominative case and O in the accusative case. The
nominative case is the morphologically marked form, expressed either by the suffix -1,
as in 1, or by the suffix -4, or even by tone in other environments. The nominative
covers A while the accusative covers O (see 1).

Tennet (South West Surmic, Nilo-Saharan)
(1) dkdt Lowor-1  Yoma. VAO

prv.spear Lowor-NoM Yoma.Acc

“Lowor speared Yoma.” (Randal 1998:230)

In an intransitive clause with VS-order, S appears in the nominative case (see 2).

(2) Uk manyudin1  mginaatr’ VS
£0.PEV squirrel-Nom there
“Squirrel went there.” (Randal 1998:230)

With regard to the case schema, there is on the one hand an accusative system, as
A and S are treated the same, namely both are encoded by the nominative and are
simultaneously different from O, as O appears in the accusative. On the other hand,
the case profile of Tennet resembles an ergative pattern insofar as A is encoded in the
morphologically marked form, namely the nominative case, by means of a suffix or
tone.
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In copula constructions, the nominal predicate appears in the accusative form, as in
example 3. In “T am a teacher” the copula is clause-initial, the subject “I"” appears in the
nominative and the nominal predicate “a teacher” appears in the accusative clause-
finally.? Additional constructions are presented in section 5.3.1.6.

(3) keéniannd deméz-zbh-t. COP S N.PRED
1-be  15G.NOM teach-AGENM.ACC-SG NOM ACC
“I'm a teacher.” (Randal 1998:233, 2000:72)

Peripheral participants, introduced by the applicative, are also encoded in the
accusative form. This may be illustrated by 4a and 4b: In both clauses the valency
of the verb is increased by the applicative in order to include the recipient of the
action. The recipient always occurs in the accusative, irrespective of whether placed
clause-medially between A and O (as in 4a) or clause-finally (as in 4b). In 4a and 4b the
accusative occurs twice, for O and the recipient.

(4a) i-tton-ék Lokori-1  Yoma kaviydk. V ARECO
prv-send-APLLOKOr-NOM YOma.ACC news.ACC
“Lokori sent news to Yoma.” (Randal 1998:244)

(4b) i-ttén-ék Lokoéri-1  kaviydk Yoma. V AOREC

prv-send-aPLLokor-NoM news.AcC Yoma.ACC
“Lokori sent news to Yoma.” (Randal 1998:244)

Nominal possession can be expressed by two different constructions, one with a
genitive and one without. In a juxtaposed possessor—possessee order, no genitive
marker is needed. The possessor occurs in the accusative case, as “fish” in 5, followed
by the possessee.

(5) k-e-tééd-a ulag-t 9. POR POE
1-pev-cut-186 fish-sG.acc head.acc
“I cut the head of the fish.” (Randal 1998:241)

The citation form of nouns is the accusative, as illustrated in 6a.

(6a) kavrydk.
News.ACC
“News”.
(6b) Lokuli cf 4rdh  Loham. AVO
Lokuli.acc am rev-beat Loham.acc
“It is Lokuli who is beating Loham.” (Randal 1998:261)

% Ananonymous reviewer criticizes my interpretation of the construction presented in 3, claiming that
what I call nominal predicate is rather an O due to the fact that the copula is simply a transitive verb. In
clauses without a copula one cannot argue that the nominal predicate has the status of O as there is no
element which could function as a verb.

&
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Table 4.1 Nominative and accusative case functions in Tennet

Case Function

NOM Subject (S & A) after the verb
(a) Citation form
(b) O

ACC {(¢) Nominal predication

(d) Subject (S8 & A) before the verb (sometimes)

(e) Possessor in juxtaposed possession

(f) Peripheral participants introduced by head-marking
devices (verbal derivation) such as the applicative

S and A appear in the accusative if placed before the verb in some focus constructions,
as in 6b; in others again, this does not apply (see section 5.3.1.6).

Table 4.1 gives an overview of the functions covered by the nominative and the
accusative in Tennet. To summarize, the nominative covers S and A, the accusative
covers O, while peripheral participants are introduced by verbal derjvations, such as
the applicative, citation, nominal predicate in copula clauses, and as a possessor in
juxtaposed possession. In other words, one can say that the accusative is the default
case to encode dependent nouns if no special case is required. The accusative has
a much wider range of uses than the nominative; therefore, it is also functionally

unmarked.

4.1.2 Turkana

The basic constituent order of Turkana’ is VS/VAQO, that is, the language has a verb-
initial syntax. The marked-nominative system is expressed by tone. Turkana has a
two-tone system (high tone is Jeft unmarked and low tone receives a grave accent).
Seven cases are distinguished: accusative, nominative, genitive, instrumental, locative
1 (encoding location and destination), locative 2 (including an ablative), and vocative.
All cases are marked by tone. All modifiers within a noun phrase are case-inflected,
except for demonstratives (Dimmendaal 1983a:264ff.). The nominative is the only case
that is encoded by a distinct tonal morpheme, namely by low tone. The genitive, the
two locatives, and the vocative are encoded by fixed tonal patterns.* The nominative
is derived from the accusative by a floating low tone (see Dimmendaal 1983a:261). The
accusative (called “absolute” by Dimmendaal) is identical with the basic form, which is
also used in citation. The nominative encodes A (see a-pa’ “father” in 7a), S (see a-wuy¢
naga “this home” in 7b), and S in copula clauses with a copula (7d). Beyond citation,

? Based on the work of Dimmendaal (1983a, 1983b, 1986b, 1996).

4 ACC: unmarked; NOM: floating low tone; LOC: HHL. or HHL(L...); GEN SG: HHL or LHL(L...) &
PL: HHIL, or HHL(L...); INST: HHL or HHI(L...); VOC: LHL or L(L...) HLH (Dimmendaal 1983:25%-
68).
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the accusative encodes O (see a-k-rmuj “food” in 7a), nominal predicates (see 7c-7¢), S
in non-verbal clauses without a copula (7e), additional participants being introduced
by verbal derivation. This applies to the valency-increasing devices -aki , called dative
by Dimmendaal (1983a), which is similar to the applicative (7f), and to the causative
ite- (7g). With the causative, the agent and the patient occur in the accusative and the
causee in the nominative (7g). Furthermore, the accusative encodes S and A under
certain conditions: First, if used before the verb, second in passive-like constructions,
and third in so-called subjectless clauses.

Note that in non-verbal clauses with a copula, S is encoded differently from § in
non-verbal clauses without a copula (see 7d & 7e).

Turkana (East Nilotic, Nilo-Saharan)
(7a) &-saki T a-pa a-kimuj. VAO
3-want-a father.Nnom food.acc
“Father wants food.” (Dimmendaal 1983a:263)
(7b) éjok’ T a-wuyé naga’. VS
3-good  home-NoM this
“This homestead is nice.” (Dimmendaal 1983a:263)

(7¢)  pi-de’ omwon'. N.PRED
children.acc four
“There are four children.” (Dimmendaal 1983a:74)
(7d) meére’ a-ydn e-ka-pil-a-ni. COP S N.PRED
not I1.NOM witch.acc
“T am not a witch.” (Dimmendaal 1983a:75)
(7e) a-yon' e-ka-pil-a-ni. S N.PRED
1.acc  witch.acc
“I am a witch.” (Dimmendaal 1983a:75)
(7f)  to-dyak-aki pesi 1-tuany a-toroby. VA COM O
3-divide-paT 3.56.NOM person.acc chest.acc
“He shared the chest with the person.” (Dimmendaal 1983a:70)
(7g) a-ite-lep-i a-ydy  pési-  a-kaal. V CAU AGENT O
1.sG-cau-milk-a 1.5G.NOM 3.5G.ACC camel.acc
“I will have her milk the camel.” (Dimmendaal 1983a:200)
(7h) ékile lo' pe-é-a-yen-i pa-kirp’ nuna’, k-adar’. AVO
man.AcC this not-3-pa-know-a matters.acc those 3-wait
“This man, not knowing about these problems, waited ...”
(Dimmendaal 1983a:408)

In preverbal position—irrespective of the case function involved—only one case form
occurs, namely the morphologically unmarked one, which is the accusative. This
irregular behavior is referred to in this work with the slogan “no case before the verb”

(for explanation see section 5.3).
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In languages with a basic verb-initial order like Turkana, a participant placed
preverbally encodes pragmatic functions, such as topic or focus in cleft constructions.
Core participants before the verb appear in the unmarked accusative case irrespective
of whether they serve as S, A, (7h) or O (7i). In an AVO-word order, the case distinction
is neutralized.

S in passive clauses, called impersonal active by Dimmendaal (1983a:131ff.), occurs
in the accusative,” as “milk” in (7j). The voice marker is used with a number of
intransitive verbs in order to “indicate an expression with reference to the future”
(Dimmendaal 1983:133); this applies to 7k; S still appears in the accusative (see “we” in
7k). The passive-like construction is mixed: With regard to cross-reference, the bound
verbal pronoun does not agree with the subject; instead, it invariably refers to the
third person by means of the prefix é- (or &). Thus, in (7j), where S refers to first
person plural, é-, the third person pronoun is used on the verb. S is treated like O,
occurring in the accusative. Nevertheless, the meaning of the clause is impersonal.
The construction in (7j) goes back to a concept like “he/it ‘drank’ milk”, meaning “the
milk was drunk”.

Dimmendaal argues that clauses like (71) are “subjectless”, which is suggested by
the fact that the only independent noun phrase expressed occurs in the accusative. It
is possible to add a nominative participant such as “thing”; however, this construction
is not liked very much by the Turkana (Dimmendaal 1983a:73). In expressions of
emotion, the experiencer is often not expressed as the subject but as the object of the

clause.

(71) e-maanik pol” kr-gelém-1. OVA
bull.acc that we-castrate-A
“That bull we castrated.” (Dimmendaal 1983a:408)

(7)) &-a-mas-i pa-kile’.
3-pasTo-drink-v.sc milk.acc
“The milk was drunk.” (Dimmendaal 1983a:132)

(7k) é-twa-ki-o (st1d).
3-dead.pL-a-v:PL (We.ACC)
“We (people) will die.” (Dimmendaal 1983a:133)

(7) k-a-bur-un-it® a-yon®  (i-bore).
t’-1.5G-tire-vEN-A 1.5G.acC (thing.NoM)
“I am tired.” (Dimmendaal 1983a:73)

Table 4.2 gives an overview of the case functions covered by the nominative and the
accusative in Turkana.

5 Note, however, that Dimmendaal (1983a:132) says that the nominative (called absolute by him) is
used. My analysis is supported by the fact that in the closely related language Toposa the accusative is used
also for § in passive clauses (see Toposa example 8j and Schroder 2002:37).

¢ The abbreviation A = aspect marker, V = verb elsewhere; here probably voice, even if not in
Dimmendaal’s abbreviartions.

7 The prefix k- glossed as t- which stands for object pronoun marker.
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Table 4.2 Nominative and accusative case functions in Turkana

Case Function
NOM (a) Subject (S & A) after the verb
(b) Subject in copula clauses
ACC (a) Citation form
®) O

(¢) Nominal predication

(d) Subject (S & A) before the verb

(e) S in non-verbal clauses

(f) S in subjectless clauses

(g) Peripheral participants introduced by head-marking
devices (verbal derivation)

(h) Patient (S) of passive

In sum, Turkana is a marked-nominative language of type 1. The accusative encodes
0, 10, S, and A in preverbal position, S in passive clauses, S in subjectless clauses, S
in non-verbal clauses without a copula, participants introduced by valency-increasing
devices, nominal predicates, and it is used as the citation form. The nominative
encodes S and A in postverbal position only. The accusative is morphologically
and functionally the unmarked case, as can be seen by the fact that it covers a wide
range of different functions. Therefore, Turkana meets all requirements of a marked-
nominative language as defined in chapter 1.

4.1.3 Toposa

The following account is based on Schréder (2002). Toposa is closely related to
Turkana; according to Dimmendaal (1983a), Turkana and Toposa are mutually
intelligible. Toposa shows a similar profile with regard to case as Turkana: It is a
marked-nominative language of type 1, with case being expressed by tone. The basic
constituent order is verb-initial (VAO/VS). The following tonemes are distinguished:
high, low, falling (word-finally only) and raised (rare, word-finally only) presented
as 4, 4, 4, 4, respectively. A raised vowel stands for a voiceless vowel which occurs
word-finally (marked by underlining by Schréder 2002). Four cases are distinguished:
nominative, accusative, genitive and locative, two of them by tone only, namely
the nominative and the accusative. The remaining two are expressed by a mixture
of tone plus prefix. In the locative, the noun appears in a fixed tonal pattern plus a
prefix, and in the genitive the noun appears in the accusative after the so called ka
construction.

Unlike Dimmendaal, Schréder does not provide a general rule for deriving the
nominative from the accusative. The nouns in Toposa fall into different noun classes
(see Schrder 2002:53). A lexeme in the nominative appears in two different forms;
one is used when expressed before a pause (e.g. clause-finally), the other one without a
pause (e.g. in the middle of a clause). I will refer to the form used before a pause as the
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Table 4.3 Case marking in Toposa

ACC NOM non-final form NOM final form Meaning
nyi-kokn DIM.SG-child nyi-koku nyi-kéki “child”
nyé-kilé M.SG-man nyé-kilé nyé-kilé “man”
nya-béra F.SG-woman nyé-béru nya-bérd “woman”
pu-tina M.PL-people u-tina pa-mina “people”
ayon ayon T

iyon iyon “you (SG)”

final form and the form used without a pause as the non-final form: The nominative
of “cow” is yd-dtuk (non-final form) and yd-dtik (final form) (compare 8b & 8i). In all
noun classes the accusative is the morphologically unmarked form and the nominative
is derived from the accusative. It appears as if the nominative, at least within one
noun class, is derived from the accusative by changing all vowels to H except the last,
which becomes falling (before a pause) or L (elsewhere), as with “cow”. It remains
unclear how the floating low tone indicating nominative in Turkana corresponds to
the high-final low pattern in Toposa. One possible source for the difference could
be the influence of gender markers. All nouns are prefixed by an element indicating
number and gender. Most nouns distinguish three genders: masculine, feminine,
and diminutive; others distinguish the first two only (see Schréder 2002:11). Gender
markers are throughout H (see Schroder 2002:73), such as nyd- F.SG, yd- F.PL, nyé-
M.SG, l6- M.SG. Table 4.3 presents a few examples for the accusative and nominative
case forms in Toposa. They all follow the tonal rule by which the nominative is derived
from the accusative, as described above.

The accusative covers the following functions: citation form, nominal predicates
(8q & 8r), O (8b), participants introduced by verbal derivation, such as benefactive
(8c), and instrument (8d), the agent (or sometimes experiencer, see 8f) in causative
constructions (8h), nouns after the prepositions kotéré (8d) and kd (except when the
meaning is instrumental) (see Schréder 2002:73), S in passive clauses (8]), experiencer
in experiencer expressions (called idiomatic expressions by Schréder 2002:8)
(8m & 8n), and S and A before the verb in focus cleft constructions (8p). The nominative
encodes S and A after the verb (8a & 8b), the instrument after the preposition k4 (8h),
and A in experiencer expressions (see 8m & 8n).

Toposa (South-Nilotic, Nilo-Saharan)

(8a) é-pér- nyi-kokd. )
3.56.s-sleep-mmv® pim.s6-child.nom
“The child is sleeping.” (Schroder 2002:37)

§ Schroder uses a somewhat confusing terminology with regard to verbal inflexion. She argues that
Toposa has an aspect system with an imperfective/perfective distinction and uses the abbreviations IMP
for imperfect and PER for perfect in the glosses (see Schrdder 2002:33, 52ff,, viii). In accordance with her
analysis, 1 will use the abbreviations IMV and PFV instead.
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(8b)

(8e)

(8f)

(8g)

(8h)

(81)

(&)

(8k)

(8D)

(8m)
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¢-mas-é-te pa-atuk ga-kipi. VAO

3.pL-drink-IMV-PL F.PL-COW.NOM FE.SG-Water.ACC

“The cows are drinking water.” (Schréder 2002:37)

a-lim-o6kin-1 lo-kaato-kan na-kirrd nuna. VBENO
1.sG-tell-BEN-IMV M.5G-brother-my.acc rpL-matters.acC these

“I shall tell my brother about these matters.” (Schréder 2002:50)
a-ta-dan-akin-'1 nya-béra nya-ki'rip kotéré nya-beri.  V INS O BEN
3.5G-cut-IMV-INS M.5G-knife.ACC EsG-meat.AcC for  ESG-woman.Acc
“He cuts the meat with a knife for the woman.” (Schroder 2002:71)
é-per-i nyi-koki.

3.sG-sleep-1Mv DM.sG-child.Nnom

“The child is sleeping.” (Schroder 2002:44)

é-té-pér-i ayon nyi-koku.

1.5G-cAU-sleep-1Mv I.NOM DIM.sG-child. acc

“I put the child to sleep.” (Schroder 2002:44)

é-ti-in-akin-1 ayon nya-béri nya-lirQ. VABENO
1.5G-CAU-give-BEN-IMV [.NOM F.SG-WOman.ACC F.SG-Spear.AcC

“I cause [someone] to give the spear to the woman.” (Schroder 2002:58)
a-ta-dap-akin-'i nya-bé'ra nya-ki'ip ki nyé-kilén.
3.5G-CAU-CUt-BEN-IMV F.SG-WOMAn.ACC F.SG-meat.acC with M.sG-knife.NOM
“He caused the woman to cut the meat with a knife.” (Schréder 2002:71)
i-dés-i nyé-kilé na-atik. VAO

3.sG-beat-IMV M.SG-man.NOM FE.PL-COW.ACC

“The man is beating the cows.” (Schréder 2002:37)

i-dés-it-aé na-acik. VS

3.pL-beat-PFV-PAS F.PL-COW.ACC

“The cows are being beaten.” (Schréder 2002:37)

ki-in-it-aé isid  pa-kilé.

3.A.1.PL.O-give-PFV-PAS We.ACC E.PL-milk.acc

“We were given milk.” (Schréder 2002:39)

ki-lim-6kin-Té-té ikés'  ipwén!.

3.4.1.pL.O-tell-BEN-1MV-PL they.NOM we.AcC

“They will tell us.” (Schroder 2002:38)

ka’-nyam-it  4yby nya-koro.

1.5G.0-eat-PFV l.ACC E.SG-hunger.NOM

“I am hungry. (Literally: ‘Hunger eats me.”)” (Schroder 2002:39)

® Schrisder (2002:37-9) interprets the initial k- as an object/ergative-pronoun; Dimmendaal interprets
the initial k- as an object pronoun.
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(8n) ké-muri-akin-it ayoy ny’d-kiro ken©.
1.sG.o-forget-DEN-PFV [.ACC M.SG-name.NOM his
“I forgot his name. (Literally: ‘His name is escaping me.")” (Schréder 2002:39)

As in Turkana, in a passive clause S behaves like O. The passive is expressed by a
suffix. The expression of an agent is not possible; therefore, according to the definition
of passives presented in chapter 1, Toposa has an agentless passive. The explanation
for the particular behavior is the same as in Turkana (see above): The passive clause
goes back to a former transitive structure VAO: In 8] the passive clause “the cows are
being beaten” goes back to the clause “he/itbeats the cows”. O of the source structure
has been reinterpreted as S of the target structure VS (thatis “cows” in 8j). The source
structure can still be seen in the case encoding (see 8j “cows” appears in the accusative)
and in cross-referencing, at least when S = first and second person. According to my
analysis of bound personal pronouns, passive constructions for first and second person
S show object agreement, since ki- in 8k refers to third person subject and first person
plural object (compare with the non-passive clause 81). With third person, A and O are
cross-referenced identically, therefore nothing is visible. This analysis of the accusative
case for S in passive clauses in Turkana is corroborated by Schroder’s analysis: Unlike
Dimmendaal, Schroder says that S occurs in the accusative (2002:8) (see 8j).

In experiencer expressions, typically denoting emotional states such as “to be
hungry”, “to be thirsty”, “to feel”, the experiencer occurs as the object, O, and not as
the subject (A or S). “I am hungry” is expressed by “hunger eats me” (see the literal
meaning in 8m). “I forgot his name” is expressed by “his name is escaping me” (see
8n). The case encoding is in accordance with the literal meaning (for 8m: “hunger”
is encoded like A and the experiencer “I” like O; for 8n: “his name” is encoded like
A and the experiencer “I” like O). It is a widespread phenomenon that experiencer
expressions appear in special structures. Toposa has chosen one which is common
in Africa and prevalent in the area where Toposa is spoken, that is to say, it is areally
motivated (see Reh 1998, Reh, Simon, & Koops 1998, and Simon & Reh 1999). The
VOA-order regularly appears in Toposa if O is a first or second person pronoun and A
is a noun (see Schroder 2002:39). In Turkana, similar constructions are referred to by
Dimmendaal as “subjectless clauses”.

The causative is expressed by a derivational prefix on the verb. The increase of
valency by one triggers a change in the syntactic structure: The subject (S or A) of the
non-causative clause appears as O in the causative clause: In 8e, S “child” is encoded
in the nominative, whereas in the corresponding causative clause in 8f “child” is
encoded in the accusative like O. The new causer fills the subject slot and is encoded
in the nominative (see “I” in 8f). Within causative constructions, it is possible to use
a further verbal derivation, so that the valency of the verb is increased by two. In 8h
the verb is derived by the causative and the benefactive: now the accusative is used
twice, for the subject of the non-causative clause (see 8h “woman”), and the causee
(8h “meat”).
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Table 4.4 Nominative and accusative case functions in Toposa

Case Function

NOM (a) Subject (S & A) after the verb
(b) Subject in copula clauses
(c) After the preposition k4 if expressing instrument

ACC (a) Citation form
by O
(c) Nominal predication
(d) Subject (S & A) before the verb
(e) After the preposition kdtéré and kd (if not expressing instrument)
(f) Peripheral participants introduced by head-marking devices
(verbal derivation)
(g) Patient (S) of passive
(h) Experiencer

(80) nya-kuj* e-yen-i daan' na  pa ny-a-yen-
r.pL-God/ acc 3.s6-know-mmv all.acc which not NgG-1.5¢-know-1mv
ayon. AVOVS
[.NOM
“God [alone] knows everything that I don’t know.” (Schréder 2002:88)

(8p) punadaani e-rwor-o nye-tau a-rina a-ya-i
these all.acc 3.5G-speak-RFL M/sG-heart.nom 1.sG-be.still 1.56-be-sG
kidiama. OVA
up/above
“My heart spoke all that while I was still up in the air.” (Schréder 2002:88)

(8q) a-ra-i nyeketatamani.
1.sG-bin-mv teacher.acc
“T'am a teacher.” (Helga Schroder, p.c.)

(8r) a-ra-i dyong nyekeétatamani.
1.sG.be-mMv .NOM teacher.acc
“Iam a teacher.” (Helga Schréder, p.c.)

In table 4.4, the functions covered by the nominative and the accusative in Toposa
are listed. The accusative has the widest range of functions. Toposa is a canonical
marked-nominative type 1 language with case expressed by tone.

4.1.4 Dhaasanac

The Lowland East Cushitic language Dhaasanac is a verb-final language, having
AQV/SV order. Tosco describes it as an accent language. He distinguishes between
“accented words”, which are, according to him, high-toned (marked by an acute
accent) and “unaccented words”, which are non-high-toned (left unmarked) (Tosco
2001:38-9). Consonant with this analysis, most nouns are unaccented (see below). It
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remains unclear why the accented noun always has high tone; yet for our purposes it
is not crucial whether Dhaasanac is a tone or an accent language.

All nouns occur in two different ways, either in the so-called “context form”, that
is, in fluent speech (Tosco 2001:65), or in the form used in isolation, that is, before
a pause, in slow speech, or in isolation. The context form can be derived from the
isolation form principally by the deletion of the terminal vowel. The latter is largely
meaningless, except for some contexts, involving for example -u for masculine and -i
for feminine nouns (T'osco 2001:65). The noun may consist of the stem plus a formative
or a suffix; the latter is a derivational element such as singulative or plural; the former
is a meaningless invariant ending.'® The term “basic form” is used by Tosco on the
one hand as an equivalent for absolutive (when opposed to subject case), and on the
other hand as an equivalent for stem (when opposed to extended noun'') (see Tosco
2001:651f. and 941F.).

S, A, and O are cross-referenced on the verb by clitic pronouns. There are two
different sets of pronouns: One set encodes S and A preverbally, and another set
encodes O postverbally. The cross-referencing subject pronouns look like shortened
versions of the independent nominative pronouns. The cross-referenced object
pronouns look like shortened versions of the independent accusative pronouns.
Interestingly, cross-reference is defective, in that first and second person singular
subject, as well as first person inclusive, and third person (singular and plural) object
are not cross-referenced.

Case is expressed by accent shift or through suffixes (Tosco 2001:93). Three
cases are distinguished: accusative, called either absolutive or basic form by Tosco,
nominative, called subject case by Tosco, and genitive. The accusative is the
morphologically unmarked form; it is identical with the so-called basic form. In the
accusative masculine, monosyllabic nouns are accented throughout, feminine nouns
are unaccented, and so are most plural forms. In addition, so-called extended nouns
(see footnote 11) are mostly unaccented (Tosco 2001:39). The nominative is derived
from accented accusative forms by lowering the accent (high tone) (Tosco 2001:94).
With non-accented (non-high-tone) accusative nouns, the nominative is only “latent”,
as Tosco calls it (2001:95). It remains unclear whether in the latter the nominative is
identical with the accusative (Tosco 2001:97).'* Genitive is expressed by a suffix et and
the high tone of the accusative is lowered, e.g. cdr “snake. ACC” cariet “snake. GEN”
(Tosco 2001:97). Many nouns, though, do not take the genitive suffix; instead, they
take the isolation form, that is, the form without loss of the terminal vowel. It is
possible that the so-called isolation form constitutes a case form of its own, namely the

1% For a complete list of all noun classes see Tosco (2001:70, table 1).

' “Extended nouns” is the term used by Tosco (2001) to refer to nouns which are either derived forms
or forms which bear a meaningless ending (a formative).

2 “‘Subject case’ is glossed with ‘SUBJ’ only when realized through lowering of the accent (high tone)
of a Basic form. It is not glossed when ‘latent’, i.e. on all unaccented (not high-toned) nouns” (Tosco
2001:95).
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Table 4.5 Case terminology in Dhaasanac

Tosco Proposed here Example “sun”
Form in isolation Oblique = basic form 2dadu
Absolutive = basic form Accusative 2dad

Subject case Nominative 2aa0

Genitive Genitive Paadiet

only unmarked form of the language. On this analysis, all remaining forms, including
the accusative, would be derived forms.

The isolation form is used in restricted contexts and with certain nouns only, such
as when a possessor is presented (see 9j & 9k). Note thar in Ik, a Kuliak language, the
situation is strikingly similar: All nouns of the language are expressed in what Tosco
would call either the isolation form or the context form. The context form can be
derived from the isolation form by the loss of final phonemes, a vowel or a consonant
plus vowel. The isolation form has remnants of occurrences, such as possessor in
possessee—possessor construction, or objects in imperative clauses. Therefore, I claim
for Tk in Ko6nig (2002) that the isolation form has the value of a case form, which I call
the oblique case (abbreviated as OBL in the glosses). If in Dhaasanac the same holds
as for Ik, an alternative analysis for case could be proposed: T'osco’s form in isolation
is the oblique case, which is identical with the basic form, the only morphologically
unmarked form of the case system. Tosco’s absolutive is not the basic form but the
accusative, derived from the oblique by vowel reduction; Tosco's subject case is the
nominative. [n table 4.5, both Tosco’s and my view are represented; the different
labels are illustrated with the Dhaasanac noun ?dad “sun”. According to my analysis,
Dhaasanac would have four cases and not three, and would be a type 2 language and
not a type 1 language.

Case is encoded only once in the noun phrase: It is only the last element of a noun
phrase that undergoes lowering when used in the nominative (see table 4.6 and
example 9i). Table 4.6 gives an overview of a few case forms in Dhaasanac. Independent
pronouns are case-inflected differently than nouns, either by suppletive stems or by
derivation. The accusative forms seem to be derived from the nominative forms by
the suffix -ni, which according to Tosco (2001:211) is found on subject pronouns of
neighboring languages such as Oromo. Note that there is no accusative form for the
third person. With regard to the pronoun-building pattern, independent pronouns do
not match the general pattern of marked-nominative languages. With the former it is
not the accusative which is the morphologically unmarked form but the nominative.
Functionally, however, independent pronouns match the general pattern of marked-
nominative languages as the accusative is used as the default form with the widest
range of functions. The irregular behavior of independent pronouns is in need of
explanation.

The accusative covers the following functions (see table 4.7): citation form (see
9a), O (9b), nominal predicates (9¢), topicalized participants (9f), focalized participants
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Table 4.6 Examples of case forms in Dhaasanac

ACC NOM Meaning

muor muor “leopard”

mda maa “man”

Pdrab larab “elephant”

gdal yab gdal yab “males (lit.: people male)”
yi yéa n

kinni ko “you (SG)”

— g “he, she, it, they”
mituni ("é) ké ~ ki “we (IN)”

piini naapi “we (EX)”

Pitini 7iti “you (PL)”

Source Tosco 2001:94-7 & 211

(9g), nouns before adpositions (9d), modified nouns (9e), and the possessee in a
possessee—possessor order (9)). If the subject is topicalized, the subject slot is filled by
the third person pronoun as a dummy; the independent noun occurs clause-initially
in the accusative case form (9f). The nominative encodes S (9d) and A (9b), but only
if not topicalized (9f), focused (9g), or modified (9¢). Dhaasanac has no passive. There
is one pragmatic construction which according to Tosco (2001:275) is an equivalent of
passive clauses, namely a clause with a topicalized left- dislocated object (9]).

Dhaasanac (Lowland East Cushitic, Afroasiatic)
(9a) muor

leopard
“Leopard” (Tosco 2001:95)
(9b) ya  muor Pargi. AOV

I.Nom leopard.acc see.pER.A "

“I saw a leopard.” (Tosco 2001:95)
(9¢c) muor ya  Pargi. OAV

leopard.acc 1.NOM see.PER.A

“I saw a leopard.” (Tosco 2001:95)

(6d) min bie gaa doti. SV
woman.NOM water.Acc in  run.per.s**
“She’® ran away from the water.” (Tosco 2001:94)

(9e) maa=ti=a daasanac. S N.PRED
man.acc=that=per Dhaasanac.acc
“That man is a Dhaasanac.” (Tosco 2001:94)

»The abbreviations A and B refer to two verb classes which behave differently with regard to inflexion
or derivation (see Tosco 2001:112).

" See the preceding foomote.

¥ According to the glosses “the woman” would be more appropriate.
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(of)

(98)

(%h)

(91)
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Table 4.7 Nominative and accusative case in Dhaasanac

Case Function

NOM (a) Subject (S & A) if not focused, topicalized, or modified
(b) Subject in copula clauses

ACC (a) Citation form
(b) O

(c) Nominal predication

(dy Subject (S & A) if focused, topicalized, modified

(e) Focused participants

(f) Topicalized participants

(g) Modified nouns

(h) Peripheral participants introduced by head-marking devices
(verbal derivation)

(i) Possessee

() Nouns after prepositions

mulor he kufi. SV
leopard.acc 3.Nom die.PER.A
“The leopard died; as for the leopard, it died.” (Tosco 2001:95)

muor=ru kufi. SV
leopard.acc=roc die.pERr.A
“The leopard died. (Answer to the question: Who died?)” (Tosco 2001:95)

61l cariet PEE POR
house.acc snake.GEN
“snake-house.” (Tosco 2001:97)

hz

gaal yab i koi
people.acc males.NOM 3.5G.VERB eat.PER.A
“The males ate.” (Tosco 2001:97)

baul kimiddi PEE POR
nest.acc bird.osL
“bird nest.” (Tosco 2001:97)

daa ?4adu  ~ ?aadiet

side.AcC sSun.oBL  Sun.GEN

“West [the side of the sun]” (Tosco 2001:254)

lokod=ci=a basau=a  fiet "¢ koppi. OAV
skin.acc=my=pEr flat.ACC=DET fire.Acc 3.NOM €at.PER.B

“The fire burned my flat hide. [My flat hide, the fire burned it.]

or: My flat hide was burned by fire.” (Tosco 2001:275)

In sum, Dhaasanac is a marked-nominative language of type 1 following Tosco’s
analysis, or type 2 following my suggestion. Functionally, the accusative is the case
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with the broadest range of occurrences and the widest range of functions; it is therefore
the functionally unmarked case. Functions such as citation, nominal predicate, object,
topicalized participants, focused parrticipants, modified nouns are covered by the
accusative. The nominative is used only to encode §, and A if neither topicalized,
focused, or modified. If, as I suggest, Dhaasanac has not three cases, namely accusative,
nominative and genitive, but four, namely accusative, nominative, and genitive plus
oblique, the language would follow type 2: If there is an oblique, this corresponds to
the “basic form” of nouns, which is the only morphologically unmarked form. All
other cases are derived forms: The accusative is derived from the oblique via vowel
loss, and the nominative is derived from the accusative via accent lowering.

4.1.5 Maale

Maale is a South Ometo language spoken in southern Ethiopia. According to Amha
(2001) the basic constituent order is verb-final (AOV/SV) (see 10a & 10b). In total,
ten cases are distinguished, mostly by suffixes, eight of them encode peripheral
participants, such as dative expressed by the suffix -m, genitive by -ko, instrument by
the suffix -na, ablative by -ppa, vocative by -¢, and three different locatives by -idda, -aa,
and -ka. The core cases, accusative (called absolutive by Amha 2001) and nominative
are sensitive to definiteness: Indefinite nouns are encoded by tone, definite nouns by
suffixes. The bare word stem represents the indefinite accusative form, which forms
the basis of all other cases, that is, for all nominative forms whether definite and
indefinite and for all indefinite peripheral cases. The indefinite nominative is derived
from the indefinite accusative form by changing the last vowel into final H. If the
indefinite accusative form ends in final L, the nominative changes it to final H (see
the “dog” column in table 4.8); if the indefinite accusative form is already final H,
there is no difference between the indefinite accusative and the indefinite nominative
form (see the “girl”column in table 4.8). The definite accusative is derived from the
indefinite accusative by the suffix -6, the definite nominative is derived from the
indefinite accusative by the suffix -4 (see the “egg”, “snake”, and “girl” columns in
table 4.8).

Maale is a split language with regard to the building pattern of case: It follows type 1
with indefinite nouns and type 2 with definite nouns. This can be seen by the fact that
with indefinite nouns the accusative is morphologically unmarked and the nominative
is morphologically marked, while with definite nouns both the accusative and the
nominative are morphologically marked.

The nominative encodes S (10b) and A (10a). The accusative is used as the citation
form of all nouns (compare second and third line in table 4.8); it encodes O (see
10a), nominal predicates (see 10b), and some IOs, though usually it is the dative that
encodes IO (see 10d). But there are instances where the accusative is used instead, in
particular with ditransitive verbs like “to feed”: The IO is encoded in the accusative
(see 10e), resulting in a structure where O and IO are encoded in the accusative. Note
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Table 4.8 Core cases in Maale

“dog” “egg” “snake” “girl’
Citation form kani builla fosfi wudird
ACCIDF, §G kani butlla foofi wudird
NOM IDF, SG kani bulla foofi wudurd
ACCDEF, SG bull-6 foo33-6 wudir-6
NOM DEE, SG bull-4 f6633-4 wudar-4
ACCDEF, G, M kan-z-i
NOM DEF, §G, F kan-6
ACC DEF.PL kan-at(t)-6-ntsi §663306-ntsi wuddrd-ntsi
NOM DEF.PL kan-at(t)-6-ntsi J66336-ntsi wuddré-ntsi
ACCIDE.PL kan-at(t)-6 wudur-atsi
NOM IDF.PL kan-at(t)-4 wuddr-atsi

Source Amha 2001

that the verb contains no derivational affix. In causative constructions, the accusative
encodes the agent and the patient (see 10f), and it also encodes the possessor in a
genitive construction (see 10g): The possessor can be expressed in two different ways.
Both constructions share the possessor-possessee order. First, possessor and possessee
are juxtaposed; no genitive marker is used. The possessor appears in the accusative
(see 10g). Second, the possessor appears in the genitive (see 10h). There is a meaning
difference between 10g and 10h: The latter implies that the rest of the body is not
short.

Maale has instances of case doubling (for a definition see chapter 1): Peripheral
cases are not suffixed to the bare word stem but to the accusative form. This can be
seen in definite nouns, where the accusative is expressed by the suffix -6 (see 10j). In
10i and 10j the same expression “roof of the house”, literally expressed as “the back of
the house”, is encoded by the two different possessive constructions, one without the
genitive (10i) and one with the genitive (10j). In the latter, the genitive is not suffixed
to the bare word stem but to the definite accusative form of the noun. The same holds
for definite dative nouns (see 10d). There are even instances of triple case marking,
having an additional ablative (10k): The ablative is suffixed to the noun which already
contains the accusative and the locative suffix. It is most likely that the double and
triple marking is a result of the following process: The core cases accusative and
nominative are hypothesized to have developed at some earlier stage. The locative
-idda (see 10k), the instrument -na (101), the genitive -ko (10h), and the dative -m (10d)
developed later, as suggested by the fact that they are attached to the accusative form:
Postpositions originating in relational nouns have been grammaticalized to case
suffixes by a genitive construction where possessee and possessor are juxtaposed. The
ablative represents the latest innovation of the same kind. Even today, Maale uses
the same kind of constructions: There is a set of so-called locative nouns (sec Amha
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2001:68) which function like postpositions. They appear in genitive construction with
their head noun, just like “back” in 10i and 10j.

Change in the basic word order does not affect the case encoding. In 10m, S occurs
in VS-order and is still encoded in the nominative. In 10n, O is placed clause-initially
in OAV-order and still occurs in the accusative.

Maale (South Ometo, West Omotic, Afroasiatic)
(10a) naa??-atsi wal-atsi baizz-é-ne.
child-M.NOM axe-M.acc lose-pPEvV-a.DCL
“The boy lost the axe.” (Amha 2001:56)
(10b) wudar-atsi mukk-é-ne.
young.girl-PL.NOM cOme-PFV-A.DCL
“Young girls came.” (Amha 2001:56)
(10¢) hayi foofi-ke.
this.M.NoM snake.acc-Be'®.a.pcL
“This is a snake.” (Amha 2001:39)
(10d) ?Mini ?ad-6-m ma?-é haazzi  keezz-é-ne.
3.M.5G.NoM father-acc-paT happen-reL.pr thing.acc tell-pFv-a.pcL
“He told something to his father.” (Amha 2001:38)
(10e) ?ind-a na??-6 ?afki muuzz-é-ne.
mother-NoM child-acc meat.acc feed-prv-a.cL
“The mother fed the child (with) meat.” (Amha 2001:207)
(10f)  ?izi 7iz6 waatsi  burk’-is-is-4-ne.
3M.SG.NOM 3E.SG.ACC Water.ACC boil-cau-cau-pFv-a.DCL
“He made her boil water.” (Amha 2001:95)
(10g) gudari  toki k’amitsi-ke.
hyena.acc foot.NoM short-BE.a.DCL
“A hyena’s leg is short.”
(10h) guduri-ko toki k’amitsi-ke.
hyena.acc-GEN foot.NOM short-BE.A.DCL
“A hyena’s leg is short.” (Amha 2001:63)
(10i) maar-6 zull-a
house-acc back-Loc
“roof of the house.” (Amha 2001:68)
(10j) maar-6-ko zull-a
house-acc-Gen back-Loc
“roof of the house.” (Amha 2001:68)

16 BE is not mentioned in the references of the author cited.
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Table 4.9 Nominartive and accusative case
functions in Maale

Case Function

NOM Subject (§ & A)

ACC (a) Citation form
® ©
(¢) Nominal predication
@ 10

(e) Possessor
(f) Basis for case doubling

(10k) maar-6-idda-ppa
house-acc-Loc-ABL
“from the house.” (Amha 2001:69)

(10l) ta lagg-atsi peek6  méacc-6-na  wolla  mukk-é-ne.
1.5G.GEN friend-M.NOM 3.L0G.GEN wife-acc-INsT together come-PFV-4.DCL
“My friend came with his wife.” (Amha 2001:62)

(10m) kumm-uwa-se ?aginn-a.
fill-1PR.NEG-N.DCL month-NoM
“Tt does not last for a month (lit.: a month does not fill).” (Amha 2001:235)

(10n1) waas’-6 tdani  laal-é-ne.
water-AcC 18G.NOM spill-PFv-A.DCL
“I spilled the water.” (Amha 2001:235)

Table 4.9 gives an overview of the case functions covered by the nominative and
accusative in Maale.

In sum, Maale is a split type 1/type 2 marked-nominative language—type 1 with
indefinite nouns and type 2 with definite nouns. The accusative has the widest range
of functions and therefore is functionally the unmarked case. The accusative is used
as the citation form, as the basis for case doubling; it encodes O, nominal predicates,
IO, and the possessor. The functions IO and possessor are not exclusively expressed
by the accusative but as an alternative to the dative and the genitive. The nominative
encodes only S and A. Word order change does not affect the encoding of the
participants.

4.1.6 Umbundu

Umbundu, spoken in southern Angola, is one of the western Bantu languages which
are suspected of having a marked-nominative system expressed by tone, where two
cases are distinguished, a nominative and an accusative. I will return to this language

in section 5.1.1.1.1.
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4.1.7 Ngangela

Ngangela is another western Bantu language spoken in southern Angola which, like
Umbundu, is suspected of having a marked-nominative system expressed by tone
with two cases, nominative and accusative; see section 5.1.1.1.2.

4.2 Accusative

How broad the range of functions of the accusative in a marked-nominative system
of a particular language can be may be illustrated with the following statement
by Hayward on Zayse (Ometo, West Omotic). Note that Hayward uses the term
absolutive instead of accusative:

[...]it would be true to say that this is the form [absolutive; CK] which occurs in every
syntactic function except that of subject.  (Hayward 1990a:242)

After having illustrated the general behavior of marked-nominative languages
by presenting three languages, namely Turkana, Toposa, Dhaasanac, and Maale,
mentioning Umbundu and Ngangela in addition, I will now make some general remarks
specifically on the profile of the status of the accusative case in marked-nominative
languages.

Table 4.10 gives a survey of the functions which may be expressed by the accusative
and by the nominative in marked-nominative languages. For the accusative it is more
of a maximum list in that it contains all the functions being covered by the accusative
according to the relevant literature; an accusative of a single language may only cover
part of the functions listed in table 4.10. I will now discuss each of these functions in
turn. The data available for some languages is far from exhaustive. If a language is not
mentioned under a certain function it may mean that this function is not covered by
the accusative or nominative, but it may also mean that there is no data available.

(a) Citation form

This function is expressed by the accusative in all marked-nominative languages
belonging to type 1. In type 2 languages, where both forms (accusative and
nominative) are derived, the citation form may differ from the accusative. Arbore,
a Cushitic language (Afroasiatic), is mainly type 1, in that the accusative is typically
the morphologically unmarked form and the nominative the morphologically marked
form, encoded either by tone or by a suffix, e.g. -¢. There are, however, a few nouns
in the language where both cases, nominative and accusative, are morphologically
non-zero. So Arbore is a language belonging mainly to type 1 but also to type 2.
With nouns of type 2, the accusative is derived from a so-called “basic form” by tone.
Among the latter, it is not the accusative but the basic form that is the form used in
citation. In 11, nouns of both types are listed: se? “cow” belongs to type 1; accordingly
the citation form is identical with the accusative form, but koré “wood” follows type 2
and therefore it is the basic form that is used in citation and not the accusative.
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Table 4.10 Accusative and nominative functions in marked-nominative languages

Function of the ACC case Language
(a) Citation form All, except for type 2 nouns in Arbore; only definite in
Haro
(b) Object function All, but only definite in Haro; only some in Umbundu; if
not modified in Dinka, Datooga,'’ Berta
(c) Nominal predicate in copula All, excepr Arbore; only definite in Haro
clauses
(d) S & A before the verb (either Maa, Datooga, Teso, Turkana, Toposa, Piri, Jur-Luwo,
topicalized or focused) Dinka, Pokot, Nandi, Sebei, Kipsigis, Datooga, Omortik,
Majang, Didinga, Murle, Tennet, Baale, Chai, Berber,
Berta
(e) Possessor Maale, Datooga, Tennet & Maa only if juxtaposed
(f) Indirect objects Arbore, Datooga (always), Umbundu, Maale (mostly

DAT, but sometimes ACC)
(g) Participants introduced by head- Tennet, Maa, Datooga, Dhaasanac, Turkana, Toposa
marking devices such as verbal
derivation (applicative, causative,

instrumental)

(h) After prepositions Datooga, Maa (3), Dinka (ne)-, Dhaasanac, Berber (only a
few languages), Umbundu (kwenda, la), Toposa (kotéré
and ka)

(i) Basis for case doubling Maale, Zayse, Wolaitta, Alaaba; K'abeena for ablative.'8
Exceptions: Genitive in K'abeena (for other cases),
Haro

(i) Parient of passive (S) Maa, Piri, Nandi, Turkana, Toposa, Suri-Chai

(k) Further participants Alaaba: time; Umbundu: locative & agents in passive
clauses

(I)  Focused participants Dhaasanac

(m) Topicalized participants Dhaasanac

(n) Possessee Dhaasanac

(o) Modified nouns Dhaasanac

Function of the NOM case Language

(@) SXA All; only after the verb in all verb-initial and verb-medial
languages, that is, with non-focused or non-topicalized
subjects; also in one verb-final language: Dhaasanac

(b) Prepositions Berber, Dinka, Maa (te)

(c) Agent of passives Dinka, Maa

(d) Basic for case doubling Berber

(e) Possessee Berber, Dinka

"7 The findings presented here for Datooga are based on KieBling 2001. They may contradict Rottland’s
results (1982). This might be due to the fact that Rottland’s database was very limited. For Datooga
examples see chapter 5 and Konig (2006).

' Genitive is used with other cases in case-doubling forms instead.
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Arbore (Omo-Tana, East Cushitic, Afroasiatic)
(11) se? “cow” = cow.acc
koré “wood” (koro “wood.acc”) (Hayward 1984)

In all other type-2 languages where case marking is not dependent on definiteness
the citation form is always identical with the accusative.

In languages where the case system is restricted to definite nouns only, the default
citation form is the caseless indefinite form (as for example in Haro; see section 4.3).
Nevertheless, the functional unmarkedness of the accusative is apparent in the fact
that definite nouns occur in the accusative as their citation form (see Woldemariam
2003:63).

(b) Object

Objects are marked in the accusative in all positions irrespective of whether expressed
after or before the verb, and irrespective of whether type 1 or 2 is involved. However,
Bantu languages such as Umbundu contradict this rule: O is encoded by the accusative
in certain positions only, in particular when placed immediately after the verb (see
5.1.1.1.1). In marked-nominative languages which have a construct case, thatis, a case
used for head nouns being modified within an NP or a relative clause, a modified
O occurs in the construct case instead. This holds for Berta (Andersen 1995), Dinka
(Andersen 2002), and Datooga (Kiefling 2001). In Datooga, a canonical marked-
nominative language with three cases distinguished by tone (nominative, accusative,
and construct case, called anti-genitival by KieBling 2001), an unmodified O occurs in
the accusative, asin 12a, butamodified O occursin the construct case instead (see 12b).

Datooga (South Nilotic, Nilo-Saharan)
(12a) gayqabar gaaréemanga bugéeda. VAO
3.pL-dig youths.Nnom grave.acc'
“The youths will dig the grave.” (KieBling 2001:8)
(12b) qwaat gatmooda haw. V O (N ADJ)
take wife.cc big.acc
“He takes the big (= first) wife.” (KieBling 2001:13)

(c) Nominal predicate in copula clauses

Nominal predicates are always encoded by the accusative, except where the language
has developed a case just covering this function. Nandi, an East Nilotic marked-
nominative language may demonstrate the typical behavior. In 13, the nominal
predicate “child” is encoded in the accusative in copula clauses.

(13) Nandi (East Nilotic, Nilo-Saharan)
kipe:t ko lackwét. S PRED.N

Kibet.acc ?? child.acc
“Kibet is a child.” (Creider & Creider 1989:125)

" Most examples of KieBling are without glosses, which are added by the present author.
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Arbore is an exception, again. Arbore has developed a copulative (called predicative
by Hayward) which is used in this function (14). The copulative encodes focused
participants and nominal predicates.

Arbore
(14)  wlafal*tto Yofd]l-a.
DEM donkey-cop

“That is a donkey.” (/?0hél/) (Hayward 1984)

(d) S & A before the verb (either topicalized or focused in cleft constructions or just in
the default word order)

This feature does not apply to verb-final languages, for obvious reasons, otherwise
they would not be case languages, as has been shown for Dhaasanac (see above in 9b,
9c, & 9d) and Maale (see 10e, 10f, & 10g). But the feature “S and A before the verb
are encoded in the accusative” applies to all verb-initial and verb-medial languages.
Feature (d) is an “irregularity” not restricted to marked-nominative languages; it
applies to all case languages (see 5.3).

(e) Possessor
Some languages have developed a genitive case to encode the possessor, but even then
it may be that there is an alternative, juxtaposed, possessive construction in which the
preceding possessee occurs in the accusative. This holds true for Maale (see example
10g) and for Tennet (see 5 above).

In Maa the possessee occurs after the genitive particle in the accusative form (see
15). The possessor after the genitive particle®’ is encoded in the accusative, as ol-ayidni
“boy” in 15, irrespective of whether the possessee is encoded.

Maa (Nilotic, Nilo-Saharan)
(15) é-ipot ol-core 1-3 [o]l-ayi6ni.
3.sG-call M.sG-friend. NOM M.PEE-M.5G.POR M.SG-boy.AcC
“The friend of the boy called him.” (Tucker & Mpaayei 1955:213)

However, there are also marked-nominative languages where the possessee occurs
in the nominative, Dinka and Berber being examples. Dinka, a West Nilotic language,
has four cases: A nominative (called oblique by Andersen 2002) marked by tone, an
accusative (zero marked),”> and rwo locatives, called allative and inessive-ablative,
marked by an overlong vowel and tone change. Andersen calls the latter “external
cases”, which encode the relationship of participants on clause level, distinguished

% Square brackets show the phonetic form.
2 Note that the genitive particle is gender- and number-inflected. It consists of two parts, where the
first part is inflected for possessee and the second for possessor.
GEN-particle: 13 M.PEE-M.SG.POR
I-€ M.PEE-ESG.POR
o3 M.PEE-PL.POR
22 Note that some nouns show no variation in nominative and accusative form.

y '“ ux
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from internal cases, which operate within complex noun phrases. All external case
inflexions are marked by non-linear tools such as root-internal change. Modified
nouns appear in what Andersen calls the “construction case” (see Andersen 2002:29).
The possessor occurs in the nominative after the preposition¢. The same preposition
is also used as a copula, but in this case the nominal predicate occurs in the accusative
(see 17). 16 and 17 are nearly identical clauses; the only difference is that in 16 “chief”
occurs in the nominative and in 17 in the accusative. The element ¢ obviously functions
as a copula in 17 and as a preposition in 16.

Dinka (West Nilotic, Nilo-Saharan)

(16) man é  ban. POR = NOM
child.cs1 prep chief.NnoM
“the chief’s child.” (Andersen 2002:15)

man ¢ bap. N.PRED = ACC
(17)  child.cs1 be chief.acc
“A child who is (going to be) a chief.” (Andersen 2002:15)

In Berber languages it is also the nominative rather than the accusative which is used
as the basic form of the genitive case. Possessors in nominal possession are marked
by the genitive case. The genitive case itself, marked by the clitic i-, is prefixed to the
nominative case form of the word and not to the accusative one. The nominative,
being the form used in possessive constructions, may be due to the fact that, in
general, nouns after prepositions occur mostly in the nominative. The genitive itself
has developed out of a definite clitic (see Aikhenvald 1992:43 & section 4.5.1.3).

(f) Indirect objects
Indirect objects® are often encoded in the accusative but, again, not if the language
has developed a dative case covering this function, as for instance in Libido (18).

Libido (Highland East Cushitic, Afroasiatic)
(18) ’‘ani  gubamaammooki keesa  yee-tte.
1s.NOM struggle.Jpv.1SG.M.NOM 2.5G.DAT $ay.CON.15-COP
“That I am struggling is for the sake of you.” (Crass & Meyer 2007:242)

It may happen that even in a language with a dative case, 1O is not always encoded
in the dative but in the accusative instead. As has been shown above, this applies to
Maale (see 10d & 10e), resulting in a structure where two participants within one
clause are encoded in the accusative without any verbal derivation or postposition.
In Arbore, where there is no grammaticalized dative case, the accusative is also taken
to encode the indirect object, once again without any further verbal derivation. The
accusative encodes the indirect object (10) and the direct object (O) with ditransitive
verbs. Both orders O IO V or IO O V are possible (as exemplified in 19 and 20). The

 F¥or a definition see chapter 1.
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indirect object is really encoded by the accusative and not by the basic form, which
can be seen in nouns which have a different basic form. In 21, the indirect object is
encoded as gfa?a]r-te, the accusative form of “old woman”, and not the basic form,
which would be g[ara]r-té.

Arbore

(19) ?i-i bice naag  s[ifii]s-e. SN (ORY
Pvs-1s water.acc boy.acc give.1.5G -PER
“I gave water to the boy.” (Hayward 1984:111)

(20) naag Dbice [t siss-e. IOV
boy.acc water.ACC PVS.2.5G give.2.SG-PER
“You gave water to the boy.” (Hayward 1984:159)

(21) gla?alr-te dafar-a-i s(ifii]s-a. 10 COPV
old.woman-r.acc cloth-cop-1.5G give.1.5G-PER
“It’s clothes that I'll give to the old woman.” (Hayward 1984:159)

The same holds for Datooga: [Os are always encoded in the accusative (see 22).

Datooga
(22) qoodaw paawuuda gudéeda. V AIO
give cat.NoM  dog.acc
“The cat gave it to the dog.” (Kielling 2001:7)

Other languages, such as Tennet or Maa, do not have three-place verbs. They
always use the head-marking device, an applicative, whereby the semantic concept
corresponding to IO in other languages is encoded in the accusative, as has been

shown above.

(g) Participants introduced by head-marking devices such as verbal derivation
(applicative, causative, instrumental)

Some marked-nominative languages encode the participant introduced by a

verbal derivation always in the accusative. This applies in particular to Tennet (see

above), Maa, Datooga, and Nandi. In 23, the beneficiary “the child” is encoded in

the accusative. The verb has a suffix - “cut”, which looks like a verbal derivation,*

so that the dependent participant introduced by verbal derivation is encoded in the

accusative.

Nandi
(23) ki-ka:c kipe:t lackweé:t ce:ka.
pasT-give-cut Kibet.Nowm child.acc milk.acc
“Kibet gave the child milk.” (Creider & Creider 1989:124)

i Unfortunately the author does not provide further information on the kind of derivation expressed

by suffix -1,
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In Maa, the beneficiary “father” occurs in the accusative (see 24). It is introduced
by the verbal applicative suffix -6ki (with the allomorphs -aks, -oki in the imperfective
and -aka, -oko in the perfective). In 25, the instrumental participant “knife” is encoded
in the accusative; it is introduced by the verbal instrumental derivation, marked by
the suffix -ié.

Maa
(24) a-bdl-6ki papa 3l-béne.
1.sG-open-apL father.acc M.sG-basket.acc
“I open the basket for father.” (Tucker & Mpaayei 1955:129)

(25) a-dap-ié enk-além.
1.5G-cut-INST E.sG-knife.acc
“I cut it with a knife.” (Tucker & Mpaayei 1955:142)

In Datooga, the participant encoded by the head-marking device of verbal derivation
always appears in the accusative (see 26a for the instrumental suffix -an (or -a), and 26b
for the recipient/ goal suffix -s).

(26a) gaft-a ballaanda gaacéeda darawéeta. V AINST O
shoot-INST boy.NOM arrow.acc swala.acc
“The boy shoots the swala® with an arrow.” (KieBling 2001:20)
(26b) gagwal-s-4 gisamjanga muranéeda daga. V ABEN QO
select-coaL-? Gisamjanga warrior.acc cattle.acc
“The Gisamjanga selected cattle for the warrior [...]” (KieBling 2001:20)

(i) Case doubling?®

As mentioned above, Maale has ten different cases; some are suffixed to the accusative
form. Case doubling occurs with all eight peripheral cases. The accusative is always
the basic form for peripheral cases such as the genitive (10h), dative (10d), instrumental
(10D), and the three locatives. Some case forms, like the ablative (10k), are even triple-
marked in Maale; again, the basis is the accusative.

There is evidence to argue that in Zayse (Ometo, West Omotic) the accusative is
also the basis for case doubling. Hayward presents a slightly different interpretation.
He prefers the term “postpositions” for the suffixes which encode peripheral cases and
which are attached to the accusative form (Hayward 1990a:255). This construction
looks similar to the construction described as case doubling in neighboring languages
by other authors (see Haro by Woldemariam 2003, section 4.3). In Wolaitta (North
Ometo, West Omotic) and Alaaba (Highland East Cushitic) there is also case doubling,
and the accusative is always the basis for the case doubling forms (Azeb Ambha, p.c.
and Gertrud Schneider-Blum, p.c.). In other marked-nominative languages, however,

 Probably an antelope species (CK). %6 For a definition see chapter 1.
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the genitive is the basis for case doubling. These are in particular, to some extent,
K’abeena (Highland East Cushitic) and the Omotic language Haro (see section 4.3).

(j) Subjects in passive(-like) constructions are encoded by the accusative

Some of the languages show a full-fledged passive, such as Maa; others an agentless
passive, like Toposa; others again have no formal marker on the verb, like Nandi,
and therefore show only a passive-like construction.”” In most marked-nominative
languages, S in passive constructions is, as expected, encoded in the nominative like A
and not like O, as 27 from Maale may illustrate.

Maale

(27) Mz Joofi-na da?-int-é-ne.
3M.5G.NOM snake.ACC-INST bite-PAs-PFV-A.DCL
“He is bitten by a snake.” (Amha 2001:39)

However, as has been shown above, there are other marked-nominative languages
which encode § in passive(-like) clauses like O. Passive in Maa, a Nilotic marked-
nominative language, is expressed by a suffix -/. According to the definition of passives
given in chapter 1, Maa is on the verge of having full-fledged passive, but mostly it is
used as an agentless passive.?® Surprisingly, S, the only independent core participant,
is encoded in the accusative in passive clauses, such as Sironkd in 28a, n-kaji “house”
in 28d, and [ijnk-ishu “cow” in 28e. The syntactic status of the only independent core
participant is complex. It includes features of O and of S. This is in need of explanation.
The O features are due to the source of the passive structure, the § features are due
to the target passive meaning. The particular behavior of the passive in Maa and its
origin has already been discussed by Greenberg (1959).

The only independent core participant in passive clauses shows the following O
features of a transitive clause:

(1) Verbal agreement

As Heine and Claudi (1986:79-84) convincingly show, the passive suffix -/ goes
back to a third person plural pronoun "ki, i.e. PAS 1 < "ki 3.PL. Literally, the passive
construction as in 28a originated in the structure “They praise Sironka”,

Maa*
(28a) (M) é-fsis- Sirénka.
3.pL.A-praise-pas Sironka.acc
“Sironka is praised. (Lit.: They praise Sironka.)”
(Tucker & Mpaayei 1955:175)

*” Por a definition, see chapter 1. Note that the label “passive” is used here in a loose sense as a cover
term to make the different constructions in the variant languages comparable. Whether in a particular
language the construction should really be called passive or not is not substantial to the analysis presented
here.

28 Al four features are fulfilled in Maa.

# Maa consists of different closely related dialects. Examples presented here are from Maasai (M) and
Samburu (8).
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(28b) (S) k-4a-ipot-o-ki.
k-3.pL.a.10-call-Prv-PAS
“I have been called.” (Heine & Claudi 1986:80)
(28c) (S) aa-puonunu-i aa-ipuraa.
3.pL.A.10-come.PL-PAS INEPL-look
“T'll come to be seen.” (Heine & Claudi 1986:80)
(28d) (S) k-&jmy-1 n-kaji, n-kera-f. V S PP (Agent)
k-3.pL.a-enter-pas r-house. acc r-child.sG-NoM
“The house will be entered by the child.” (Heine & Claudi 1986:80)
(28¢) (M) e-rik-i [ilnk-ishu aainei [1)l-murran. V S PP (Agent)
3.pL.A-lead-PAS F.PL-COW.ACC 1.SG.E.PL.POSS M.PL-Warri€r.NOM
“My cows will be Jed by the young men.” (Tucker & Mpaayei 1955:81)

The verb still shows traces of the source construction in various ways: First, the
subject is cross-referenced as an object (O) and not as a subject (S & A). This can be
seen in cases where the subject refers to first or second person. Maa has complex
portmanteau pronouns prefixed to the verb which cross-reference both subject (S & A)
and object (O). In 28b, the subject refers to first person singular. The pronoun used
on the verb, however, encodes third person subject (S or A) and first person object.
Second, Maa has some suppletive verbs sensitive to number agreement. In passive
constructions, it is always the plural form which is used even if the subject has singular
reference (28c¢).

(2) Case marking

The only independent core participant occurs in the accusative, that is, the case of O
in the original construction. The only independent core participant in passive clauses
shows the following S features of an intransitive passive clause:

(a) Meaning
The clause gets a passive meaning.

(b) Syntactic structure
The clause consists of a verb and one independent core participant, which by
default is interpreted as a VS structure. The construction allows only one core
participant even if the verb is transitive (only VS-structure, no VAO-structure)
(see 28a).

(¢) Semantic
As in other passive clauses, S expresses the patient role.

(d) Expression of the agent
As in other passive clauses, the agent, if expressed ar all, has to appear as a
peripheral participant placed after S. With regard to the expression of the agent,
the picture is not consistent. According to Heine and Claudi (1986:79-84), only
some speakers allow the notion of an agent, others do not. If the agent can be
expressed it always occurs consistently in the nominative (see 28d-e). In 28d, S
(the patient “house”) is encoded in the accusative and the agent “by the child”



166 Case in Africa

(as a peripheral participant) is encoded in the nominative. According to Heine
and Claudi (1986:79-84), the agent in passive clauses is pronounced with a small
preceding pause and agents are not allowed to be placed before subjects. The
preceding pause may be a trace of the structure by which the agent was initially
introduced into passive clauses: either as a kind of afterthought, or originally
introduced by the preposition te, which always takes nouns in the nominative.

In sum, synchronically the passive clause still reflects features ofits original structure;
it also shows features which are typical for passive clauses. As case is among the features
belonging to the original structure it is not the nominative but the accusative in which
S appears in passive clauses. Other Nilotic languages show similar constructions
which in the literature are referred to under various labels such as impersonal active
(e.g. by Dimmendaal 1983a for Turkana) or demoted subject (e.g. by Andersen
2002:15 for Dinka). The passive construction is a hybrid: The patient is promoted, but
not to the extent that it contains all properties of S found elsewhere. Alternatively,
one could argue that constructions like 28 are not passives but subjectless clauses.
Whatever position one favors the construction remains complex. For our purpose it
is of importance that in constructions of this kind the only core participant occurs in
the accusative and not in the nominative. This also holds for the passive constructions
mentioned for Turkana. As the constructions are similar but not identical, I will refer
to them under the label passive-like constructions.”

In addition to Maa (see 28a—¢) and Turkana (see 7j & 7k), Dinka, Piri, and Nandi
also belong to this group. In the passive-like construction of Nandi, S, the patient, is
encoded like an object in the accusative case (see 29). S (“the door”) appears in the
passive clause of 29 in the same shape as O in 30, the corresponding active clause.

Nandi
(29) ki-ya:t-éy kurké:t.
1p*'-open-1pv(3) door.acc
“The door is being opened.” (Creider & Creider 1989:126)

(30) ki-ya:it-é kurké:t.
1p-open-1pv(non-3*%) door.acc
“We are opening the door.” (Creider & Creider 1989:126)

The same is true for Pdri, a split ergative language, which either shows an ergative
or a marked-nominative pattern. Active clauses follow a marked-nominative pattern
to encode § in the unmarked accusative case in a corresponding passive clause (see 31
& 32).

In 31, A occurs in the nominative case form, in the corresponding passive clause of
32; S has to appear in the unmarked accusative form.

*® For a definition see chapter 1.
*' ]t remains unclear whether this form really refers to “1p”, that is, to the first person plural.
*2 But not in the third person.
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Piri (West Nilotic, Nilo-Saharan)

(31) rigd n-a-thdal-lf dhaag-¢-4, [...] OV O,, A-NOM
meat.AcC when-pas-cook-3.5¢ woman-NoM>>-CoNT
“When the meat was cooked by the woman, [...]" 34 (Andersen 2000:79)
[Syntactic structure: When the woman cooked the meat.]

(32) n-a-thaal riné-a”’,[...] VS
when-pra-cook.pas meat.ACC-CONT
“When the meat was cooked, [...]" (Andersen 2000:78)

And the same applies to Chai,” a Surmic marked-nominative language. Last and
Lucassen describe the mixed behavior of the passive construction for the Suri dialect
in the following way:

The logical object, which becomes the grammatical subject in passive constructions in
other languages, remains the grammatical object in Chai, as the object agreement suffixes
are similar to the object suffixes used in active forms. The verb agrees with the Agent
in number and person. The agent normally is not explicitly specified elsewhere in the
sentence. (Last & Lucassen 1998:387)

In passive clauses S is treated like O with regard to verbal agreement (see 33), and
with regard to the case marking: S appears in the accusative case (see 34, an example
taken from a further dialect of Chai, called Tirmaga).

Suri-Chai (South-East, Surmic, Nilo-Saharan)
(33) ku-cok-t-a-p.

pas-chase-t-?-1.5G.0

“Iam chased.” (Last & Lucassen 1998:387)

Tirmaga-Chai (Surmic, Nilo-Saharan)

(34) ka-basay zZugo-a bu-6 mera poo6nu hslsy hay.
pas-scatter.Ipv people.acc-REL’® big-ReL be.many-Rrer there freely just
“...and many people were scattered there for no reason.” (Bryant 2001)

To summarize: The accusative shows the following profile: Function (b), the
encoding of O, is always present; functions (a), citation form, and (c), nominal predicate
in copula clauses, mostly, except for some type-2 languages and languages with case
systems restricted to definite nouns. Function (d), S & A before the verb, is found in

3% Note that the nominative is called ergative by Andersen, as the same suffix functions as an ergative
and a marked-nominative case suffix, respectively. In order to be easier to understand, I changed the
glosses here to nominative. The clauses presented in 31 and 32 belong to the so-called verb-initial clauses
which follow a marked-nominative pattern; see section 3.1.1.1.

% Note that Andersen translates the active clause like a passive one.

*% Chai has the dialects Suri and Tirmaga; the two are closely related.

* Glosses are changed by me in order to be consistent; REL = relator, copula-like element; NREL =
non-specific relator.
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Table 4.11 Case inflexions in the determiners of Sidamo

ACC M -ha NOM M -hu

F -ta (also -te) F -tu (also -te)

Source Tucker and Bryan 1966:514 & 517

all languages having a basic verb-initial or verb-medial constituent order. In languages
with a basic verb-initial order, the fronted S and A are either topicalized or focused.
Functions (e), possessor, (f), IO, (g), participants introduced by head-marking devices,
and (h), after prepositions, apply to varying degrees. The general pattern of participant
marking seems to be that dependent nouns (such as possessor, after prepositions,
after being marked by verbal derivation) are encoded in the accusative form, even if
in a particular language some dependent nouns occur in the nominative as well. In
Maa there are two prepositions, one (t€) taking the nominative and the other (3) the
accusative. Functions (i), basis of case doubling, (j), patient of passive, and (k), further
participants, are rarcly found; as has been shown above, (i) applies to Maale, Zayse,
Wolaitta, Alaaba and partly to K'abeena (all of which are Afroasiatic languages); (j)
applies to Maa and furthermore to Piri, Nandi, and Turkana (all Nilotic languages);
(k) applies to Alaaba and Umbundu only.

4.3 Type 2

As defined in section 1.1, type 2 languages are languages where all case forms used to
encode the core participants A, S, and O are derived forms; there is no morphologically
unmarked, zero form. In type 2 marked-nominative languages, both the accusative
and the nominative are derived forms, as opposed to type 1 marked-nominative
languages, where only the nominative is derived whereas the accusative is the basic
form. Only a minority of the marked-nominative languages belong to type 2, namely
seventeen of the sixty-four’” languages studied. Out of these seventeen, four are only
partly type 2, in that some nouns in the language follow type 1 and others type 2.
There is a concentration of type 2 languages within Highland East Cushitic and North
Omotic, all being Afroasiatic languages.

Sidamo
Tucker and Bryan (1966) list the following case endings for Sidamo (East-Highland,
Cushitic, Afroasiatic): Accusative is zero, nominative either suffix -1 or -u, genitive
also either suffix -i or -u. Among the determiners, a suffix distinguishes two cases in
accordance with type 2; see table 4.11.

One could argue that the determiners follow type 2.

*7 For a complete list, see map 4.3 and Appendix IL.
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Table 4.12 Case marking in K'abeena

Instrumental
Comirative
Noun Accusative Nominative Genitive Dative Locative Ablative
2M a, aa, ee, i, 0,00,u Y 00 ee, i, 0 VVh  vvn Vvec
2F €0 iu €, 0 vve vvn! Vved
4F at®, aat’, eet?, i}, ut® at', aat, eet’, it', ut' a, aa,ee,e,0 VVE A% VVed

Source Crass 2005:89

K’abeena
According to Crass (2005), seven different cases are distinguished in K'abeena.
Case marking follows complex rules. Nouns fall into thirteen different classes. Case
encoding is sensitive to gender, number, and the number of morphemes making up
the word stem. Two genders are distinguished, feminine and masculine. Gender and
case are distinguished by final vowels. The accusative is encoded by different suffixes,
depending on the gender. The nominative is expressed either by vowel shift, pitch
accent shift, or zero. Table 4.12 gives an overview of a few case endings (raised symbols
stand for voiceless vowels); for a complete list see Crass (2005:89). Morphologically,
cases are divided into two subclasses: Case marking in the accusative, nominative,
and genitive are all derived directly from the word stem. The dative, instrumental,
locative, and ablative are derived from either the accusative or the genitive form, the
Jatter two via case doubling.

Functionally, the nominative covers S and A (as in 35) and the accusative is used
in citation, covering O (as in 35), nominal predicates (see 36), and S in impersonal
constructions (see 37).

K'abeena (East Highland, Cushitic, Afroasiatic)
(35) faangoo lalu ‘aa'iyo'.
thief.NoM cow.acc take.PFV.3.5G.F/3.PL
“Thieves have stolen the cow/the cows.” (Crass 2005:65)*

(36) 'is* haakime-h.
3.8G.M dOCtOr.ACC-COP.M
“He is a doctor.” (Crass 2005:97)

(37) 'eedisi zabboon' hureennu-ba.
aids.acc medicine.INST heal.IPE.IMP-NEG
“AIDS is not curable with medicine.” (Crass 2005:102)

% Original examples are in German. For readability, examples are translated into English by the present
author. The original glosses have been adapted to the present conventions for easier access.




170 Case in Africa

Table 4.13 Determiners in K'abeena

Demonstrative
Morphological status determiner Head noun
Derived, e.g. ti NOM NOM
Zero marked, e.g. ta ACC ACC, DAT, GEN, ABL, = all other environments

LOC, INST

Source Crass 2005:1181f.

Nominal modifiers show a defective case inflexion. As table 4.13 illustrates,
demonstratives occur in two different forms, one being morphologically marked
and the other unmarked. The morphologically marked form is used when the head
noun occurs in the nominative. In all other environments, the morphologically
unmarked form is used. There is reason to argue that the morphologically marked
form corresponds to the nominative (see 38c) and the morphologically unmarked
form to the accusative (see 38a). The latter has the status of a default form. In 38b, the
accusative form is used with its head being in the genitive.

(38a) ta k'ank'ut® hi'riyoon-s*.
peM.F.AcCc medicine.for.tapeworm.eacc buy.pev.1.56-3.5G.F
“This medicine for tapeworm, I have bought (it).” (Crass 2005:119)

(38b) ta c'aa c''lic! hulbu hulbu yitaa.
DEM.FE.ACC girl.GEN bottom.NoM constantly. waggle.with.one’s.bottom.IPF.35G.F.
“The bottom of this girl is constantly waggling.” (Crass 2005:119)

(38¢c) d 'adancut' Zumaa 'adafaff ‘affi jtta'.
DEM.F.NOM cat.NOM rat.Acc lie.in.ambush.coN.3.sG.F catch.coN.3.sG eat.IPF.3.5G.F
“This cat lies in wait for rats, catches and eats them.” (Crass 2003)

As table 4.14 illustrates, adjectives occur in up to three different forms: One is
morphologically unmarked and two are morphologically marked. The morphologically
unmarked form modifies head nouns in the accusative. One of the morphologically
marked forms (called “marked form 2” by Crass) modifies masculine nominative
heads only, while in all other environments the marked form 1 is used.

The case system is suggestive of the following generalizations: If K'abeena has a
morphologically unmarked form then it is the accusative. There are traces where the
accusative is functionally the most unmarked: First, the accusative of the determiner
is used as the default case (see table 4.13). Second, the accusative is the basis for the
ablative case. Third, the accusative has the widest range of applications: It encodes O,
nominal predicates, and is used as the citation form. Burt the accusative is not the only
case which is a candidate for being used in a wider range of functions as mentioned
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Table 4.14 Adjectives in K'abeena

Example
Morphological status  Adjectives Head noun roora “big, much”
Derived (called NOM.M NOM.M roor"
marked form 2)
Zero marked ACC ACC roora
Derived (called NOM.F, DAT, GEN, NOM.F, DAT, GEN, roo?”
marked form 1) ABL, LOC, INST ABL, LOC, INST

= all other environments

Source Crass 2005:2001F.

earlier; the genitive is also used as the basis for case doubling. The fact that gender
and case marking are interwoven might have led to a situation where no case form in
K’abeena is morphologically unmarked.

Alaaba
Alaaba, another Highland East Cushitic language, shows a similar behavior as K'abeena

with regard to case. Eight cases are distinguished according to Schneider-Blum (2006),
namely accusative, nominative, genitive, dative, ablative, locative, instrumental, and
similative. Italsoisamarked-nominativelanguage oftype 2: There isno morphologically
unmarked case form; both cases, nominative and the accusative, are morphologically
derived forms. Case marking is interwoven with gender marking. There are two
genders: masculine and feminine. Case is encoded by accent shift, vowel devoicing, and
suffixes. According to Schneider-Blum (2006:852), with feminine nouns the accusative
is marked by the suffix ending -(t)a plus the accent on the penultimate syllable, the
nominative by changing the ending to -t(i) (the accent remains). With masculine
nouns ending in a long stressed vowel, the accusative is marked by shortening the
final vowel to a short stressed vowel; final -da, -ée, -do, for example, are changed to -d,
-6, -6. Masculine nouns ending in a short vowel show no difference in the basic form or
in the accusative. The nominative is marked by changing the word-final short stressed
vowel to a devoiced u. The accusative is used as the citation form (see 39), encodes O
(40), nominal predicates (42) and, in contrast to K'abeena, also time participants (43).
The nominative encodes S (41) and A (40). As in K'abeena, cases are divided into two
subclasses: The first class consists of the accusative, the nominative, and the genitive,
which are all derived from the word stem. All other cases, such as dative, ablative,
locative, instrumental, and similative, belong to the second class. They are derived
from the accusative—thus being instances of case doubling.

Alaaba (East Highland, Cushitic, Afroasiatic)
(39) mini

house.acc

“house.” (Schneider-Blum 2003)
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(40) manc(u) ka eloo albaa'l-isée. AOV
man.s.M.NOM DEMlacc hole.acc be.wide-cau-3s.M.prv2
“The man enlarged this hole.” (Schneider-Blum 2003)

(41) hiku manc(u) orr60'-y(0). SV
DEM.2.NOM IMan.sG.M.NOM leave-3.5G.M.PFV
“That man left.” (Schneider-Blum 2003)

(42) tiin(i) mancootaan(i). S N.PRED
DEM. 1.E.5G.NOM WOmMman.sG.F.ACC.CL.SG.E.L/1
“This is a woman.” (Schneider-Blum 2003)

(43) sasiic(i) shoolt iill(a) ameet-dam(i). Time S
three.aBL four.acc until come-15G.1PF
“I'll come by three to four (o’clock).” (Schneider-Blum 2003)

Nominal modifiers always show a reduced pattern of case inflexions. One set of
dependent demonstratives occurs in three case forms only, namely accusative,
nominative, and another form which is used for all remaining cases. The first person
feminine singular demonstrative meaning “near” belongs to this set. It occurs with
the forms ta for accusative, ti for nominative, and tan elsewhere. Even more than in
K’'abeena, the accusative is the case which is functionally the least marked. This can
be seen in the functional range covered by the accusative: In addition to the typical
functions O, nominal predicate and the citation form, it also expresses a peripheral
participant, namely time, and it forms the basis for case doubling. The genetically closely
related language Kambaata, also Highland East Cushitic, shows a similar behavior
with regard to case as Alaaba and K’abeena. Again, case marking is interwoven with
gender marking in Kambaata. Here again, nominative and accusative are both derived
forms (Treis 2006). In a similar fashion, Libido®® (Cushitic, East Highland) belongs to
type 2 as well, also encoding case by means of suffixes (Joachim Crass, p.c.).

Haro

Haro, an Omotic language, is a marked-nominative language according to
Woldemariam (2003). Case is encoded by suffixes. In total, ten cases are distinguished.
The core cases nominative, accusative, and genitive are only distinguished by suffixes
with definite nouns; indefinite nouns show no case distinction with these three
cases. All remaining cases are distinguished with definite and indefinite nouns. The
nominative is marked by the suffix -i, the accusative either by the suffix -4 (masculine,
plural) or -o (feminine, singular) (called absolutive by Woldemariam), and the genitive
suffix is -i. Seven further cases, which all encode peripheral participants are always
used irrespective of whether the noun is definite or indefinite. These are dative,
instrumental, locative, ablative, directive, comitative and vocative. The accusative

% Formerly known under the name Mariqo, the Amharic name for the people. Libido is the name by
which the people designate themselves.
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covers the direct object, O (see 44a). As indefinite forms show no case distinction, the
citation form is not the accusative but the indefinite form. Nominal predicates, when
definite, are encoded in the accusative (see 44c). In this respect, Haro behaves like a
typical marked-nominative language.

Haro® (East Ometo, West Omotic, Afroasiatic)

(44a) s garma-z-a ?i-wod-in-e.
she-NoM lion-M.pDEF-M.ACC 3.EsG-kill-pa-a.DEC
“She killed the lion.”

(44b) s garma-t-o ?-wod-in-e.

she-noM lion-E.DEF-F.AcC 3.F.5G-kill-pa-A.DEC
“She killed the lioness.” (Woldemariam 2003:64)

(44c) yér garma-z-a-kko.
that-NOM lion-M.DEF-M.ACC-FOC
“That is the lion.” (Woldemariam 2003:64)

(44d) gaarma-z-i dey$34-z-a-kko ?é-m-in-e.
lion-M.DEF-NOM goat-M.DEF-M.ACC-FOC 3MS-eat-PA-A.DEC
“The lion ate the goat.” (Woldemariam 2003:65)

(44e) Saatd-z-i maact-idé-z-a 2 ¢'a%-in-e.
bOy-M.DEF-NOM woOman-PL-M.DEF-M.ACC 3.M.5G insult-pa-a.DEC
“The boy has insulted the women.”

The nominative shows no sensitivity to gender. It is always marked by the suffix -i
(see 44b 8 d). All plural nouns take the masculine accusative suffix -a, even if feminine
(see 44e “women”). The nominative and the genitive are encoded by the same suffix,
namely -i (see Woldemariam 2003:67). Woldemariam considers this similarity to be
accidental:

The Nominative and Genitive cases involve the same morphological marking as against
the Absolutive. The formal similarity between the Nominative and Genitive is considered
as a mere historical coincidence or homonymy since functionally there may not be much
that can be said about the closeness between the Nominative and the Genitive.

(Woldemariam 2003:61)

There is case doubling in Haro. All seven peripheral cases listed above are added
to the noun bearing a case suffix -i. Considering the homophony of genitive and
nominative, the question arises whether this suffix -i is principally the nominative or
the genitive. According to Woldemariam, it has the status of the genitive and not of
the nominative (see Woldemariam 2003:61). Her main argument is based on genetic
comparison. In genetically related languages, the genitive is also used as the basis for
case doubling, such as K’abeena (Crass 2003) and Wolaitta (Amha forthc.); thus, the

40 As mentioned above, Woldemariam uses the term absolutive instead of accusative. In order to be
consistent, the original glosses have been changed.
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noun “lion” appears as garmd when indefinite for S, A, O and as the citation form. The
accusative masculine definite form of “lion” is garm-z-a (see 44a), with -z- encoding
masculine definite, and -2 masculine accusative. The corresponding feminine form is
garmd-t-o with -t being feminine definite, and -o feminine accusative (see 44a & 44b).
Nevertheless, as also mentioned by Woldemariam (loc. cit.), there are other Ometo
languages which take the accusative as the basis for case doubling, such as Maale
(Amha 2001, see above) and Zayse (Hayward 1990a).

Unlike type 1 languages, the morphologically unmarked form in Haro presents the
indefinite form of the noun, which is “caseless”. The latter form is used as the equivalent
of the definite case forms nominative, accusative, and genitive. Definiteness and
case are both marked by separate suffixes which follow the noun stem. Nominative,
accusative, and genitive case forms are built in the following way:

Noun — DEF — CASE

All remaining cases involve case doubling, where case is suffixed to the noun in the
genitive case form. All nouns bear case irrespective of whether they are definite or
indefinite. Case doubling is built in the following way:

Noun-(DEF)-GEN-CASE

The encoding pattern type 2 came into existence in Haro in a slightly different way than
in the languages of this type discussed so far. As in the other type 2 languages, case and
gender are interwoven. With definite nouns, gender is marked twice on each noun:
The definite suffixes and the case suffixes are both gender-sensitive. Nevertheless,
unlike in many other type 2 languages, this interwovenness does not lead to an
encoding pattern following type 2 in Haro, which is due to a different source: Haro
has a split marked-nominative system which is neutralized with indefinite nouns.
The fact that with indefinite nouns case is neutralized results in a situation where the
morphologically unmarked form is taken to encode indefinite nouns.

Beja

The data for Beja (North Cushitic, Afroasiatic) are not entirely clear. Earlier authors
emphasized the somewhat confusing situation of case in Beja:

Beja has case. But Beja speakers don’t seem to care about case, and often the vowel
differences between case markers are neutralized phonologically. Starting in the 1880s
with Almkvist, linguists have complained about the apparent nonchalance of Beja speakers
regarding case marking. We would argue that Beja can afford to be “careless” about case
because it is a head marking language. (Wedekind & Wedekind 2002:3—4)

Beja has a defective case system, following type 1 with regard to nouns and type 2 with
regard to determiners. Case is hardly seen on nouns, case and gender are interwoven
(see table 4.15). Instead, case is seen on a preceding qualifier which is case-inflected (see
table 4.16). Case is defective for all nouns in the feminine gender and for nouns ending

P Y
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Table 4.15 Case inflexions in Beja* on nouns

Case Gender Marker

NOM M Zero
F -t Zero

ACC M -b after a vowel, otherwise zero
F -t Zero

GEN M -I after a consonant, -y after a vowel Pl. -¢
F -t -1 Pl -¢

Source Tucker and Bryan 1966:514

Table 4.16 Case inflexions in Beja with determiners

Determinative Noun

Case Gender  Singular Plural Singular Plural
NOM (ABS) M (w)uu- 'u:- (yaa-  ‘a:-

F t-uu- tu:- t-aa- ta:-

\ ‘ zero suffix (absolute form)

ACC M (w)oo- o0:- (y)ee e:-

F t-00- to:- t-ee- te:-
GEN M (w)oo- 'o:- (y)ee 'e:- -ior -y} -¢ Genitive

F t-00- to:- t-ee- te:- -ti -te Form

Source Tucker and Bryan 1966:516
Note After the determiner, nouns appear in the nominative

in a consonant in the masculine gender (see table 4.15). “Defective” means that there is
no distinction between nominative and accusative. On the basis of the morphological
behavior of the nouns, Beja is a defective nominative-accusative language following
type 1, as morphologically the nominative is unmarked and the accusative is marked
(with a few masculine nouns ending on a vowel).

With a preceding qualifier the noun has to appear in the morphologically unmarked
form, which is the nominative, showing no gender or case ending. As table 4.16
illustrates, the accusative and the nominative are morphologically marked with
determiners. According to Martine Vanhove (p.c.) the homophonous forms of the
accusative and the genitive are a feature of the Bishari dialect, which was Reinisch’s
source (and since Tucker and Bryan took Reinisch as their source it was also their
source). Other dialects of Beja, however, have different forms for the determiners
in the accusative and genitive, such as NOM (tuu-, ACC (t)oo-, GEN (t)i- (for certain

4t Called Bedauye by Tucker and Bryan, see also Castellino (1978:32). Tucker and Bryan interpret the
suffix -t as part of the case inflexion; it should, however, rather be interpreted as the feminine gender
(Martine Vanhove p.c.).
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types of nouns only). An example is 0o-gaw “the house (ACC)”, i-gaw-i yaf “the house
door” (lit. the+GEN-house-GEN mouth).

Functionally, the case system follows a marked-nominative pattern. According to
Reinisch, the accusative is used as the citation form (see Reinisch 1893:44*); it encodes
nominal predicates (Reinisch 1893:83*), O and 10 (Reinisch 1893:67*). Beja is a split
marked-nominative language of type S1. It either follows a marked-nominative
pattern or shows no distinction at all. On nouns, the split is triggered by gender and
phonology; only some masculine nouns show a case distinction between nominative
and accusative. Beja is, to my knowledge, the only example of a mixed-case system
following a nominative-accusative system with regard to morphology but a marked-
nominative system with regard to function, being type 1 with nouns and type 2 with
determiners.

Split type 2 languages

In addition, there are languages belonging partly to type 2: Arbore, Maale, and
Wolaitta. As indicared above, in Arbore only few nouns have a basic form which differs
ronally from the accusative. With these nouns, the accusative and the nominative
are morphologically derived forms. As mentioned above on Maale, all definite nouns
belong to type 2, in that accusative and nominative are both encoded by suffixes.
Indefinite nouns, however, all behave according to type 1.

In Wolaitta (North Ometo, West Omotic), indefinite nouns follow type 1 with a
morphologically unmarked accusative and a morphologically marked nominative,
either encoded by vowel length, suffix, or high tone. There are a few exceptional nouns
ending in a vowel -¢ where the nominative is also zero-marked. Yet, definite nouns
follow type 2 in that both case forms, nominative and accusative, are morphologically
marked forms. Case is marked by portmanteau morphemes which encode gender,
definiteness, and case. Gender is only encoded with definite nouns (Azeb Ambha,

p.c.).

4.4 An alternative analysis?

Taking into account, first, that marked-nominative systems from a crosslinguistic point
of view are such a rare phenomenon, second, that marked-nominative systems often
encode case by a technique which is not found in other case languages, namely by
tone, and third, that the range of functions covered by the morphologically unmarked
form, the accusative, is so wide, being nearly unlimited, the question arises whether
we are really dealing with case systems—in other words: What is the status of the

> “Wenn man einen Bedawi nach irgend einen nennwort fragt, so gibt er dasselbe stets in der
objectsform an” (Reinisch 1893:44),

** “Genau so verfihrt das Bedauye, wenn das pridicat ein hauptwort ist, indem dasselbe stets in der
objectsform steht” (Reinisch 1893:83).

4 “Der dativ unterscheidet sich formell in nichts von der in § 122 und 123 beschribenen bildung des
accusatives” (Reinisch 1893:67).
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unmarked form, can it be really be accounted for in terms of case, or is it something
else?

I would argue in favor of an analysis in terms of case: First, the function served
by the system is case in a prototypical sense: The members of the basic opposition
(nominative vs. accusative) of marked-nominative languages, as in other case
languages as well, are responsible for the encoding of the core participants S, A, and
O. They serve this function by obligatory rules which apply to syntax first of all. In this
respect, again, marked-nominative languages behave like other case systems.

Second, generally speaking, it is to be expected that if a system has a morphologically
unmarked member, this is the one being used as a kind of default category in a whole
range of different functions, opposed to other grammemes which serve to cover more
specific functions (see Bybee 1994). The morphologically unmarked nominative in
accusative systems is also the default category in all kinds of functions.

Third, even if there are quite a number of marked-nominative languages in which
case inflexion consists only of the two cases, nominative and accusative, there are
other marked-nominative languages where the nominative and the accusative are
part of a complex paradigm consisting of up to ten different cases. It seems rather
unsatisfactory to claim that, with regard to the other instances, we are dealing with
case but with regard to nominative and accusative we are not.

Fourth, the languages belonging to type 2 may strengthen the analysis of marked-
nominative being case and nothing else. As mentioned in section 4.2, in Arbore most
nouns follow type 1. There are, however, a few which follow type 2. Both noun types,
whether with a morphologically unmarked accusative (type 1) or a morphologically
marked accusative (type 2), show the same range of functions. Furthermore, nouns
following type 2 provide positive evidence that functions such as use as citation
form, encoding dative object, encoding objects, and encoding nominal predicates are
covered by the accusative and not the morphologically basic form as the latter form is
excluded from encoding these functions.

Fifth, the unusual or even defective behavior of marked-nominative languages is
not restricted to this particular kind of case system in Africa. Quite on the contrary,
it rather seems to be a general phenomenon of case languages in Africa, irrespective
of the specific type they belong to. The African languages bearing inflexional case are
often rather odd from a crosslinguistic perspective. Among the 30 accusative languages
listed in Appendix II there are six in which case is not an obligatory category but is
only used when the distinction between §, A, and O is not marked by other means,
such as word order (see chapter 2). Ik, a Kuliak language with an accusative system,
also strengthens this point: As has been shown in chapter 2 and Konig (2002), Ik is a
language with a rich case system. Seven cases are distinguished by means of suffixes.
Nearly all elements of the language are to some degree case-inflected. But within the
core domain the system is rather defective. Of the five different patterns which are
used to encode core participants, only two show a nominative/accusative pattern;
in all other environments there is no case distinction, which means that S, A, and O
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are all encoded by the same form. The latter are contexts in which §, A, and O are
differentiated by other means, either constituent order or cross-referencing.

It goes without saying that the cases used in marked-nominative languages also
have some potential outside of the encoding of syntactic relationships. They all
have a pragmatic value, as can be seen by the fact that case encoding is influenced
by pragmatic functions such as topic and focus in particular. Again, the marked-
nominative languages share this feature with other African case languages. The split
“no case before the verb”, a pragmatically motivated feature of marked-nominative
languages, is not restricted to the latter; rather it is a general feature of nearly all case
languages, irrespective of the type they belong to (see 5.3). Second, in Ik, cases also
have a pragmatic potential beyond the one already mentioned, as there is a copulative
category which serves as a case for encoding focus participants; the copulative has
become part of the case system.

4.5 Historical development

Dealing with a system which is obviously so rare from a crosslinguistic perspective
and simultaneously prominent in one region of the world, the question arises how a
marked-nominative case may have come into existence. So far, there is not enough
evidence to account for this fact. Nevertheless, there are certain clues which allow
for speculation about the possible rise of marked-nominative case forms. From a
typological perspective, Plank (1985a) made some interesting hypotheses about the
development from ergative to accusative and the other way round. Marked nominative
as a "hybrid” of both case systems are a possible intermediate stage. According to Plank
(1985a), a further intermediate stage within these developments is split S. I have not
found appropriate evidence to substantiate these hypotheses in African languages.

4.5.1 Nominative encoding agents in passive-like clauses

A first clue is provided by the languages in which the nominative is the case covering
such functions as S, A, and agent in passive clauses. We saw that in Maa agents are
encoded by the nominative in passive constructions. This is a rather rare phenomenon
in marked-nominative languages; nevertheless, Maa is not the only language showing
this behavior. Dinka is another one: The agent of a passive-like clause occurs after
the preposition (n)¢ in the nominative (see 45a). The preposition n¢ is also used to
introduce peripheral participants. However, when introducing peripheral participants
other thanagent in passive constructions, n¢ takes the dependent noun in the accusative
case (see 45b).

Dinka (West Nilotic, Nilo-Saharan)
(452) djok  a-tébooc (n)¢ bap. S V-PAS Agent

boy.acc p-send.pas prep chief. NOM

“The boy is being sent by the chief.” (Andersen 2002:7)

~—
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(45b) a-yGup né¢ léc. V-AP INST
D-beat.ap PREP stick.acc
“He is beating with a stick.” (Andersen 2002:8)

Languagessuch as Dinkaand Maa mightprovide a clue to the question of how a marked-
nominative case has developed. Gerrit Dimmendaal (p.c.) suggests that the marked-
nominative can come into existence first as a marker of peripheral agents in passive-like
constructions. This procedure would explain why the nominative is morphologically
marked. Agents of passive clauses are usually encoded by morphologically marked
devices. Crosslinguistically, Dinka shows a common pattern: Agents of passive clauses
are often encoded by the same tool which is used to encode peripheral participants
such as locative or instrumental. In Maale, the agent of a passive clause is encoded by
the same preposition which is used to encode instruments elsewhere (see 27). In Maa,
the agent never shows a preposition. There is coherence between the case used after
the preposition te, which introduces all kinds of peripheral participants (see 46), and
the case used to encode the agent in passive clauses: In both cases the nominative is
used (see 28d & 28e). The following example is from Samburu (S): Maa consists of
different closely related dialects.

(46) (S)Maa
k-ésiddi  te  n-kerd-d
k-3.sG-good prep F-child-sG.NOM
“It is good for the child.” (Heine & Claudi 1986:102)

In Dinka, however, this coherence does not exist. Peripheral participants in general
and the agent of passive clauses share the same preposition; both are introduced by
n¢, but the dependent noun occurs only when encoding an agent in the nominative;
elsewhere the accusative is used instead (see 45a & 45b). This mismatch is in need of
explanation.

4.5.2 Marked-nominative case as a former definiteness marker

A different kind of clue for the possible development of marked-nominative systems
might be provided by the Northern Lwoo languages, Anywa, Pidri, and Jur-Luwo
which, as has been shown in chapter 3, are ergative and marked-nominative. As we
saw in chapter 3, in Piri the suffix -Cf either functions as an ergative or as a marked-
nominative case, that is, the same suffix either follows an ergative or a marked-
nominative pattern. The split system s triggered by different clause types which among
other features show different constituent orders. All clauses in the languages belong
syntactically to either the so-called “verb-initial clauses” or the “NP-initial” clauses.
In origin, this ergative/marked-nominative case marker is probably a definiteness
marker. As has been argued in chapter 3.1, a definite marker has given rise first to a
marked-nominative marker and later to an ergative marker in the Northern Lwoo
languages Pdri, Jur-Luwo, and to some extent also in Anywa (see section 3.1.1.4).



180 Case in Africa

Note that in Burji, a Highland East Cushitic language, the nominative has developed
out of a former definite marker, a suffix -i (see 5.2.1.2).

4.5.3 Marked-nominative case as a former preceding definite element

A marked-nominative case can go back to a former preceding definite element,
resulting in stress and vowel change in the head noun, and the nominative is marked
by vowel change and vowel reduction. Evidence for this pathway comes from Berber
languages.

Berber (Afroasiatic)

The following account is principally based on Aikhenvald (1990, 1992, 1995); her view
is not uncontroversial among Berberologists, however (see for example Kossmann
2005). According to Aikhenvald (1990, 1992, 1995), the Berber languages® show a
complex situation with regard to case. Some have marked-nominative systems, others
not. Some have split-S systems, others not. In some Berber languages, case is only
encoded with definite nouns, in others with all nouns. Some Berber languages have
split-S systems for pronouns, some for nouns. Case is always encoded by two means:
Initial-vowel reduction and prefixes. Further information will be given below (see
type A through D).

Table 4.17 gives an overview of case manifestations in different subbranches of
Berber; note that not all Berberologists follow Aikhenvald’s classification.

The information in table 4.17 is taken from Aikhenvald (1990:113, 1995:42), verified
by Kossmann. According to Maarten Kossmann (p.c.) the following holds: Languages
presented in bold in table 4.17 are marked nominative (according to Kossmann p.c.);
languages presented in italics have case in dependent constructions only; languages
underlined are without case. As table 4.17 illustrates, of the four Berber branches,
generally speaking only two have case inflexions, namely North Berber and South
Berber (Tuareg), the latter having a marked-nominative system. In East and West
Berber no marked-nominative systems are found. Among North and South Berber
there are also few which no longer have a marked-nominative system. The Algerian
North Berber languages Ouargla and Mzab as well as the Tunisian Sened, Djerba,
and Zwara have lost their marked-nominative case inflexions (see Aikhenvald
1990:114-15).

Note that the genetic classification of the Berber languages/ dialects is controversial.
The only genetically reliable connection exists between Tuareg and Zenaga (Maarten

“ Among the Berberologists there is a discussion on whether Berber should be counted as one language
or several. Most Berberologists prefer to consider Berber as one language with many dialects (e.g. Chaker
1995:71f.). According to Kossmann (2005), this is exaggerated as Berber forms a dialect continuum whose
internal variation is comparable to that found in Germanic. For our purpose this question is not essential.
However, as Berber shows a complex behavior with regard to case, it is crucial to differentiate within
Berber. I will follow Aikhenvald in speaking of “Berber languages”. The different languages listed above
might either have the status of dialects or of distinct languages, In order to be consistent, the language
terms have been changed, such as Tashelhiyt for Shilh, Greater Kabylia for Grear Kabylia and Lesser
Kabylia instead of Little Kabylia, Ouargla instead of Wargla, and Awdjilah instead of Aujia.

m "N |
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Table 4.17 Case in the subbranches of Berber*

Genetic Geographic Further case
classification region Language example Case inflexion fearures
North Berber ~ Morocco, Ouargla, Mzab, Kabyle, Mostly marked-  Split S
Algeria, Tashelhiyt, Tamazight, nominative
Tunisia South Beraber, Chaouia,

Figuig, Riffian, Bougie, Irjen,
Snus, Nrtifa, Zekkara, Salah,
Senwa, Djerba, Sened
South Berber  Algier, Tuareg (Ahaggar, Ayer, All marked- All split S
Mauretania, Iwellemmeden, Adagh, nominative
Mali, Niger Oudalan, Tayart,
Tawellemet, Tamasek)

East Berber Libya, Egypt  Siwa, Awdjilah, Nefusa, No case, recent  Mostly no
Sokna, Fezzan, Ghadames, development split S
Elfogaha
West Berber Mauretania Zenaga No case, recent  Split S
development

Kossmann, p.c.). According to Kossmann, Aikhenvald’s classification has to be
revised. Kossmann basically distinguishes between northern and eastern Berber only,
emphasizing that this is a practical classification which reflects typological closeness
but is by no means of historical value. Northern Berber includes variants spoken in
Morocco, Algeria, and Tunisia, Eastern Berber variants spoken in Libya, Egypt, and
the Tuareg dialects of Algeria, Niger, Mali, and Burkina Faso. Marked nominative
is found in the northern Berber languages of Morocco, such as Tashelhiyt, Middle
Atlas, Riffian, and Figuig; in Algeria there are Berber languages where case is found in
dependent constructions only. The eastern Berber languages are without case.
Before discussing a historical hypothesis about how case in Berber might have
developed, I will briefly illustrate what kinds of functions the accusative and the
nominative cover. In Berber, the nominative tends to be called “construct case”,
“relative case”, or “annexed state” (état d’annexion) (Aikhenvald 1990:113). The
functions covered by the core cases may be illustrated by the North Berber languages
Kabyle and Tashelhiyt. The nominative encodes S and A after the verb, that is,
non-topicalized subjects (see 47). Furthermore, the nominative encodes dependent
members in head-dependent constructions. In particular, the nominative is used
after prepositions (see 53) and for the possessor in nominal possession (see 51).
The genitive is marked by a preposition n placed in front of the nominative stem.
The genitive follows the general tendency to take nominative after prepositions

“¢ See Aspinion 1953, Applegate 1970, Laoust 1928; for South Beraber see Willms 1972; for Kabyle see
Hanoteau 1906, Basset & Picard 1948 and Picard 1958; for Tashelhiyt see Stumme 1899; Vincennes &
Daller 1960; for Berber dialects see Biarnay 1908, Destaing 1907.
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(see 517). In Kabyle (Chaker 1983), the nominative encodes right-dislocated
participants, such as O in V-A O order, or S in a copula clause (in a COP N.PRED,
S order).

The accusative, called “direct case” or “free state” (état libre) (Aikhenvald 1990:113),
encodes topicalized S and A before the verb (see 48 & 49), and the object, O (see 47).
Nominal predicates using the existential predicative particle d (see 50), and S in
copulaless clauses (see 53) are also encoded in the accusative. The accusative is
the form used in citation (see 51), and it is used after some prepositions, such as s
“towards” (Maarten Kossmann, p.c.). Further functions are the encoding of heads
in head-dependent constructions on phrase level, such as noun-postposition, noun-
adjective, or numeral-noun (Aikhenvald 1995:44%).

Kabyle (North Berber, Afroasiatic)

(47) inya worgaz  aqfif.
3.sG¢.m.peR.Kill man+woMm boy+acc
“A man killed a boy.” (Aikhenvald 1995:45)

(48) aqfif inya argaz.
boy+acc 3.s6.M.PEREKIll man+acc
“A boy, (he) killed a man.” (Aikhenvald 1995:45)

(49) aqfif inya-t worgaz.
boy-+acc 3.56.M.PEREKI-3.5G6.M.0 man+NOM
“A boy, a man killed him.” (Aikhenvald 1995:45)

(50) d  agfif.
EXIST boy+acc
“There is a boy’ (Aikhenvald 1995:45)

(51) afus wWworgaz (> n wargaz)
hand.acc GEN-man+NOM
“the hand of a man” (Aikhenvald 1995:45)

(52) s-wagfif
with-boy+Nom
“with a boy” (Aikhenvald 1995:45)

Tashelhiyt (North Berber, Afroasiatic)
(53) arrau gg-uham.
children+acc in-house+noM
“The children are in the house.” (Aikhenvald 1995:45)

¥ Vowel i- has changed to glide w- because of morphophonological rules.
“ See Stumme 1912.
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Table 4.18 The development of the marking of grammatical relations in Proto-Berber

Common nouns

Bound affixes, cross- Free Proper _
referencing markers pronouns names  Definite Indefinite
Stage 1 So=0 no case no case no no
(e.g. East Sa=A
Numindian,
Guanche)
Stage 2 So=0 no no S=A no
(e.g. Ait Ziyan) Sp=A marked-nominative
Stage 3 Split of cross-referencing  no no S=A (asubsequent S=A
(e.g. Kabyle, markers: S=A for loss of opposition
Tashelhiyt, agreerent markers, berween definite
Tuareg) S6=0, S,=A for and indefinite
bound pronouns nouns)

Source Aikhenvald 1995:54

(54a)

(54b)

(54¢)

(54d)

Kabyle

a-qsis a 0 ommi-.

acc.M-child this cop son-2.56.M

“This child is your son.” (Kossmann 2005)

0- ommi-¢ w-25is a. COP N.PRED, §
cop son-2.8G.M NoM.M-child this

“It’s your son, this child.” (Kossmann)

¢¢a-n a-y anni. V-AO

eat-p-3PL.M ACC.M-bread ANAPH

“They have eaten the bread.” (Kossmann 2005)

&fa-n 0O w-arras, wW-syrum anni. VAO
eat-p-3rL.M NoM.M-children NoM.Mm-bread anarn
“The children have eaten it, the bread.” (Kossmann 2005)

From a typological perspective it is exceptional that it is not the accusative

which is used in case-doubling marking, as with the genitive, and that it is not the

accusative which is used after most prepositions. Nevertheless, the accusative is also
the functionally unmarked case. It covers all prototypical functions of accusatives in
marked-nominative languages, such as O, citation form, nominal predicate, as well as
S and A before the verb, and after some prepositions.

As mentioned above, the nominative case is encoded by a mixture of initial-vowel

loss and a prefix. Aikhenvald comments on the rise of nominative thus:

[...] in constructions preposition-Noun, the accent of the noun is either shifted to one

syllable toward the end of the word form, or the noun loses its accent, as in: ddy-ldmdwdn,
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Table 4.19 The marking of grammatical relations in Berber languages: an overview

Marked-nominative Split-ergative®’ pattern Split-ergative
Type case-marking for nouns  for pronominal enclitics patterns on nouns
A (e.g. Ouargla) no yes -
B (e.g. Siwa) no no -
C (e.g. Kabyle) yes yes no
D (e.g. Tashelhiyt) yes yes yes

Source Aikhenvald 1995:44

as well as ddy-limdwin “in the skins” (the latter from *day-dlamdwién); ddy-kabrdn, day-
kabrdn, (*day-3kbrdan)according to Prasse, p. 36, the accent shift is due to the loss of the word
initial vowel in annexed state; still, the comparative material of other Berber languages (see
above) might suggest here a phenomenon of an accent shift (however, optional) common
for a great many languages (cp. as well Brugnatelli 1986 etc). (Aikhenvald 1992:43)

Aikhenvald provides a phonological rule which triggers the rise of the marked-
nominative form, referred to as annexed state, in that the language allows no stress
structure with a preceding preposition, as in *ddy-sldmdwdin’ but changes it to either
a stressless version day-limdwdn or a stress which is moved to the end of the word, as
in ddy-limdwin. The element day serves as a preposition meaning “inside”. Maarten
Kossmann (p.c.) has a different opinion on thisissue: Itis most likely that the nominative
and the accusative are old prefixes which both are connected with determination. A
former definite marker may have given rise to a nominative and a former indefinite
marker to the accusative.

Table 4.18 shows the historical development of case in Berber. Two different
aspects are considered: The rise of split S (second to fourth column from left) and the
rise of a nominative (fifth column from left). As table 4,18 suggests, the development
of a nominative started with definite nouns (stage 2) and spread to indefinite nouns
(stage 3). At stage 1, there was no marked-nominative case system. Aikhenvald
therefore concludes that Proto-Berber had no marked-nominative system, rather that
it is a later development.

According to Aikhenvald, the Berber languages can be divided into four types,
called type A through D. Each language is classified on the basis of two items: First,
does the language have a marked nominative and, second, does the language show a
split-S system? If so, there is a further subdivision with regard to the range of split S,
namely whether only pronouns are split S or nouns also. Table 4.19 gives an overview
of types A through D.

Languages belonging to the different rypes are the following, for example (see
Aikhenvald 1995:42-3);

# Aikhenvald (1995) refers to split S by the term “split-ergative”.
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Type A:  Ouargla, Mzab, Ghadames, Zenaga

Type B:  Siwa, Awdjilah, Sokna, Fezzan

Type C: Kabyle (with its various dialects), Ait Ziyan
Type D: Tashelhiyt, Tamazight, South Beraber, Tuareg

Some Berber languages have lost their nominative and with it their grammaticalized
case system. This development is presented in table 4.19. Of the four types, only
two have kept their case system up to the present day, namely types C and D in
table 4.19. The languages of types A and B have lost case. For some languages the
loss is even documented. There are traces of marked-nominative in languages which
today no longer show morphological case: According to Aikhenvald (1995:59-61) a
loss of marked-nominative is attested in the literature for the East Berber languages
Ghadames and Nefusa, and the North Berber language Mzab.

In Mzab—as in the other type A languages—there is today no longer any nominal
case. In more recent texts, the marked-nominative no longer encodes A or S (see
54a & 54b). In older texts however, marked-nominative case forms are documented
(see 54c); in other words, Mzab used to be a marked-nominative language.

Mzab (North Berber, Afroasiatic)

(54a) yas-ad argaz-os. VS
3.M.5G.§,=A.PER-cOme.here man.Acc-3.5G.poss
“Her husband came.” (Delheure 1986:67)

(54b) yenna-yas azollid 1 wdofli
3.M.SG.A.PER.say-3.5G.10 king.acc to boynowm
“The king said to the boy.” (Delheure 1986:309)

(54c) inna-ias ourjaz  i-tmet’tout-is
3.5G.M.A.5ay-3.5G.10 Man.NOM to-woman.NOM-3.5G.POSS
“The man said to his wife.” (Basset 1893:22)

For the East Berber languages Ghadames and Nefusa, there is no more case
marking today on nouns. But in traditional texts case marking is still present (see 55;
Aikhenvald 1995:60). The same holds true for Nefusa, where today case marking is
no longer found on nouns. In a text dating back to the thirteenth century (Lanfry
1972:183, Brugnatelli 1984:10), a nominative is still apparent (see 56).

Ghadames (East Berber, Afroasiatic)

(55) inna-y-as azid. VS
3.5G.A.M-PER-say donkey
“The donkey said to him.” (Lanfry 1968:79)

Nefusa (East Berber, Afroasiatic)
(56) igin wanglu:s-n. V SNOM
3.pL.M.be angel.NOM-PL
“Angels were witnesses.” (Lanfry 1972:183, Brugnatelli 1984:10)



186 Case in Africa

Table 4.20 The rise and fall of case in Berber

Stage 3= Stage 4 - Stage 5 =
Stage 1 Stage 2 type D type A type B
Case inflexion No marked- Marked- Marked- No more No more
nominative nominative nominative marked- marked-
with definite  with all nominative nominative
nouns nouns
Further case ~ Split S Split S Split S Splie S No more
pattern split
Language Numidian, Ait Ziyan Kabyle Ouargla Siwa (East
example Guanche, Berber)

Proto-Berber

The four subbranches of table 4.17, North, South, East, and West Berber, do not
completely correspond to types A through D of table 4.19. In general, North and
South Berber are those that still have case while East and West Berber languages no
longer have case. However, there are mismatches. As mentioned above, among North
Berber, Tunisian languages have lost their marked-nominative system. North Berber
therefore belongs partly to type C (Kabyle) and to those languages without a marked-
nominative system, for example Sened, Djerba, and Zwara (all Tunisian) to type A
(cf. Aikhenvald 1995:61, see also Aikhenvald 1989, 1984). Nevertheless, the genetic
subbranches and the types do correlate to some extent. It seems that all languages
belonging to type B are East Berber (though not vice versa, as there are East Berber
languages which belong to a different type, e.g. Ghadames). Similarly, it looks as if all
languages belonging to type D are South Berber.

Takingall features presented by Aikhenvald into account, the following development
must have taken place: First, as table 4.18 suggests, Proto-Berber was not marked
nominative. Second, as table 4.19 suggests, today there are many Berber languages
which have lost their marked-nominative system (types A and B); some have even lost
their split-S system (type B). Third, at least some languages which have no marked-
nominative system today still show traces of their former marked-nominative system
(see Aikhenvald 1990:114-15), as has been shown for example for Ghadames, Mzab,
Nefusa, and Zenaga: All four languages are no longer marked-nominative but still
show traces of the former marked-nominative system (see Brugnatelli 1987 and
Nicolas 1953). There is only one appropriate hypothesis: Berber is an instance of the
rise and fall of a marked-nominative system and to some extent of split S. In table 4.20,
the information given in tables 4.18 and 4.19 is conflated. Stages 1 to 3 correspond
to stages 1 through 3 in table 4.18; the same holds true for type A through type D,
which correspond to type A through D in table 4.19. Stages 1, 2, and 3 illustrate the
rise of a marked-nominative system, which starts with definite nouns and spreads
to all nouns. With regard to split S, Aikhenvald argues that Proto-Berber already
was split § (1995:67-8) because there is evidence from non-Berber languages of the
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Berber-Guanche family being split S as well. She even goes one step further, claiming
that Proto-Afroasiatic was already split S (1995:53).°° Stage 3 reflects the point where
case has been grammaticalized the most: Case covers the widest range of the items it
can occur with. Types A and B, which could from a historical perspective be regarded
asstages 4 and 5, reflect the fall of case. At stage 4, there is decay of marked-nominative,
and at stage 5 there is decay of split S as well.

The decay of case seems to be genetically rather than areally motivated: First, the
accusative in a- versus nominative in u- is a feature of North Berber languages, lost in
a few East Berber languages such as Mzab. Second, it is quite possible that the Tuareg
(South Berber) languages never had it; all they perhaps had was initial vowel (erstwhile
prefix) reduction: accusative in a-, nominative in e-. Third, Zenaga and the East Berber
languages lost their cases (Alexandra Aikhenvald, p.c.). Further investigation would
be necessary to arrive at final conclusions.

4.5.4 Marked-nominative case as a former topic marker

Tosco argues that the nominative in East Cushitic developed out of a topic marker,
and the accusative out of a focus marker.

This cursory overview of a few subject systems in East Cushitic seems to suggest that
subject marking can go back to an erstwhile topic marker, while object marking can
derive from a focus construction. Both cases are clear instances of a grammaticalization
process, whereby a more concrete (here: pragmatically-bound) element acquires a new,
more abstract (: purely syntactic) meaning. (Tosco 1994:240)

Tosco (1994) furthermore argues that within Cushitic, in particular in Highland East
Cushitic, and in Ometo, topic has given rise to a nominative marker. He enfolds the
following scenario: Sasse (1984) reconstructs *-i/-u nominative in Proto-Cushitic as
a suffix for masculine and feminine nouns which are animate. Inanimate feminine
nouns remain unmarked.

Tosco (1994:231) claims that if tone is involved to mark the nominative it always
involves the lowering of a high tone. He furthermore argues that this tone lowering
might be the result of the loss of the original suffix *-i which must have been high in
order to result in a lowering when dropped. He adds that subject marking in marked-
nominative Cushitic languages is weak. The discovery of the source of the marked-
nominative is guided by the following hints: First, the nominative is often linked in
East Cushitic languages to definiteness:

To sum up, HEC -i (and possibly other markers) seem to be as much definitizers as subject
markers, or, at least, definite subject markers only. (Tosco 1994:234)

0 “It confirms the reconstruction of a split-ergative pattern marked by cross-referencing for Proto-
Afroasiatic, related to the semantics of predicates (So=0 for stative, or nominal predicates, Sa=A for the
rest)” (Aikhenvald 1995:53). Note that Aikhenvald uses the term split-ergative instead of split S.



188 Case in Africa

Synchronically, in some East Cushitic languages, the nominative marking is
still restricted to definite nouns. Second, the nominative does not occur with
focused subjects (Tosco 1994:230). Third, the suffix -i can in some languages more
appropriately be analyzed as a topic marker than a nominative marker. In particular in
the Ometo languages Masketo and Kullo, -i, according to Tosco, functions more like
a topic than a nominative marker. In the neighboring languages Wolaitta and Gamo,
however, -i functions as a nominative (Tosco 1994:236). Note that Masketo has an
accusative system, whereas Kullo, Wolaitta, and Gamo are marked-nominative (see
Appendix II).

Note that Bennett (1974:27) also argues that in Cushitic an -i or -ti element has given
rise to a case marker which originally encoded topicalization. Unlike the other scholars
mentioned above, Bennett argues that these former topicalization markers developed
in Northern and Central Cushitic into object marker whereas in East Cushitic (referred
to as “in the South”) they became a subject marker. This would mean that one and
the same marker in some languages developed into a nominative and in others into an
accusative. This hypothesis is not entirely convincing,.

4.5.5 From accusative to marked-nominative

Hayward and Tsuge (1998) argue that within Omotic languages (Afroasiatic) marked
nominative is a recent development out of a nominative/accusative system. They
claim that Proto-Omotic was nominative/accusative (Hayward & Tsuge 1998:26).
In particular the development of the three case suffixes *-n, *-m and *-s are said to
have been grammaticalized to accusative markers either out of a dative or an oblique

marker:

*n > DAT > ACC (Hayward & Tsuge 1998: 30)
*m > OBL > ACC (Hayward & Tsuge 1998: 29)
s > DAT > ACC (Hayward & Tsuge 1998: 32)

All three suffixes *-n, *-m and *-s are synchronically no longer used as accusative case
markers. Instead, the languages have developed a nominative. The old accusative has
been replaced by a new one with a slightly different profile. The “old accusative” was
partofanominative/accusative system in which the accusative was the morphologically
and functionally marked member. The new accusative is part of a marked-nominative
system in which the accusative is the functionally unmarked member. Synchronically,
the former accusative marker is still apparent in some North Omotic languages: The
suffix *-n was in Proto-Omotic an accusative marker; and in Dizi (a North Omotic
language), -n still functions as an accusative marker. However, also in Dizj a further
accusative marker has developed: The suffix -s, which is used for masculine nouns,
and the suffix -n, which is used for feminine nouns and all plurals. In some North
Omotic languages the old accusative has survived only within the pronominal system
(see Hayward & Tsuge 1998:24). A new nominative marker has developed, namely a
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suffix -i. The old accusative *-n has been replaced by a suffix -a (as in Gamo and Zayse).
In Koorete (North Omotic) the old accusative *-m has survived only in some personal
pronouns of the first and second person as the accusative marker (see Hayward &
Tsuge 1998:29).

4.5.6 Ergative origin of marked-nominative

In Africa, two scholars claim that a marked-nominative language goes back to an
ergative language, namely Randal for Tennet (2000) and Schréder (2005:14) for West
Nilotic languages such as Piri. As has been argued by me, in Piri it is more likely that
the marked nominative has given rise to an ergative and not the other way round
(see chapter 3).

Randal (2000:72-7) claims that Tennet has an ergative origin and he even suspects
that Proto-Surmic has been ergative.”! His argument goes as follows:

(a) Even today there are clause types which are ergative in Tennet, namely certain
subordinate clauses, such as complement clauses. In a transitive complement clause,
A appears in the nominative and O in the accusative (see A “Loham” and O “bull”
in 57a). In an intransitive complement clause, S appears in the accusative instead
(see “Loham” in 57b). Therefore, in complement clauses, S is encoded like O and
simultaneously different than A. In this way, an ergative system is said to have been
established.

(57a) drdng Lowér1  kdkdt  Lohdm-  driz.

want Lowor-Nowm speat.sBj Loham-Nom bull.acc™

“Lowor wants Loham to spear the bull.” (Randal 2000:72)
(57b) drdngLowor-1  Lohdm  kikiya.

want Lowor-NoM Loham.acc come.ssJ

“Lowor wants Loham to come.” (Randal 2000:72)

(b) Tennet shows ergative features in equational expressions without a copula
(see 58).
(58) anét deméz-Oh-t. S N.PRED

15G.ACC teach-person-sG.ACC  ACC ACC
“I'm the teacher.” (Randal 2000:71)

(c) Tennet is spoken in an area with languages showing ergative features.

(d) Subordinate clauses are generally more conservative than main clauses. As
subordinate clauses are still ergative and main clauses are marked-nominative, an
extending ergative is more likely than a “shrinking nominative”.

51 “The case marking system of Proto-Surmic is likely to have been ergative as well” (Randal 2000:77).
5% Glossed as driz by the author cited.
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(e) According to Randal (2000), Tennet behaves like Wappo, an American marked-
nominative language, with regard to the features (a) to (d). Feature (a) is more
widespread in Wappo than in Tennet: In Wappo, all subordinate clauses are ergative
today (see Li, Thompson and Sawyer 1977). According to Li, Thompson and Sawyer
(1977), the Wappo system goes back to an earlier ergative system. Since Wappo
and Tennet share so many features synchronically, Tennet has undergone the same
historical development as Wappo. In other words, like Wappo, Tennet goes back to a
former ergative structure.

On (a): This is true; nevertheless, my interpretation differs from that of Randal.
For me the accusative encoding of § in 57b is triggered by the rule “no case before the
verb”, that is to say in preverbal position the case distinction is neutralized and the
only case form used for A, S, and O is the morphologically unmarked form, which
in marked-nominative languages corresponds to the accusative. As will be argued
in chapter 6, Tennet follows the rule to some extent only, but complement clauses
follow the rule. As “no case before the verb” is a general constraint in East Africa it is
more likely that complement clauses in Tennet are also shaped by this rule rather than
being a relic of an earlier ergative system.

On (b): The accusative use for S in equational expressions without a copula is not
a strong argument in favor of an ergative structure. Similar clauses in other marked-
nominative languages behave the same: It is always the accusative which encodes S
in copulaless clauses and not the nominative; this holds not only for Turkana but also
for the western Bantu language Umbundu (see 5.1.1). In Turkana, in corresponding
clauses with a copula, S is encoded in the nominative as in Tennet, and for Umbundu
it is very unlikely that the accusative use for S is a relic of a former ergative structure.

On (c): Randal (2000:74) claims that the North Surmic language Majang (Nilo-
Saharan) is ergative, referring to Pete Unseth (p.c.); there is little data available on
this language. According to Randal, the ergative in Majang is expressed by an L tone,
which requires an additional mora after H. The absolutive covers § and O, and is
used as the citation form. The absolutive is the morphologically and functionally
unmarked form. The ergarive case system of Majang is a recent discovery, since in
earlier publications Unseth claimed that there is no case for the core participants S,
A, and O (in my terminology) (see Unseth 1989b:102°%). In 1989a, however, Unseth
presents Majang as a canonical marked-nominative language (my terminology)
with a nominative expressed by the suffix -€ and an accusative expressed by the
morphologically unmarked form. The accusative is used as the citation form and
encodes O, the nominative encodes S and A. Pete Unseth himself (p.c.) does not
support the idea of Majang being ergative. Instead he says that the morphologically
unmarked form is used as the citation form and as O. The nominative, derived from
the morphologically unmarked form by suffix and tone, encodes S and A. If the noun

* In the paragraph on noun case, Unseth claims “Subjects and direct objects are unmarked” (Unseth
1989b:102).
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is possessed, complex rules are at work; the nominative appears on the possessor after
the genitive (Pete Unseth p.c.).

Majang (North Surmic, Nilo-Saharan)
(59a) utd-ko  tang-ng maaw

drink-PAST COW-ERG Water.ABs

“The cow drank water.” (Randal 2000:74)
(59b) Dam-ko tang.

eat-PAST COW.ABS

“It ate a cow.” (Randal 2000:74)
(59c) rér-ko tang.

die-PAST COW.ABS

“The cow died.” (Randal 2000:74)

On (d): this is true, but, as the behavior in complement clauses is triggered more
likely by the general rule “no case before the verb” according to the present author,
the ergative structure in complement clauses does not necessarily reflect an earlier
structure.

On (e): There is hardly any substantial argument in favor of an earlier ergative
structure left. The so-called reflexes of an earlier ergative structure are the canonical
behavior of other marked-nominative languages as well; they are by no means
suggestive of an ergative source, as for example the Umbundu example shows.
Furthermore, it is more likely that Tennet shows a development similar to that of the
adjacent Northern Lwoo languages Piri, Anywa, and Jur-Luwo; as has been argued
here, for these three languages a development from ergative to marked-nominative is
more likely than the other way round. Due to the lack of sufficient evidence it remains
essentially unclear how substantial the ergative features in Majang are; it would seem
that Majang is more appropriately classified as a marked-nominative language.

4.5.7 Summary

These different scenarios of how marked-nominative systems have come into
existence allow for the following generalizations: Cushitic, according to Tosco (1994)
and Sasse (1984), first developed a nominative-accusative system which later changed
to a marked-nominative system in some languages. For Omotic, Hayward proposes
the same development: Proto-Omotic had a nominative-accusative system which in
some Omotic languages developed into a marked-nominative system. Aikhenvald
claims that Proto-Berber was not yet a marked-nominative language. She furthermore
hypothesizes not only the rise of a marked-nominative system but also its fall: Some
Berber languages today are no longer case languages, having lost their marked-
nominative system. For Piri the development from a marked-nominative system to
an ergative system would be the most plausible. The grammaticalization processes
can be represented overall as follows:
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ACC > MNOM Omotic (Hayward & Tsuge 1998),
Cushitic (Tosco 1994, Sasse 1984)

No case >  MNOM > nocase Berber (Aikhenvald 1990, 1995)

MNOM > ERG Piri, Jur-Luwo (see section 3.1.1.4)

4.6 Distribution of marked-nominative languages

4.6.1 Genetic

An overview of marked-nominative languages of Africa is provided in Appendix II
and map 4.3. Within the Afroasiatic phylum, marked-nominative is found in Berber,
Cushitic, and Omotic languages. Among the Cushitic languages, Eastern and Northern
Cushitic are predominantly marked-nominative, whereas Central Cushitic languages
are all accusative. There is no case marking in Southern Cushitic languages. Within
Omotic, the West Omotic languages show a concentration of marked-nominative
languages, whereas East Omotic has accusative systems only. The Ometo languages
of West Omotic are overwhelmingly marked-nominative. Within Berber, most North
and South Berber are marked-nominative whereas all East and West Berber have lost
their marked-nominative system.

In the Nilo-Saharan phylum only two branches have marked-nominative
languages, namely Nilotic and Surmic, both being subbranches of the Eastern
Sudanic languages. Among the Nilotic languages, East and South Nilotic languages
are marked nominative. Most West Nilotic languages show no case at all, but the
only clear-cut African languages so far identified as having an ergative system are
West Nilotic, namely Péri, Jur-Luwo, and Shilluk, the first two being partly ergative
and partly marked-nominative. In Piri, the ergative marker, a suffix -Ci, functions in
some clauses as an ergative case and in other clauses as a marked-nominative case
(see chapter 3). Berta also has a marked-nominative system. Being genetically clearly
distinct from Nilotic and Surmic, it has been classified as being a Chari-Nile language
by Greenberg (1963a), but it may as well be a genetic isolate. Within Bantu, only
some genetically closely related languages of south-western Africa show a marked-
nominative structure. Type 2 marked-nominative languages are found in Highland
East Cushitic and Ometo languages. Within Ometo the following tendency holds: If
an Ometo language has a marked-nominative system then it belongs to type 2. The
South Omero language Maale is type 2 with definite nouns only.

To conclude, marked-nominative languages are at least to some extent a genetically
motivated phenomenon. Marked nominative in Afroasiatic is characterized by
some features which are basically unique to this language phylum, being found in
no other marked-nominative language in Africa: Definiteness plays a crucial role in
Afroasiatic languages, while in Nilo-Saharan languages it does not. In Afroasiatic, the
impact of definiteness can be seen by the fact that only marked-nominative languages
of Afroasiatic have split systems which work with definite nouns while indefinite
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nouns show no case distinction. Some languages, such as Maale and Wolaitta, show
a different case-marking system, one for definite nouns and one for indefinite nouns;
again, definiteness is the factor which triggers the different encodings. In all Afroasiatic
branches having marked-nominative languages, namely Berber, Cushitic, and Omotic,
definiteness plays some role in case marking.

Afroasiatic is the only phylum which has marked-nominative languages of type 2;
in Nilo-Saharan or Niger-Congo no such type is found. As suggested earlier, this might
be due to yet another unique feature of Afroasiatic marked-nominative languages:
Only here do languages have portmanteau morphemes for encoding gender and case
in the form of suffixes, vowel loss, or stress change. Stress change as a means by which
case is encoded within marked-nominative languages is also found only in Afroasiatic
languages bur, to my knowledge, it is never the only means for distinguishing cases
within a particular language. All these features suggest that marked-nominative
languages follow at least to some extent a genetically motivated pattern. Nevertheless,
their distribution cannot be explained satisfactorily by means of genetic relationship
only; it clearly exhibits an areal pattering in addition.

4.6.2 Areal

The idea that marked-nominative languages show an areal distribution in north-
eastern Africa has been mentioned by several authors, for example Bennett (1974),
Bender (1976a:195, footnote 4), and Andersen (1995:65-6). Map 1.1 of Appendix [
shows the distribution of case systems in Africa. The languages mentioned on map I.1
are identical to the ones listed with regard to their genetic classification in Appendix
11.>* In order to give a clear picture, each language is presented by one spot only. The
areal distribution of languages has been disregarded, Berber being an exception. Berber
is spoken in a large area; some relevant languages or dialects are listed separately (for
some languages it is difficult to determine their exact position. Map 4.3 constitutes a
first approximation).

Map 4.3, and map 1.1 in Appendix I illustrate that, at least to a certain extent, marked-
nominative systems are areally distributed: Within the border region of Kenya, Uganda,
Sudan, and Ethiopia there are languages only with marked-nominative systems;
genetically, they belong to either the Afroasiatic or the Nilo-Saharan phylum. Map 4.1
gives an overview of case langunages spoken in the border region of southern Ethiopia,
Kenya, Uganda, and Sudan. Each language represented in this map is represented in
its approximate geographical expansion.

Evidence for the presence of areal relationship is of the following kind: First,
marked-nominative systems cut across genetic boundaries. Within the border region
of Kenya, Uganda, Sudan, and Ethiopia there are, with few exceptions, marked-
nominative languages only; genetically, they belong to both the Afroasiatic and

54 Kalenjin is an exception. On map .1 in Appendix I it appears only once, while in the genetic overview
(see Appendix I} four different dialects of it are listed.
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Map 4.1 Areal distribution of case in southern Ethiopia and adjacent areas

the Nilo-Saharan phyla. Within both phyla, they belong to different branches. The
following marked-nominative languages are of different genetic origin but are spoken
in direct neighborhoods or even in overlapping areas:

(a) The Nilo-Saharan (NS) Surmic languages Majang, Murle, and Baale are spoken
partially in an overlapping area with Bench (Benchnon), an Afroasiatic (AA) Omotic
language.

(b) The Nilotic language Turkana (NS) is spoken in an overlapping area with the East
Cushitic language Dhaasanac (AA). It is also spoken adjacent to the East Cushitic
languages Oromo and Rendille.

(c) The Surmic language Chai (NS) is spoken around river Omo surrounded by
Cushitic marked-nominative languages (AA).

(d) According to Andersen (1995:65), the West-Nilotic language Dinka and the isolate
Berta (both Nilo-Saharan) show many overlapping features, case being one of them.
Both languages share a marked-nominative system expressed by tone, and both have
a construct case used for head nouns in modified noun phrases. Both languages use

it .\
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Figure 4.1 A schematic overview of the distribution of tone lowering for nominative encoding

the first position in the clause for topic. Both languages have AVO, SV constituent
order. According to genetic classification, Berta stands out: It is the only Nilo-Saharan
marked-nominative language which is neither Surmic nor Nilotic. The typological
similarity between Dinka and Berta is therefore more likely the result of areal influence
than of genetic origin. As Dinka shows a typical West Nilotic profile with regard to the
features mentioned, whereas Berta looks different, it is more plausible to suggest that
Berta has adopted numerous many features from Dinka, case being among them, due
to areal influence and not the other way round.

The few exceptions in this area which are accusative rather than marked nominative
are Afroasiatic languages, in particular East Omotic languages such as Hamar, Dime,
and Aari, as well as Masketo, which is the only West Omotic language not being
marked nominative. At the northern and the eastern fringe of map 4.1 there are
Semitic accusative languages such as Gurage and Ambharic. They seem to be without
any greater influence on the case systems found in their neighborhood. In northern
Ethiopia, the situation is different: Semitic accusative languages have influenced
Cushitic languages. For example, the Semitic language Ambharic has had massive
influence on the Central Cushitic language Kemantney (Leyew 2003) and on the East
Cushitic language Dullay (Tosco 1994:229). For Tosco, the lack of marked-nominative
systems in Central Cushitic as well as in Dullay is the result of areal influence from
Ethio-Semitic languages such as Ambharic, Tigre, Tigrinya, and Gurage:

Diachronically, the weakness of subject marking is shown in its dismissal in the majority
of Agaw (Central Cushitic) languages, in favour of an object marking system presumably
borrowed from Ethiosemitic; and the same development is shown by Dullay, which has
apparently given away subject marking and developed object marking.

(Tosco 1994:229)

Map 1.1 in Appendix I supports Tosco’s claim with regard to the Central Cushitic
languages Kemantney and Awngi: Kemantney is in the direct neighborhood of the
Ethio-Semitic language Amharic (numbers 56 and 4 on map 1.1), and Awngi of the
Ethio-Semitic language Tigrinya (numbers 8 and 94 on map I.1).
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Tone or accent shift as a means of deriving the nominative from the accusative also
shows an areal distribution. As we saw above, the nominative is marked in Turkana
by a spreading low tone. Turkana shares this feature with other Nilotic marked-
nominative languages, such as Maa. In the neighboring Dhaasanac language, the
nominative is also expressed by tone lowering: There is accent shift from initial high
to initial low. In the genetically closely related languages Arbore and Bayso, which are
not spoken adjacent to Turkana, the marked-nominative is not expressed by initial
low. Accordingly, it is likely that the Dhaasanac initial low encoding for nominative is
the result of areal influence rather than of genetic relationship. Since tone lowering is
common in East Nilotic but not in Cushitic languages, there is reason to hypothesize
that this feature was transferred from Turkana to Dhaasanac. Figure 4.1 shows the
areal distribution of this phenomenon.

Thus, I take the fact that neighboring languages that are genetically unrelated and
typologically contrastive but share the presence of a marked-nominative system to
be strongly suggestive of areal relationship, considering that such a system is rare in
Africa and virtually non-existent outside Africa. This hypothesis is strengthened by
the following observation: Turkana and Dhaasanac belong to two different language
phyla, Nilo-Saharan and Afroasiatic, while other languages genetically closely related
to Turkana or Dhaasanac, respectively, are not marked nominative: Lango or Bari
are both Nilotic languages like Turkana but have no marked-nominative system, and
Dullay or Agaw are Cushitic languages like Dhaasanac but lack a marked-nominative
system.

As has been shown in section 4.5, there is not much information on the history
of marked-nominative systems; the evidence available suggests, however, that these
systems have developed more than once, that is, that there are different origins for
the marked-nominative case. Possible sources for these markers are definite markers
(e.g. in Pédri and Berber), topic markers (as in Cushitic; see Tosco 1994:231), and agent
encodings in passive-like clauses (in Maa). Hayward and Tsuge (1998) claim that in
Proto-Omotic a marked-nominative case has developed out of a former accusative
system, and the same development is claimed by Sasse (1984) for Cushitic. Aikhenvald
(1995) argues that in Proto-Berber marked-nominative was not yet present, which
would be additional evidence for the assumption that marked-nominative developed
independently in different languages.

Neverthless, as has been hypothesized above, areal diffusion must also have been
involved in the development of marked-nominative systems in eastern Africa. The
question then is who influenced whom, that is: What is the directionality of diffusion?
In general, it is plausible that East Cushitic languages influenced East and South
Nilotic languages, and not the other way round. First, as has been demonstrated
for example by Ehret (1974) and Heine, Rottland, and VoBen (1979), there has been
massive East Cushitic influence on East and South Nilotic languages, resulting in
lexical and other kinds of borrowing. Second, with regard to number and diversity
of marked-nominative systems, it is more likely that their origin is to be sought in

s
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Cushitic, that is, in Afroasiatic languages and not in Nilo-Saharan languages: The
number of Cushitic languages having such a system is much larger than that of Nilotic
and Surmic languages. The total number of marked-nominative systems found in
Afroasiatic languages is 37, as opposed to 22 in Nilo-Saharan languages.

A third piece of evidence is possibly provided by the fact that there is much more
structural diversity in Afroasiatic than in Nilo-Saharan languages:

(i) All Nilo-Saharan languages belong to type 1, while in Cushitic and Omotic, both
type 1 and type 2 languages are found.

(i) In Nilotic, the marked-nominative case is expressed by tone (Piri and Jur-Luwo are
exceptions), and in Surmic only by suffixes (Tennet uses tone in addition), whereas
in the Afroasiatic languages case is expressed by accent shift, suffix, tone, or some
combination of these (see Appendix II). '

(iii) The total number of case categories is restricted in Nilotic languages; except for
Turkana, there are only two to three cases, while in the Afroasiatic languages there is as
a rule a much larger set of case categories. Furthermore, there are three families within
Afroasiatic that have a marked nominative, namely Omotic, Cushitic, and Berber,
whereas in Nilo-Saharan, marked nominatives are found only in the Eastern Sudanic
branch, to which Nilotic and Surmic belong, and Berta (Chari-Nile or isolate). These
observations might suggest that inflexional case in general and marked-nominative
systems in particular are older in Afroasiatic than in Nilo-Saharan languages.

As we observed in the case of Turkana and Dhaasanac, however, there is also
one example where there is evidence for an opposite directionality from Nilotic to
Cushitic. Note that contact between these two languages is a recent phenomenon,
presumably less than two hundred years old.

Taking the western Banru languages into account, there is a second area of marked-
nominative languages in Africa, covering at least southeast Angola; according to
Creissels et al. (2007), it possibly stretches form Gabon to Angola. In my view, not
all instances of western Bantu languages are convincing instances of case languages;
further investigation is required. As will be argued in 5.1.1.1, at least some of the
western Bantu languages, especially those spoken in southeast Angola, are convincing
candidates for having a marked-nominative system. This area is neither genetically
nor areally connected to the marked-nominative languages spoken in eastern Africa
(see map 4.3). It is also unlikely that historically there has been any contact between
the two areas. Therefore, marked nominative must have developed independently
from each other at least twice. The marked-nominative Bantu area itself consists of
a language belt consisting of adjacent languages (see map 5.1 in 5.1.1.1) which are all
areally and genetically closely interrelated.

Interestingly, in both African areas of marked-nominative languages, two
crosslinguistically rare phenomena co-occur: case expressed by tone” and the

%% As will be argued in 5.1.2, tone as a means of expressing case is on a worldwide perspective a rarity.
In Africa however it appears often and exclusively in marked-nominative languages.
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existence of a marked-nominative system. Since it is highly unlikely that the languages
spoken in the two areas have influenced each other, only one solution seems possible:
There is a connection berween case expressed by tone and the existence of a marked-
nominative system.

4.6.3 Generalizations

On the basis of the observations made above, the following generalizations can be

proposed:

First, marked-nominative occurs in three of the four language phyla of Africa, namely
Afroasiatic and Nilo-Saharan and Niger-Congo: Since at least some of the western
Bantu languages are counted as instances of marked-nominative, Niger-Congo has
to be added to the list (see section 5.1.1). There is a crucial difference between the
occurrence of marked nominative in Afroasiatic and Nilo-Saharan on the one hand
and Niger-Congo on the other. In the first two phyla marked nominative appears in a
wide range of different subbranches; in the latter marked nominative is restricted to a
few genetically closely related languages.

Second, case expressed by tone occurs in marked-nominative languages only; of the
sixty-four marked-nominative languages, twenty-five are marked by tone (eighteen
exclusively, seven in a mixed system by suffixes or tone), but in none of the accusative
or the few ergative languages is case expressed by tone. This holds in particular for
nouns. With pronouns, tonal marking is found in accusative languages as well.*®

Third, tone is also genetically determined: As a marker for case, it is found especially
in western Bantu, Omo-Tana, a subbranch of East Cushitic, and in Nilotic languages,
in particular East and South Nilotic languages. Among the Surmic languages, tone is
only a minor means of expressing case—it appears only once or, more exactly, only
halfin Tennet (Tennet uses tone and suffixes). In addition, all western Bantu languages
with case systems express case by means of tone (see 5.1.1.1).

Fourth, marked-nominative languages prototypically belong to type 1. Of the sixty-four
marked-nominative languages (including the four split-ergative/ marked-nominative
languages), the majority, that is forty-seven languages, belong to type 1 with a zero-
marked form as the accusative and a non-zero form as the nominative; seventeen
follow type 2. Of the latter, four follow type 2 only partially.

Fifth, the marked-nominative type 2 languages behave homogeneously whereas the
accusative type 2 languages do not. This holds with regard to the following features:
In all type 2 marked-nominative languages case is obligatory. It is areally restricted to

*® Note the following exceptions: In the accusative language Fur, personal pronouns are partly case-
marked by tone. The So language could be a further exception, the data, however, are not conclusive.
In Shilluk there is a preceding downstep which is part of the ergative marker (see chapters 2 and 3, and
Appendix II).

Tk 3
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southern Ethiopia (Beja is an exception), and it is also genetically restricted. It occurs
in two subbranches of Afroasiatic only: Cushitic, in particular Highland East Cushitic,
and West Omoric, especially Ometo. Among the Ometo languages, all marked-
nominative languages are of type 2. Case and gender are often interwoven. Accusative
type 2 languages, on the other hand, are more diverse: In half of the accusative type 2
languages case is only optional, in the other half it is obligatory. They do not form any
areal or genetic grouping; they occur both in Afroasiatic (e.g. Kemantney) and Nilo-
Saharan (e.g. 1k). It is most likely that the historical development of case in Cushitic
and Ometo is responsible for the homogeneous profile of marked nominative (see
Appendix Il and map 4.2).

Sixth, marked-nominative languages constitute to some extent a genetically motivated
pattern. The genetic overview in Appendix II shows on the one hand that there
seems to be a genetic distribution of marked-nominative languages of the following
kind: Within the Afroasiatic family, marked-nominative is found in Berber, Cushitic,
and Omotic languages. Among the Cushitic languages, East and North Cushitic
are predominantly marked-nominative, whereas Central Cushitic languages are
accusative only. There is no case marking in Southern Cushitic languages. Within
Omotic, the West Omotic languages show a concentration of marked-nominative
languages, whereas East Omotic has accusative systems only. Within West Omotic
languages the Ometo languages are mostly marked-nominative. The Berber languages
allow for the following generalizations: If a Berber language has inflected case, it is
marked-nominative. If a Berber language is marked-nominative it is either North or
South Berber; all East and West Berber languages have lost their marked-nominative
system. If a Berber has no split S, it is West Berber. Within Nilo-Saharan other than
Berta, there are only two branches which show marked-nominative languages:
Nilotic and Surmic languages, both subbranches of Eastern Sudanic languages.
Among the Nilotic languages it is in particular East and South Nilotic languages that
are marked-nominative. Most West Nilotic languages show no case at all, but within
West Nilotic so far only African languages with an ergative system have been found,
namely Shilluk, Pdri, Jur-Luwo, and Anywa. In Pari and Anywa the ergative marker, a
suffix -Ci, functions in some clauses like an ergative case and in other clauses like a
marked-nominative case. Within Bantu there are only western Bantu languages which
show marked-nominative systems, being both genetically and areally interrelated.

Seventh, marked-nominative languages of type 2 are genetically motivated as well
(see fifth above).

Eighth, marked-nominative languages occur with all constituent orders. The
distribution, though, is genetically determined: With the exception of Berber, which
is verb-initial, all Afroasiatic marked-nominative languages are verb-final; all Nilo-
Saharan marked-nominative languages are verb-initial (East and South Nilotic, Surmic)
or verb-medial (West Nilotic, Surmic, and western Bantu) (see map 4.3).
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Ninth, marked-nominative is statistically the most common case pattern found in
eastern Africa, maybe even the most widespread within Africa as a whole. There are
sixty-four marked-nominative languages, as opposed to thirty accusative languages,
among them seven which in a strict sense would not count as case languages (see
chapter 2), and four ergative languages (except for one, they are all only partially

ergative).

Tenth, little is known of the source of the nominative in a marked-nominative system.
Sources mentioned so far are in particular the following: the marker encoding the
agent in a passive-like construction, a topic marker, and a definiteness marker.

Eleventh, marked-nominative systems have developed out of a nominative-accusative-
system, or into an ergative system. Outside Africa, in Wappo, it has been claimed
by Li, Thompson, and Sawyer (1977) that the marked-nominative system originated
from an ergative system. In other words, marked-nominative can result from both
ergative and accusative systems.

4.7 Conclusions

Marked-nominative systems represent a distinct type of case marking which is rarely
found among the world’s languages, while in eastern Africa it is extremely common,
and in Africa it is by far the most prominent case pattern. Ithas been shown that all case
systems expressed by tone in eastern Africa are marked-nominative. These systems
are not restricted to any constituent order; there are verb-initial languages such as
Turkana or Maa, verb-final languages such as Dhaasanac or Somali, or verb-medial
languages such as Baale and Chai of Surmic. The distribution of marked-nominative
Janguages patterns to some extent with genetic boundaries but there is also evidence
that areal relationship, that is, language contact, must also have played some role
in its development. There is a high concentration of marked-nominative systems in
the border region of Kenya, Uganda, Sudan, and Ethiopia, and the areal distribution
of marked-nominative systems in this area cuts across the genetic boundaries that
exist between Nilo-Saharan languages of the Nilotic and Surmic subgroups on the
one hand, and Afroasiatic languages of the Omotic and Cushitic families on the other.
There is some evidence to suggest that the direction of influence was from Afroasiatic
to Nilo-Saharan languages; in certain cases, though, such as Dhaasanac and Turkana,
it is plausible thar at a later stage areal influence has taken place from the Nilo-Saharan
language Turkana to the Afroasiatic language Dhaasanac.

While marked-nominative systems represent a fairly consistent type among the
world’s languages, their development is complex. There are West Nilotic languages
showing a split-ergative or marked-nominative system. Historical evidence suggests
that in Piri and Jur-Luwo a development has taken place from a marked-nominative
first and later to an ergative case. As possible sources for the marked nominative there
are the expression of agents in passive clauses, and former topic markers. Berber
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languages also show a complex behavior as they have not only marked-nominative
systems but also split S. It seems that split S was already present in Proto-Berber.
Marked nominative is a later development, possibly out of an old definite particle.

The present chapter is a first attempt to give an overview of marked-nominative
languages. In future research it would be helpful to compare the African type of
marked-nominative languages with the few marked-nominative languages found
elsewhere in the world. In particular, the following questions are of interest: First, is
the profile of the accusative found in African marked-nominative languages similar to
the profile of the accusative found elsewhere in marked-nominative languages? And
second, are scenarios concerning the rise of marked-nominative languages applicable
elsewhere in the world? Further research should also focus on the pragmatic aspects of
marked-nominative systems. Of special interest here is the question of whether topic
functions are a possible source of marked-nominative case forms.

Map 4.3 gives an overview of the marked-nominative languages discovered so far.
Each language is presented with the language phylum it belongs to and the main
features shaping marked-nominative languages, such as constituent order, type 1 or
type 2, tone as a means of case, ergative split, definite split, and the “no case before the
verb” constraint (the split types will be discussed in chapter 5).



5
Special phenomena

In this chapter, some special phenomena that are relevant for a better understanding
of the behavior of case in Africa are highlighted. These are in particular tone as a
means of case expression (5.1), definiteness as a crucial feature in case marking (5.2),
and the rule “no case before the verb”, which is the most important split condition
(5.3). Definiteness is important both as a condition for split and as a historical source
for case markers. Section 5.4 sheds some light on the emergence of case in the Khoisan
languages !'Xun and Khwe. Marked nominative is also a phenomenon that belongs
here. It has been treated extensively in the preceding chapter but there remain some
issues that need to be further discussed, relating to some western Bantu languages
which have been claimed to be marked-nominative (section 5.1.1). Most of the topics
have already been discussed in previous chapters in some way or other but require
further analysis, as we will see below.

5.1 Tone

Tone asamarker for caseisaspecifically African phenomenon. There are essentially two
geographical areas where case is expressed by tone: Eastern Africa and southwestern
Africa. In eastern Africa it is Surmic, Cushitic, Omotic, and Nilotic languages that
show tone as a means of case marking. In southwestern Africa, some Bantu languages
have been claimed to have tonal case. Both areas will be presented separately before
the main results are summarized (see map 5.2).

5.1.1 Bantu

Bantu languages are widely held to lack inflexional case distinctions. As will be shown
in the present section, such an assumption is in need of qualification. Table 5.1 lists the
Bantu languages that are suspected of being case languages, expressing case by means
of tone. They are located in one coherent area extending from Gabon to Angola.’
Maniacky and Blanchon have argued in favor of a case analysis, Maniacky (2002) for
southeast Angola, and Blanchon (1999) for southwest Gabon.

! “The western Bantu languages that have ‘tone cases’ constitute a compact geographical area from
Gabon to Angola” (Creissels et al. 2007).
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Table 5.1 Case languages in western Bantu

Southeast Angola Southwest Gabon
Ngangela (K.12b) visitd (B.41)*
Ngonzelo (K) fsé:ngtl (B.42)
Lwimbi (K.12a) Ipinu (B.43)
Lucazi (K.13)

Nyemba (K.12b)

Umbundu (R.11)

As Maniacky has shown (2002), the southeast Angolan languages are spoken in one
coherent area. Map 5.1 presents Maniacky’s results.

In the following section, a couple of western Bantu languages will be discussed,
namely Umbundu and Ngangela, representing southeast Angola, and subsequently an
overview of southwest Gabon languages is provided. Note, however, that the Bantu
cases discussed here are perhaps not the only ones that one might wish to consider.
For example, Bennett (1974:23-4) claims that even in the East African Bantu languages
Kikuyu and Luganda clausal subjects (S and A) show a different tone pattern depending
on whether they occur before or after the verb. This claim, however, has not been
substantiated by subsequent research and will not be pursued any further.

5.1.1.1 Southeast Angola

5.1.1.1.1 Umbundu The following account is based on Schadeberg (1986 and
1990). A few language-specific details which are crucial for the case system will be
presented first before illustrating the case system itself. Umbundu is a tone language
(see Schadeberg 1986:427). Three contrastive tones are distinguished, namely high (in
short H), low (in short L), and downstepped high. High tone and downstepped high
are both marked by an acute accent; the first acute accent in a word is a high (cf. the
initial é in 1b) and any subsequent one is a downstepped high (cf. the final d in 1¢). Low
tone is marked by a grave accent (cf. the first vowel 4 in 1a). Unmarked syllables are
understood to carry the same tone as the preceding syllable within the word (see 1a,
all low) (Schadeberg 1986:427).

(1a) tulevalisa = [tilévalisa] “We lend.” (Schadeberg 1986:427)
(1b) ocilandisa = [6cilandisa] “She sells it.” (Schadeberg 1986:427)
(1c) cilanda = [ciland'4] “Buy it.” (Schadeberg 1986:428)

The basic constituent order is AVO/SV (2f, 2k); OAV (2]) is also possible. 1O is
placed directly after the verb, before O in A VIO O order (see 2j).

% The labels given in parentheses, such as B.41, refer to Guthrie's referential classification of the Bantu
languages (1967-71). Unfortunately, there is no internal genetic classification for the Bantu languages to
allow locating the various languages genetically.
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According to Schadeberg (1986, 1990), Umbundu is a tone case language. Three
cases, called “object case” (OC), “common case” (CC), and “predicative case”, are
distinguished by him (see Schadeberg 1990:14). I will present a slightly different
interpretation by distinguishing only two cases: Schadeberg’s “object case” and
“predicative case” are expressed by the same means (1990:12)%; therefore, I will refer
to the two as being one case, called accusative (see below), which is expressed by an
initial H. The accusative is opposed to the only other form in which nouns occur,
namely the nominative, called “common case” by Schadeberg (1990:12); it is expressed
by an initial L tone. Table 5.2 gives a list of a few case-inflected lexemes with the
accusative in the left column and nominative in the middle column.

* “The form beginning with a High tone is used as the citation form and as a nominal predication.
We call this PREDICATIVE case, which for nouns with an augment coincides formally with the OC”
(Schadeberg 1990:14).
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Table 5.2 Examples of case-inflected nouns in Umbundu

Accusative Nominative Meaning
G-lame t-lime “man”
oci-tingo oci-mingo “sauce”
a-sénjele a-sénjele “milk”
oku-sonama oku-sonama “to kneel”
é-celala é-celdla “eight”
ongeve ongevé “hippo”
Ngévé Ngévé “Mr. Ngéve”

Source Schadeberg 1986:429 & 1990:14

The accusative encodes O (see 2h), more precisely the first object after the verb,
which may be either O or 10 (see 2j & 2k). If there are two objects after the verb
only the first appears in the accusative while the second occurs in the nominative
(see 2j). Furthermore, the accusative encodes a locative participant together with the
marker of the locative class 17 (see 21), once again if placed immediately after the
verb. In 2j and 2k, the same content is expressed in two ways: In 2jinan A VIO O
structure, in 2k in an A V O LOC structure. The participant “children” appears as
an IO /beneficiary in 2j in the sense “for the children”, and as a locative in 2k in the
sense “to the children”, the latter encoded by the locative class marker 17 ko-. The
accusative occurs in both clauses only once, namely just on the participant which is
juxtaposed to the verb, irrespective of whether it is IO or LOC. The occurrence of the
accusative, therefore, is triggered not only by the function but also by the position
in the clause. In 2j the accusative encodes 10, in 2k O, and in 2] LOC. The remaining
participants appear in the only possible alternative case, namely the nominative. If
an object is frontshifted it is never encoded by the accusative; instead, it occurs in the
nominative. This holds for O being frontshifted (see 2I), or LOC being frontshifted
(see 2m). The agent of a passive clause also appears in the accusative, introduced
by the locative class marker ko- (see 2n). Furthermore, the accusative occurs after
the prepositions kwénda and la, both meaning “and”, or “with” (see 20 & 2p). In
addition, the accusative appears in extra-syntactic uses, such as the citation form
(see 2a & 2b) and nominal predication (see 2¢ & 2d). The latter function is expressed
either if only one noun is involved, in the sense “it is X” (see 2c & 2d), or if two
are involved in the sense, “A is X” (see 2e). In both structures, there is no copula
present.

Principally, case is restricted to nouns with an augment (in short, to augment
nouns). The vast majority of independent nouns have an augment; only proper nouns
and most kinship terms are without augment (see Schadeberg 1990:13). The augment
is expressed by the vowel o or a floating tone. Basically, this means that the accusative
occurs only on augment nouns. This holds for all the essential functions O, IO, LOC,
and its use after the prepositions kwénda and la. Without the augment, neither O
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(see 2i) nor IO, nor LOC, nor nouns after the prepositions kwénda and la (see 2q) are
encoded in the accusative; instead, the nominative is used. The two extra-syntactic
functions, citation form and the encoding of nominal predicates, however, do show
case inflexion with all nouns, irrespective of whether they appear in the augment or
not (see 2a & 2b for the citation form, and 2¢ & 2d for nominal predication). The
nominative, expressed by initial L, appears in all other environments. This applies in
particular to noun functions such as S (see 2f), A (see 2j & 2k), S in a verbless clause
(see 2e), and peripheral participants. As has been shown above, for nouns without
an augment the nominative additionally encodes O, 10, LOC, and nouns after the
prepositions kwénda and la. The accusative thus is restricted in its use. In addition
to the restrictions already mentioned, such as being used with augment nouns only,
being used for nouns placed directly after the verb, the following restriction appears
in negative clauses: O is encoded in the nominative even if the noun has an augment
(see 2r). According to Schadeberg (1986:436), if a noun is modified by a numeral, the
head may either be case-inflected or not. Therefore, an O expressed by a head noun
with an augment modified by a numeral may occur either in the accusative, as in (2t),
or in the nominative (see 2s).

Umbundu (Bantu, Niger-Congo)
(2a) Onjila

bird acc’

“Bird” (Schadeberg 1986:432)
(2b) Kéandimba

Mr. Hare.acc

“Mr. Hare” (Schadeberg 1986:432)
(2¢) Ongevé. N.PRED

AuG.hippo.acc

“It is a hippo.” (Schadeberg 1990:14)

(2d) Ngévé. N.PRED

Ngeve.acc
“Itis Ngeve.” (Schadeberg 1990:14)
(2e) ongdlo 6cinama. S N.PRED

AUG.zebra.NOM AuG.animal.acc
“A zebra is an animal.” (Schadeberg 1986:432)

(2f) ongevé ya-mél-a. SV
AUG.hippo.NOM c-come.close-PAST
“The hippo came closer.” (Schadeberg 1990:14)°

* The glosses are added by the present author; Schadeberg does not provide any.

> Schadeberg uses a slightly different notation of tone in 1986 and 1990. The difference is that in 1990,
initial low tone remains unmarked. In order to be consistent, the present author has changed the notation
of his data from 1990: The original unmarked initial low is presented here with a grave accent.
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Ngeveé wa-mél-a. SV

Ngeve.NOM 3.PL-PAST-come.close-a

“Ngeve came closer.” (Schadeberg 1990:14)

nd-a-sang-a ongevé. A-VO

1.sG-pasT-meet-a AUG.hippo.acc

“I met a hippo.” (Schadeberg 1990:14)

nd-a-sang-a Ngevé. A-VO

1.5G-pasT-meet-a Ngeve.NOM

“I met Ngeve.” (Schadeberg 1990:14)

Onjali yah-a Omala épako. AVIOO
AUG.parent.NOM give.to AUG.children.acc fruit.nom

“The parent gave the children the fruit.” (Schadeberg 1986:434)
onjali yac-a épako  k-omdla. AV OLOC
parent.NoM give.sth.-a fruit.acc Loc-ava.children.Nom

“The parent gave the fruit to the children.” (Schadeberg 1986:434)
épako, onjali i-ly-ec-a k-6méla. OAVLOC
fruit.NOM AUG.parent.NOM give.sth-PasT c17-auG.children.acc

“The parent gave the fruit to the children.” (Schadeberg 1986:436)
k-omala, onjali yac-d-ko epako. LOCAVO
c17-children.NOM AUG.parent.NOM give sth.-pasT-C17 fruit.NOM
“The parent gave the fruit to the children.” (Schadeberg 1986:436)
nda-liman-iw-a  k-6mbwa. S-V PP

1.5G-PAST-bite-Pas-a C17-auG.dog.acc

“I was bitten by a dog.” (Schadeberg 1986:433)

ohosi kwénda dngandi vy-a-liyak-a. SV
avG.lion.nom and ava.crocodile.acc c-past-fight-a

“The lion and the crocodile were fighting.” (Schadeberg 1986:433)
ohosi l-6ngandd vy-a-liydk-a. SV
AuG.lion.NoM and-auc.crocodile.acc c-pasT-fight-a

“The lion and the crocodile were fighting.” (Schadeberg 1986:433)
hosi 1aNganda va-liyak-a. SV

lion® and.crocodile.nom c2.pasT-fight-a

“Lion and crocodile were fighting.” (Schadeberg 1986:433)
syalandéle  ombisi. VO

NEG-1.5G-buy auc.fish.NoM

“[ did not buy (a/the) fish.” (Schadeberg 1986:435)

S According to Schadeberg (1986:433), nouns (used) without a syllabic prefix such as hosi “lion”, show
no difference between the nominative and accusative. In the present example, hosi should be in the
nominative as it appears as A.
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(2s) waponda  Ovipama’ vitam. VO
3.5G-pastT-kill-a auc.animal.~nom three
“He killed three animals.” (Schadeberg 1986:436)

(2t) wa-pond-a 6vipama vitan. VO
3.56- past-kill-a auc.animal.acc three
“He killed three animals.” (Schadeberg 1986:436)

In sum, generally in Umbundu all nouns appear in two case forms, expressed by initial
L for nominative and initial H for accusative. But nouns without the augment appear
in the accusative only when used as citation forms or in nominal predication; in all
other environments only the nominative is used, irrespective of whether encoding
S (see 2g), A, or O (see 2i). With augment nouns, the accusative encodes the citation
form, nominal predication and O, IO, LOC, as well as the noun after the prepositions
kwénda and la. With regard to the core participants A, S, and O, Umbundu either
follows an accusative pattern or shows no distinction at all. The accusative pattern,
with $ and A treated the same and simultaneously different from O, is only present for
augment nouns, in affirmative clauses, with the object placed directly after the verb.
In all other environments, the case system is neutralized.

Since there are so many contexts in which case is neutralized one may wonder
whether Umbundu has a case system at all. I argue in favor of a case system: First,
there is no analysis which would be more appropriate for the initial H than one in
terms of case. Second, even if there are so many contexts in which case is not marked
there are a few remaining ones where there is an obligatory use of case. In the latter,
the accusative shows the typical features of a case grammeme: It is triggered by syntax
and it is used to encode certain participants. These properties of the case system may
mean either that case in Umbundu is a recent acquisition which is still in the process
of spreading to all environments of the language or that case is old but has been lost in
most environments. For the description of case in Umbundu the distinction between
syntactic and extra-syntactic functions, as established by Creissels (see chapter 1), is
helpful. The accusative shows a different behavior when expressing extra-syntactic
funcrions, such as citation form and nominal predication,® than when expressing
syntactic functions, such as O, 10, LOC.

Initial H: one case ore two cases?

The variable behavior of the accusative with regard to the nouns it occurs with when
expressing nominal predicates, the citation form, or O, IO, and LOC, may have
induced Schadeberg to establish in total three cases instead of two. It is reasonable to
argue that Umbundu has three cases, as Schadeberg does; but it is equally reasonable

7 Note that the form dvipama (Schadeberg 1986:436) has to be replaced by évipzama (Schadeberg p.c.).

¥ According to the definition given in chapter 1, nominal predication is not part of extra-syntactic
functions; but, since in Umbundu verbless clauses are expressed without a copula, one can argue that they
belong to extra-syntactic functions.
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to claim Umbundu has two cases, as I propose. The crucial question is whether initial
H expresses one case or two different cases: In favor of Schadeberg’s analysis there
are the following facts: The initial H is used to encode case. Yet, with some functions,
initial H occurs with all nouns of the language and, with other functions, initial H is
restricted to nouns with the augment. The former functions are, as has been shown,
the citation form and nominal predicates; the latter functions are O, IO, and LOC.
Thus, taking the distribution of initial H as the basis, it makes sense to distinguish two
cases both expressed by the same means, namely by initial H.

On the other hand, taking a different perspective, it can be argued as follows: First,
if different case functions are expressed by the same means the two should be treated
as one case, even if there may be exceptions to this principle. Second, the different
occurrences of initial H are more likely the result of a specific historical development
(see below) and less likely the result of two different origins. An analysis in terms of
one case is in accordance with the historical facts. Third, from a general perspective,
the range of functions covered by the initial H tone in Umbundu is found elsewhere
in Africa as well: In marked-nominative languages, the accusative shows a similar
profile to the initial H in Umbundu. It is therefore not exceptional to propose one
case which shows a functional range like that of the initial H in Umbundu. Fourth,
when proposing two cases for initial H, the impression is given that the augment is
part of the case or has a case-like value, which, however, does not make much sense.
From a historical point of view the augment is part of the construction in which the
case function has developed; it does not stand for the case function itself. As in other
languages, case often starts to develop when used with definite nouns (see for example
sections 4.5.3 and 5.2). The augment is a reflex of this definiteness. In other words,
the initial H must have developed its case functions when being used with definite
nouns, apparent in the augment. If the augment had been part of the source of the
case marker, it would be hard to explain how a definiteness marker emerged precisely
as an object case marker (see below).

The question of which of the two cases is the morphologically unmarked one is not
easy to answer. According to Schadeberg, the nominative (called CC) is phonologicaily
the unmarked one:

Phonologically, the low tone augment is the unmarked form; correspondingly, CC
functions as the unmarked, residual case.  (Schadeberg 1986:438)

When taking the nominative as the basic form, the development of the initial H tone
has to be explained. Schadeberg presents a historical explanation for the development
of case in Umbundu, according to which a former definiteness marker was crucial in
the development (Schadeberg 1986:444). In Schadeberg’s view, a definiteness marker
can hardly be the source of an accusative case since the latter should have developed
into a subject rather than an object case marker (Schadeberg 1986:445). This problem
can be solved when taking a slightly different position, as we will see below.
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For Schadeberg (1986:445), the predicative has nothing to do historically with the
object case and the augment.9 Furthermore, the source of the predicative case, as
Schadeberg calls it, remains unclear. There is simply little evidence for a possible
source:

A predicative index "ni- has been reconstructed for Proto-Bantu (Meecussen 1967).
This morpheme, however, does not seem to be the source of UMbundu H-, cf. the
development of the associative index ‘'na- > la-. Other Bantu languages have vocalic
predicative indexes, e.g. Kongo i- and Bemba e- (tones not known), and such a vowel — if
it had a high tone — would probably have changed into a floating high tone in pre-vocalic
position in UMbundu. (Schadeberg 1986:445)

As Schadeberg argues, the emergence of initial H in predicative use must be of a
different origin than that as the citation form, otherwise it could not be explained
why with the extra-syntactic uses all nouns take the initial H, including those which
never had the augment, such as kinship terms and proper nouns. If, as Schadeberg
claims, initial H in the latter functions goes back to a former copula, the similarity
between initial H-encoding objects and initial H-encoding nominal predicates would
be accidental. Nevertheless, from a synchronic perspective the range of functions
covered by initial H is identical with those of the accusative in marked-nominative
languages.

The following observations are made by Schadeberg: First, case marking is not
reconstructable for Proto-Bantu. Second, the augment, however, was already part of
Proto-Bantu; it was either present or not, and it preceded the noun class prefix as a
preprefix. Third, the augment had a determinative function (see De Blois 1970:152).
Schadeberg gives the following scenario for the rise of the object case (OC) (= initial
H), which corresponds to my accusative when restricted to augment nouns:

(i) Generalization of the H tone to all classes.
(ii) Loss of the initial consonant of the augment.
(iii) Generalization of the back-rounded vowel o at the expense of e and a for all
classes (with a special development in noun classes 5 and 10).
(iv) Generalization of the segmental presence of o- for all syntactically defined
environments. (Schadeberg 1986:444-5)

If taking the nominative as its basis, the augment must have been low in the nominative
case form (see next footnote). Schadeberg therefore postulates that historically the
initial H of the accusative continues the high tone of the Proto-Bantu definite form
with the augment, while the nominative continues the initial L tone of the indefinite
form without the segmental augment. Since today accusative and nominative case
forms occur with augments, the segmental augment must have been introduced

° “The UMbundu Predicative, historically speaking, has nothing to do with the Object Case and the
augment” (Schadeberg 1986:445).

A - A
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later to the nominative case forms by analogy. Schadeberg’s (1986:445) historical
development raises questions, as the augment appears synchronically as initial H and
initial L. Schadeberg has to set up a complex development in order to explain the
appearance of initial L. His scenario goes as follows:

Stage |

Proto-Bantu

(a) *initial H definiteness marker > accusative case marker (called object case)
restricted to augment nouns

(b) *initial L indefiniteness marker > nominative case marker (called common case)
without segmental augment

Stage Il
Introduction of the augment to nominative case forms without initial definite H
by analogy.

There is one problem with Schadeberg’s scenario: The augment must have lost
the semantic meaning of definiteness in order to have the ability to extend to non-
definiteness, as in stage I(b).

To conclude, the source of the high tone remains unclear. This holds both for the
high tone occurring in predicative function and for the high tone occurring with the
augment. According to Schadeberg’s reconstruction the high tone could not have
been part of the augment, as in his view the augment originally appeared with high
and with low tone. Furthermore, the fact that we know little about the source of the
high tone occurring synchronically in predicative function and the citation form does
not allow for a convincing hypothesis about the origin of the high rone without the
augment. The augment can be reconstructed as a former definiteness marker, but the
source of the high tone remains unclear. The only certain thing is that the high tone
cannot have emerged out of the augment.

Blanchon (1998:26) presentsadifferent view: Evenifthe nominative (called “common
case” by Blanchon) is “simpler”,'® he claims that the accusative (called “object case”
by him) is the basic form (which he calls the “base form”). His scenario for accusative
being the basic form goes as follows: First, if the nominative is the basic form, the
accusative can be derived by what is technically known as floating high spread from
left to right from the nominative form. So far, the hypothesis is convincing. Second,
the problem with the nominative being the basic form would be the following: The

10 “As the form of the Common Case is simpler than the other form and corresponds nicely to the
etymology, it is natural to take it as the base form. The form of the Object Case can be derived from it by
allowing the high tone of the augment to spread towards the right. [...] In the Predicative Case, however,
both ordinary nominals and proper names are affected by a high tone spreading from left to right. This
cannot be the high tone of the angment since proper names never have any; therefore Schadeberg (1986)
postulates a floating H as a marker of the Predicative Case. The analysis is descriptively adequate and
beautifully simple. The only curious thing about it is that it requires a low augment in the Common Case”
(Blanchon 1998:26).
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accusative occurring in the predicative form cannot be triggered by the augment, as
in the predicative form nouns without the augment also occur in the accusative. This
problem is solved by establishing the additional predicative case by Schadeberg (1986)
and also by Blanchon (1998:26). Blanchon (1998:27) argues further that the nominative
goes back to a marker of old information. Accusative, that is, nouns with initial definite
H, and the augment being the basic form, the nominative has come into existence
by a delayed realization of initial H in utterance-initial position. This phenomenon
is also present in the related Bantu languages Laadi and Nthandu. As a result of the
delayed realization of initial H, subjects must have lost the initial H. Furthermore the
new form (nominative with initial low) must have spread to all nominals expressing
old information, whether utterance-initial or not. In this way, the nominative might
have extended its use from subjects to objects as well (as in Nthandu). Blanchon’s
hypothesized historical development is illustrated in table 5.3: A low-tone case marker
(= nominative) is derived from the basic form (= accusative = initial H) by delayed
realization expressing old information. At first, the new nominative developed clause-
initially, then it spread to all expressions of old information. In sum, the nominative
developed out of a topic marker, called marker for old information by Blanchon
(1998).

According to Blanchon (1998), Yoombi (H.12.b) developed a definite-indefinite
distinction marked by tone, also a development out of the Proto-Bantu augment.
Taking Blanchon’s claims about the rise of the nominative in Umbundu as a basis, as
presented in table 5.4, and his claims about Yoombi, I propose a first hypothesis about
the historical developments leading to the rise of case in Umbundu. This hypothesis
is expounded in table 5.4.

Table 5.3 A scenario of the historical development of the nominative in Umbundu

Stage 0 Stage I Stage 11 Stage 111
Marker Initial H tone Delayed inijtial H L rone case marker
emerges by loss of
initial H
Occurs with Definite noun Definite noun (with
= with augment augment) and

Indefinite noun
= without augment

Function Old information Subject S& A Old information
utterance initial in all positions
(for S, A, but
also O, PP)
Synchronic ACC NOM
Sfunction

Source Blanchon 1998:26
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Table 5.4 A scenario of the historical development of case in Umbundu

Function of

Used with the

Excluded either temporarily
or permanently

STAGE augment + initial H following nouns: (= relics; presented in bold)
0 Earlier than Proto-Bantu None Today still apparent in proper
nouns, kinship terms
la Definiteness Definite nouns Proper nouns, kinship terms
excluded
Indefinite nouns
Ib Referential + Specific Referential indefinite ~ Non-referential indefinite nouns
+ definite nouns Nouns in negative clauses
Nouns as nominal predicates
Ic Semantically empty All nouns > augment  Relics of Ia-b excluded
(+/ —referential) having obligatory
initial H = the only
form of nouns
Function of initial Function of initial
L + augment H + augment
(= new tone pattern) (= old pattern)
Ila A delayed articulation of All nouns of stage All other nouns expressing new
initial H in sentence-initial Ic with the information
position expressing old augment + initial All nouns expressing
information (topic) leads H expressing old information
to the new pattern old information non-sentence-initially
initial L sentence-initially Initial H gets the value of new
occur with initial L information (Focus)
Relics of Ia-b excluded
ITb Spread of delayed initial H ~ All nouns expressing  All nouns expressing new
for old information to all old information information
positions Relics of Ia-b excluded
111 Reinterpretation of a All nouns with All nouns with augment

pragmatic system as a
case system:

NOM = initial L

ACC = initial H

augment S, A

expressing O

Relics of Ia-b excluded, such
as proper nouns, kinship
terms, negation, predicate
clauses

At stage 0 in Proto-Bantu or some earlier stage of Bantu, the augment did not exist;

all nouns occurred without the augment and without initial H. This stage is today
reflected in the few nouns in Umbundu which have no augment (neither segmentally
nor tonally), such as proper nouns and kinship terms. At that stage, a high-tone copulais

grammaticalized to a high-tone nominal predicate marker (see the grammaticalization
chain [ below).
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At stage I (still in Proto-Bantu), an augment developed, marked by a prefix and
an initial H which spread to the right (initial H in short). At stage Ia, the augment
functioned as a definiteness marker. All nouns except for the few mentioned above
occurred with the augment and initial H when definite, and without the augment and
initial H when indefinite. At stage Ib, the augment changed its meaning; instead of
expressing definite, it now functioned as a marker for referentiality or specificity. This
functional change had the effect that the range of nouns that the augment occurred
with was enlarged: All definite and indefinite nouns used referentially occurred with
the augment and initial H. Only non-referential non-definite nouns occurred without
the augment. In one domain, the augment was never used, that is, in negation.
Negated clauses being prototypically non-referential excluded the augment. At stage
Ic, the augment changed its function again: it encoded not only referential but also
non-referential nouns. Thus, it covered all nouns of the language except for the
ones mentioned before, and its meaning became empty. Such a development has
been proposed by Greenberg (1978) as a general chain in the emergence of articles.
All Bantu languages with an obligatory augment reflect stage Ic. Blanchon (1998)
illustrates this for Yoombi, a Bantu language spoken in the Congo. In Yoombi there is
synchronically a tonal distinction of nouns with initial H encoding mainly definiteness
and referentiality, and they are opposed to initial L encoding mainly non-definiteness
and non-referentiality, which developed from stages 0 to Ic. In Umbundu, the
development of the augment went further. At stage II, a pragmatic distinction arose:
Nouns expressing old information articulated the initial H with some delay when used
clause-initially. In this way, a new distinction was created: Old information expressed
clause-initially appeared with initial L, as a result of the delayed H utterance, and
all other nouns appeared with initial H. At stage 1Ib, the pragmatic function of old
information spread: All nouns expressing old information appeared with initial L,
while all nouns expressing new information appeared with initial H. Exceptions of
stage I, such as negation, proper nouns, and kinship nouns, have been retained as
relics of earlier stages. With the transition from stage I to stage I, a former system of
definiteness changed into a pragmatic system of marking topic (= old information)
vs. focus (= new information). At stage III, the former pragmatic distinction was
reinterpreted again: The marker for old information, expressed by initial L, developed
into a case marker, namely the nominative, whereas the opposite form with the value
of new information, expressed by initial H, was reinterpreted as an accusative marker.
This stage is present in Umbundu. In sum, three different grammaticalization chains
led to the case marking of modern Umbundu:

(i) Grammaticalization chain I from copula to nominal predicate marker
Copula initial H > case for nominal predicates with initial H
(i) Grammaticalization chain II for initial H + augment (stages 0 to III)
Definite > referential > zero > focus > accusative
(ili) Grammaticalization chain 1 for initial L + augment (stages II to III)
Topic > nominative.

A 4 -aL ﬁ“
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Table 5.5 Nominative and accusative case functions in Umbundu

Case Function Context
NOM (a) Subject (S & A)
by O without augment noun,
(¢) IO } in negative clauses,
(d) LOC if not placed directly after the verb
(e) PP
ACC (a) Citation form
(b) Nominal predication
() O
(d) 10 with augment noun
(e) LOC ’

in affirmative clause,

(f) Agentin passive clauses if placed directly after the verb,

(g) After the prepositions kwenda
and la-

Table 5.5 gives an overview of the different functions covered by the nominative
and the accusative. The accusative functions (c) through (g) of table 5.5 are expressed
with augment nouns if placed directly after the verb, and in affirmative clauses only.
In more general terms, Umbundu has a split marked-nominative system restricted
to augment nouns, affirmative clauses, and often to the position directly after the
verb. Thus, it follows either an accusative pattern or there is no case distinction
at all, The question which of the cases is the default case is not easy to answer. As
table 5.5 illustrates, both cases, nominative and accusative, occur in a wide range
of functions. For Schadeberg, the nominative is the default case. This hypothesis is
supported by the fact that the nominative is phonologically unmarked, used in a wide
range of functions, including all functions of the accusative when the latter is absent.
In its syntactic functions, therefore, the nominative is unmarked. The accusative,
on the other hand, could also be seen as the default case. It encodes more than the
typically O and IO, the occurrence with locative participants being typologically
exceptional. Of even more importance are the extra-syntactic functions, citation
form, and nominal predication. This means that the accusative covers two functional
domains whereas the nominative covers only one: The nominative is restricted to
its syntactic uses, whereas the accusative covers both syntactic and extra-syntactic
functions.

Taking Blanchon (1998) as the basis, there is convincing evidence that Umbundu
is a case language expressed by tone with a split marked-nominative system where
the nominative is derived from the accusative. Unlike in the marked-nominative
languages spoken in East Africa, the nominative in Umbundu shows a wide range of
functions as well. This is so because the case system is defective or, looking at it from
a diachronic perspective, because case has not been grammaticalized to a full-fledged
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system. A critical view on whether Umbundu and the other western Bantu languages
under consideration are really case languages or whether the nominal tone patterns
express something else will be discussed in section 5.1.1.3.

5.1.1.1.2 Ngangela According to Maniacky (2002), Ngangela, a southwest Bantu
language, has case expressed by tone. Two forms are distinguished: One, expressed
without initial H tone, is used for subjects (3b) and extraposed topics, while the other
one, expressed with initial H tone, is used as citation form (3a), for objects (3d), and
nominal predicates (3c). The distribution of the two case patterns looks like a marked-
nominative system, with a nominative covering A, S, and topic and an accusative
covering O, nominal predicate, and the citation form. There is only one crucial point
contradicting this analysis: The case used for subjects is not derived—it is not the
morphologically marked form. In the form used for subjects, an initial underlying H
tone is not present, while it is present in the form used in all other contexts. Maniacky
argues that the H tone form is the one with an inserted H tone. According to him, the
initial H tone goes back to an old augment (called augmentatif by him; 2002:79)"". If,
however, as argued by Blanchon (1998) for Umbundu, the initial H accusative is the
basic form in Ngangela and not the derived form, as claimed by Maniacky, Ngangela as
well would follow a marked-nominative pattern. The similarities between Umbundu
and Ngangela are striking: The case forms are identical—there are two cases expressed
by tone, one as initial H, called accusative, and the other one expressed by the lack of
initial H, called nominative. In both languages the initial H form can be traced back to
the augment of Proto-Bantu. In both languages the nominative was or is also a topic
marker.

Ngangela (southwest Bantu)
(3a) kaoila
bird.acc, ¢7 (Maniacky 2002:68)
(3b) kadila wéekupulila. SV
bird.nom fly'?
“The bird flies.” (Maniacky 2002:68)

(3c) vakongo  va-muf6vo wéett va-li na-ndili. S COP N.PRED
hunternoM GeN-clan  our be strength.acc
“The hunters of our clan are strong.” (Maniacky 2002:48)

(3d) muuntu  alikutalamtGcd  wa-kdama ayongold kuutééta. AV OV
person.NoM look.at  tree.acc big will fell
“The person who is looking at the big tree is going to fell it.”

"' “Nombreux sont les bantuistes qui s’accordent a dire que ce ton viendrait d'un ancien augment.
L’étude de sa présence selon le contexte a entrainé I'expression de “cas tonal’ (Schadeberg 1986, Blanchon

1998, 1999)” (Maniacky 2002:79).
12 For a better understanding, the examples have been translated from French into English and glosses

have been inserted by the present author.
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Table 5.6 Nominative and accusative
case functions in Ngangela

Case Function
NOM (a) Subject (S & A)
(b) Topic, if extraposed
ACC (a) Citation form
(b) Nominal predication
(o O

Thus, case in Ngangela is expressed by two tone patterns: one, the nominative, without
initial H tone, used for subjects and topics, and the second one, the accusative, with
initial H tone, used in all other functions, for example. when occurring in isolation,
as object or as nominal predicate. The initial H tone probably goes back to an old
augment.

The range of functions expressed in Ngangela by the accusative covers all those
which are minimally necessary for there to be a marked-nominative language, namely
O, citation form, and nominal predication. The nominative also expresses all functions
typical of a marked-nominative language. Therefore, despite the fact that if Maniacky
is right with his assumption that the accusative is derived from the nominative,
Ngangela constitutes a good example of a marked-nominative language. In addition
to Umbundu and Ngangela there are further southwestern Bantu languages which
have tonal case systems according to Maniacky (2002), namely Lwimbi, Ngonzelo,
Lucazi, and Nyemba (see map 5.1). All are spoken adjacently in southeast Angola.
Unfortunately, Manjacky does not provide any more information about these

languages.

5.1.1.2 Southwest Gabon According to Blanchon (1999), in group B.40 spoken in
southwest Gabon, languages such as yisir3 (B.41), {sa:ngl (B42), and Ipunu (B.43) are
suspected of having tonal case. These languages show the following similarities: In
yisir3, nouns belong to five different tone classes, called tonal contours by Blanchon.
The tonal contours are partially determined by the tonal context. The five initial tonal
contours can be reduced to two basic forms (called “base form” by Blanchon 1999).
The initial five tonal contours can be derived from the two basic forms by contextual
tone rules. The initial five tonal contours can be established by using all nouns in a
fixed clause frame such as “Whata " (e.g. what a woman, what a man, what a
house). In yisird, in the position after “what a” a noun occurs with five tone patterns.
The two basic forms are related to Proto-Bantu.

In Ipunu (B.43) there are two object tone classes, one, called object 1, for O,
one, called object 2, for 10. The latter also covers the possessor, while the former is
identical with the citation form (Blanchon 1999:58). In some languages, such as Kiyo:
mbi (H.12b: Blanchon 1999:72), the two basic forms can be traced back to a former
definite/indefinite distinction:
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Our analysis of B.40 implies that forms that were once used to express a semantic/
pragmatic distinction between definite and indefinite have ceased to do so and are now
dead linguistic material subjected to the influence of purely contextual rules.

(Blanchon 1999:77)

It remains unclear whether the former definite/indefinite distinction has been
grammaticalized in group B.40 to the extent that via a contextual adaptation a case
system has emerged or whether the languages show a contextual variation only
without expressing syntactic functions. Group B.40 could be seen as a pre-stage of what
happened in Bantu languages spoken in southeast Angola, as discussed in 5.1.1.1.

5.1.1.3 An alternative analysis It may have become obvious that the western
Bantu languages are not a clear-cut case when deciding on whether the nominal tone
patterns express case or something else; further investigation is necessary to make
any conclusive statements. Nevertheless, it would appear that in general there is
a link between the tone patterns and case in these Bantu languages, even if not in
all of them to the same degree. The ones mentioned in particular may exemplify a
general tendency in western Bantu. Umbundu represents a language placed at one
extreme end of the scale, while B40 languages are located at the other end of the
scale.

Although Schadeberg (1986, 1990) and Blanchon (1998) claim that Umbundu is a
case language with case expressed by tone (see above), other suggestions have been
made as well; more recently Schadeberg himself (Thilo Schadeberg, p.c.) has expressed
doubts that Umbundu is a case language. Nowadays he favors a position according to
which the nominal tone patterns primarily express contextual variation, namely that
the accusative pattern is nothing other than a tonal variation for a participant used
directly after the verb. Erhard Voeltz (p.c.) also favors this position for all western
Bantu languages under consideration. Defenders of the case analysis are for example
Blanchon (1998, 1999), Creissels et al. (2007), and Maniacky (2002). Whatever analysis
one may wish to adopt, Umbundu is an instance of a somewhat hybrid synchronic
situation. The nominal tone patterns still reflect features of their origin and already
bear the potential of the new function they have gained: If taking case as their primary
function, it is a defective case system. If analyzing it as being nothing more than
contextual variation, part of their occurrence is ignored. Overall, the nominal tone
patterns in Umbundu behave like other cases in Africa. Arguments in favor of case are

the following in particular:

First, as in other case languages, case in Umbundu is triggered by syntactic rules, for
example objects have to occur in the accusative if the noun has an augment, if they
are placed directly after the verb, and if the clause is affirmative. Nominal predicates
always have to appear in the accusative. Subjects (S and A) always appear in the
nominative, Therefore, just as in every other case language, the nominal tone patterns
follow obligatory rules prescribed by syntax.
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Second, of the seven functions covered by the accusative in Umbundu, three are not
restricted to the position after the verb, namely use as the citation form, the nominal
predicate (irrespective of whether there is no copula, as in existential expressions, “it
is an X” (2¢ & 2d), or in equational expressions, “X is Y” (see 2e)), and use after the
prepositions kwénda and la- “and” (see 2p). These three functions cannot be accounted
for satisfactorily by an analysis of nominal tone patterns being contextual variations
triggered by the position after the verb. As in all three functions, there is no verb
present; the occurrence of the accusative cannot be triggered by the context.

Third, comparing the scale of functions covered by the accusative in Umbundu with
that of marked-nominative languages in East Africa, there are striking similarities:
(i) The accusative in Umbundu covers all crucial functions of an accusative in an East
African marked-nominative language, namely the citation form, nominal predicate,
and O. (ii) The additional functions, covered by the accusative in Umbundu, also fit
the profile of an accusative of an East African marked-nominative language, such as
1O, used after certain prepositions. Only the expression of the agent in passive clauses
and the locative function do not appear in East African marked-nominative languages;
however, as the locative in Umbundu is an alternative strategy of presenting O this is
no counterevidence either. From a typological point of view as well, the profile of the
accusative in Umbundu is evidently similar to the profile of an East African accusative
of a marked-nominative language.

Fourth, even if in Umbundu the number of contexts where case is neutralized is rather
high, this is by African standards more of difference of degree than ofkind. Ashasbeen
shown in previous chapters, in general in Africa a high percentage of case systems are
defective, whether ergative, marked-nominative, or accusative.

Therefore, the claim that the accusative is nothing more than a tone pattern triggered
by the position after the verb is not really satisfactory. Taking other western Bantu
languages into account it becomes even more obvious that the languages under
consideration reflect a continuum stretching from one end where the tone patterns
hardly cover any case functions and are suggestive primarily of contextual variation
to languages in which the tone patterns clearly serve case functions, even if not in
all environments. Along this continuum, Umbundu is placed more rowards the end
where the tone patterns express case, and this holds more generally for the southeast
Angolan languages listed in table 5.1. The Bantu languages of group B40 spoken
in Gabon are more towards the opposite end of the continuum where the tone
patterns serve contextual variation, even if a first extension towards case functions is

discernible.

5.1.1.4 Conclusions Nouns in western Bantu languages as listed in table 5.1 occur
in at least two different tone patterns which are diachronically connected with a
definite/indefinite distinction. Different positions are maintained on the synchronic
interpretation of these tone patterns. They range from contextually defined tone
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rules to case distinctions following an accusative system or a marked-nominative
system. We saw that there is fairly convincing evidence to classify languages such
as Ngangela and Umbundu as tone-case languages with a split marked-nominative
system, either showing an accusative pattern or no case distinction at all. With regard
to the southwest Gabon languages of group B.40 there is not enough evidence on this
issue; presumably, these languages represent a stage of development that precedes
that of the relevant languages of southeast Angola.

We saw that languages such as Umbundu and Ngangela show some striking
similarities to the marked-nominative languages of East Africa: In both areas case is
expressed by tone and tone as a marker for case is restricted to marked-nominative
languages (see 4.6.3); nevertheless, we saw that there are also differences between the
languages of the two areas.

5.1.2 Igbo

Echeruo (1998) raises the question of whether the Nigerian language Igbo (Kwa,
Niger-Congo) has case expressed by tone or not. Igbo nouns show what he refers to
as inherent and non-inherent tone patterns (1998:148). The inherent tone patterns are
those occurring in nouns used inisolation; the non-inherent ones occurin constructions
in which the noun is used. The non-inherent tone pattern is also referred to as
grammatical tone. Not all nouns of the language show non-inherent tone patterns;
some have to have a high tone on the second syllable. Two constructions are discussed
where non-inherent tone patterns occur: First in the object slot (called double object
construction); second in possessive constructions showing a possessee-possessor
order (called associative by Echeruo 1998:150). At least some verbs in Igbo allow two
objects to be expressed; they occur in a fixed order. Slot 1 is filled by the following
ranking: (i) IO, (ii) O, (iil) what Echeruo refers to as cognate, or as a c:orrlplemerlt13 of
the verb (see Echeruo 1998:152). The hierarchy predicts that if more than one object
is expressed, the order will be IO O, never the other way round or O-complement.
Case always affects slot 1 irrespective of whether this is O, 10, or some other
complement.

Tone class B, as Echeruo calls it, occurs on nouns with a high tone on the second
syllable if used in the first object slot, also in imperative clauses, or on possessors.
His tone class A occurs with unmodified subjects, S and A, and after infinitive
constructions, even if modified. Unfortunately, Echeruo does not provide any
examples. One could argue that to a limited extent Igbo shows case expressed by tone,
one serving as a nominative (tone class A), another serving as an accusative (tone
class B). It is evident that both tone classes not only work on the syntactic level but
also as a kind of construction case. This can be seen by the fact that the “nominative”
only occurs with unmodified subjects. More evidence is required in order to make a

" It remains unclear to what kind or participants Echeruo refers with the terms complement and
cognate,
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final statement about what exactly tone achieves. [ will not therefore speculate further
about whether we are dealing with a defective case system or with something

else.

5.1.3 East Africa

5.1.3.1 Berta Berta is the only marked-nominative Nilo-Saharan language which is
neither Nilotic nor Surmic. Nevertheless, it shows many features of a typical tonal case
language, probably due to areal influence of the Nilotic language Dinka (see chapter 4
and section 5.1.3). According to Andersen (1995), four cases are distinguished in Berta,
the nominative and the accusative (called absolutive by Andersen 1995) exclusively
by tone, the genitive and the construct case (called antigenitive by Andersen 1995) by
tone plus suffix. The construct case is used for the head noun if modified by a noun
phrase or a relative clause. The question of what is the basic form of the two cases
exclusively expressed by tone can be answered in Berta straightforwardly: Depending
on the syllables of the noun, up to seven different accusative tone patterns are used for
the accusative, while the nominative is expressed by two tone melodies only, either
by a spread of L after initial H (HLy) or a spread of L with final H (LxH) (see Andersen
1995:49-53). Table 5.7 shows the tonal case behavior with four-syllable nouns. The
accusative tone pattern is neither predictable nor derivable whereas the nominative
tone pattern is predictable and derivable from the accusative by a complex rule: LyH
is obligatory for a small set of nominatives only whose accusative pattern is (i) HL
with monosyllabic nouns, (ii) L with monosyllabic CVV nouns, or (iii) which are HL
disyllabic nouns. In addition, L-H may appear as an alternative to HH(H) disyllabic
and trisyllabic accusative nouns. Elsewhere the nominative is obligatorily expressed
by the HLy pattern (see Andersen 1995:53).

5.1.3.2 General AccordingtoTosco(1994), Cushiticand Nilotic marked-nominative
languages with case expressed by tone share the same nominative marking: The
nominative is always expressed by loss of a high tone, triggering a low tone. He

Table 5.7 Tone patterns of nominative and accusative
in Berta with four-syllable nouns

Accusative Nominative

a LLLL  as'agilée HLLL 4s'aqalée “rainy season”
b LLLH  adaryadi HLLL Adaryadi “door”

¢ LLLHL alhjjawian HLLL alhajawaan “animal”

d LLHL afijapqot HLLL 4fijanqor “spoon”

e LLHH  afirinc'it HLLL  éfirinc'it “shadow”

f LHLL  affabaka HLLL 4ffabaka “net”

g LHHH mas'arqadi HLLL mas'arqgadi =~ “bat”

Source Andersen 1995:52



224 Case in Africa

substantiates his hypothesis by referring to Dimmendaal (1986b), who claimed for
Nilotic that the low tone is triggered by the loss of a former high-toned subject suffix,
and by Sasse (1984), who argued similarly for Cushitic.

5.1.4 Summary

From a worldwide perspective, Africa has a unique characteristic as there are case
systems expressed exclusively by tone. Outside of Africa only one instance of a
language with a case system exclusively expressed by tone has been mentioned,
namely Burmese (Tibeto-Burman, Sino-Tibetan; Plank 2007: Raritactenkabinett
No. 30), and this instance is marked by the author with a question mark. Therefore,
tone as a marker for case is the most salient feature of case behavior in Africa. Map 5.2
gives an overview of tone case languages.

All African case systems expressed exclusively by tone share the following features:
First, the total number of cases distinguished is limited to maximally three.'* Second,
all belong to one case system only, namely marked-nominative, allowing for the
following implicational generalization: If case is expressed by tone then there is a
marked-nominative system. Note that this holds not only for Bast African but also
for western Bantu languages, that is, two areas that are neither genetically nor areally
connected.

5.2 Definiteness

There is evidence of a close relationship between case and definiteness, which is
of the following kind: First, definiteness is a split condition for case systems, which
means that a case system can be restricted to definite nouns. This applies in Africa to
both accusative systems and marked-nominative systems. Ergative languages are also
affected, if Anywa is counted as an ergarive case language restricted to definite nouns
(see chapter 3). Second, historically there is evidence that some case markers go back
to definiteness markers. There is strong evidence that in the Northern Lwoo languages
Anywa, Piri, and Jur-Luwo, a definiteness marker has given rise to both a nominative
and an ergative case marker (see chapter 3). Furthermore, it has been argued that in
the western Bantu languages the tonal case markers have been developed with definite
nouns (see 5.1.1). Third, it has been shown for Berber that definiteness has a part in the
rise and fall of case systems: Case started its development with definite nouns before
it spread to other nouns and, in its decay, case has been restricted to definite nouns
prior to its complete loss (see 4.5.2). Fourth, the significance of definiteness may lead
to split systems where case is restricted to personal pronouns only, the latter being

inherently definite.

'* Turkana is an exception. Since, according to Dimmendaal (1983a), seven cases are distinguished by
tone, the ones expressing peripheral cases are expressed by fixed tone patterns; see 4.1.4.
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Type1 Type?2
O © Afroasiatic Il Tore

0O Nilo-Saharan [ Pantially tone
\Y WV Niger-Congo

Coding Example
© Afroasiatic/ Type 2/ Partially tone

6 Arbore

12 Benchnon 76 Ngonzelo
25 Berta 78 Nyemba
30 Datooga B0 Omotik
31 Dhaasanac 81 Ongamo
34 Dinka 84 Rendile
51 Kalenjin 88 Somali
54 Karimojong 91 Tennet
63 Lucazi 92 Teso
64 Lwimbi 96 Toposa
66 Maa 97 Turkana
67 Maale 98 Umbundu
75 Ngangela 99 Wolaitta % = , 20;00 km

Map 5.2 Tone case languages in Africa
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5.2.1 Afroasiatic

Tosco (19 1presents a list of case markings in Ethiopian languages, presented below
in table 3.8 the languages appear in bold). He differentiates between four types, type
A with object marking. type B wirh subject marking, type C with subject and object
ma king, and tvpe D withour subject or object marking. In my rerminology, type A
2+ accusative languages of type 1 with a morphologically unmarked nominative and
a2 morphologicallv marked accusative. Type B are marked-nominative languages of
tpe 1 w.. - a morphologically unmarked accusative and @ morphologically marked
nominative. Type C could theoretically be either accusative or marked-nominative
languages. all of type 2 (the ones listed throughout are marked-nominartive languages
of tvpe 2 with a morphologically marked nominative and a morphologically marked
accusative’. The only exception is Kemantney, which is a type 2 accusative language.
Finally. type D are not case languages.

7 Ethiopian Semitic languages figuring in Tosco's type A are accusative languages
restricted to dehnite nouns. The accusative case is expressed mostly by a suffix. 10
may be covered by the accusative as well, though not in Tigre, Tigrinya, and Gurage.
In Ge'ez, Amharic, Argobba, and Gatat, only O is marked by the accusative. For
Harari he claims a historical directionality, given that in Old Harari the accusative
also covered indefinite nouns. Taking that as the basis, one would predict that the
svnchronic situation is the result ot case decline, in that case marking has been lost
with indefinite nouns.

5.2.1.1 Semitic As shown in table 5.8, all Ethio-Semitic languages are split accusa-
tve with case being restricted to definitencss. The way in which these case systems
work will be illustrated with Amharic.

Ambharic i Semitic, Afroasiatic)

Amharic, as all other Semitic languages, is a verb-final pro-drop language. Two sets
of personal pronouns occur on the verb, one for § and A. the other for O and 10.
* mharic has an accusative system which is restricted to definite nouns (compare
4a X 4b). There is only one¢ case marker in a strict sense, namely the accusative
expressed by the suffix -n (see 4b); the nominative is left unmarked (see 4a).
The language has a large number of adpositions for peripheral participants. The
accusal . marker irsafter the definitenessmarkerin unmodified nounphrases, both
attact o the noun (see 4b) and in modified noun phrases to the preceding modifier
tsee 4c¢ " )s are never encoded with the accusative marke

r, they take a r >osition
such as 1 “to, fo " (see 4d). The definitene

+ eondition for the use of the accusative
mar 21, £ ille eithe y the definitenes, murker -y (see 4b) or by the possessive
p >noun sec 4l . e definite singular for 1 is identical w

ith the posscssive pronoun
h dpersor botl are encoded by the suffix -u and both share the same position

in the | suff e directly to the noun stem pre cding the accusative marker
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Table 5.8 Case marking in Ethiopian languages

A. Languages with object marking * - AC( language of type

Ethio-Semitic

Ge'ex: -a, - -ha; a

Tigre: 2ogol- ~Pal- (DEF O only: indirect Q too)

Tigrinya: no- (DEF O only; indirccr O too:

Amharic, Argobba, Gafat: -n (DEF O only)

Harari: (- after Vi DEF O only; in Old Haran INDEF O too,

Gurage: PWG (Gycro, Ennemor, ctc ) @ ; other Gurage “va  Soddu also la . na-;

DEF O only: optional; indicect O too)
Central Cushitic:

Bilin: M. -s(e): Frotfi)
Awngi: <l n-wa /N o~ swa i
Xamtanga: F:-t:O = ABS in M and Pl nouns:
East Cushitic:
Dullay: n (opt.; usual with topicalized O
Omouc:
Gonga (Kefoid):
Kefa: - (optional’
Omueto:
Basketo: n
East Omotic {Aroid):
Aari: -m
Dime: an (also INDEF )
Ilamer: fdom

B. Languages with subject marking, MNOM. type 1

Eastern Cushitic:
Omo-Tana:

Somali: final H tone becomes non-T (- - Fnounsin C: i
Rendille: F nouns in C -¢

Bayso: -0 (only nouns in -r Y opt.

Dhaasanac: -1 and’ or tone non-i with M nouns (7!

Arbore: 1. M nouns in C and F in V' subject = ACC

2. Fnouns in C: ¢
3 nouns in V with final H tone (all Pl's and a fev My

?Afar; M nouns in V: -1
Saho: “stressed” nouns and with final \ are marked by the change of 1inal Vo ta )
and loss of stress
Oromo noun “adj’sin-VVe oai Mnouns Adi'sin -\ i) Fnouns in Vo ook
(Southemn):
Dirayta M nouns not i -t ACC + «(Vi: I and Pl nouns: subjec + ACC
(Gidole):
(cont.)

' Square brackets are additional commenrs by the prowent author. For convenicnce of the reader
To o's terminology has been adjusted to the one used jn the present volunie
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Table © 8 Continue

Highland East Cushitte {HEC

Sidamo Fnouns: subject C.CCIM N's: -V =1
Burji subjeet; V'V -VinE NS -V > iin M NS
Hadiva, Kambaata. Gedeo: VY — i
Omaotic:
Qmeto:

Novii Ometo;

Gamao: -1t
Wolaitta: 8
Zayse: . vafter .
Kovra: o ovatter V

C. Languages v ith both subjecu and object marking [rvpe 2 languages|

Centrad Cushu

Kemantney subjreet: Me- = NN C F:subject - ACC; O (DEFY M: -s: Fi ot
Omotic:

Janjero'™ subject woopt! )i
Gimira subject -1 -a Oy obhgatory only with “specific” nouns: N.B.:
supersenpt numbers indicate tone)
Kefotd:
Bworo'™: subjeet: M ac b g O a
Kefa: subject -viempharic; O -n (vptional)
Oon "
Nt umero
Vit LV W O a
Kullo: Sicct nroLom

D. Languages without subject or object markin - 10 case language:

Fast Cusliitic.
Omo |

»uthern Somali inclusive of Bon .«

Bayso O see also under (€
Elmolo B
Or
Omew

Char.

Sory C lose 19942208

“ou Language names appear in bold"

sow Hed Yor the namie the people t e for themselyes,

T cla w0 cise ":dBorr i Shinash Probably Wolnra,

It on er o be ¢ asisrent, Lguagze nemcs have been vhang AL Turther informarion for some of

n ol SN sted i the rable s proviaed u the following sou v, oy Kullo see 1‘;1].\11 11076, for
s A¢ m for Mashete ec Abebe 19935, for Baywo see Hayward (16 01 for  nayra s

Iave dile ., o, Gu -G e Hozron ol for Gama ot Tomipts (990, t};r Ka ibaata <
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(see 4¢). The use of -u is ambiguous. it can function either as a possessive pronoun or
as a definiteness marker; possibly the possessive pronoun has further grammaticalized
into a definiteness marker. Considering the close relationship of the possessive
pronoun and the definiteness marker it comes as no surprise that the accusative is
used in both contexts. The noun appears either in a noun-DEF-ACC (see 4b) or in a
noun-POSS-ACC structure (sce 4h). In a causative clause, the accusative can be used
twice, both for the agent and the patient (see 4h). Alternatively, the agent can be
encoded by the preposition bd- (see 4i). The first set of pronouns on the verb, used
for S and A, occurs directly after the verb stem, The second one used for O and 10
appears after the subject pronouns preceded by a shortened version of one of the
prepositions used to encode TO elsewhere, such as -bb-, the shortened version of hd-
(sec 4e for O, and 4f for [0), or -ll-, a shortened version of ld- (see 4g). The definiteness
condition for the use of the accusative is restncted to the accusative; all adpositions are
used irrespective of whether the corresponding noun is definite or indefinite (see 4j)
The nominal predicate never appears in the accusative, even if definite, but in the
morphologically unmarked form which serves as the nominative (see 4k & 411 The
citation form is covered by the nominative as well. In this respect, Amharic behaves

like a canonical nominative/accusative language.

Ambharic (Afroasiatic, Semitic)
(4a) wodfa-wlog nikkiis-i.
dog-per child bite-3.5¢.M.8
“The dog bir a child.”
(4b)  woassa-w log-un nakkis-a.
dog-per child-pEe-acc bite-3.56.m08
"The dog bit the child.”
(4c)  was¥a-wtonnas-u-n  lag  nakkids-d.
dog-per small-pre-ace child bite-3.5G.m.8
“The dog bit the small child.”
(4d)  dibdabbe ld-gabire-w saf-ku.
letter DAT-farmer-DEF Write-1.56.8
"l wrote a letter to the farmer.”
(4¢) nabab-u fiyyel-un
leopard-pDEE/ 3.56.M.008s she-goat-3 .G M. POS-ACC
yabila-bb-ar-all.
Cat-1PV.3.8.M.8-MAL-3.5G.M.O-AUX.3.0G. M
“The/His leopard eats the / his goat.” (Crass 2004:10).

Leslau (19523 and Schacider-Bluny 2006, for Fadivya see Plizkowsky-Bias wr "ot or o
Plazikowskv-Brauncr (19625, for Koyra sce Thayward 18 for Agw sec Sasse 19740 ot he v
see Sasse (1 sy and Tosco 120001, for Saho sce Welmas - 19vs L tor Oromo sec Owen tor Som.
see Saced (1987, for 2 yse see Flays and (100022400 1 for TILU in general sec Thadon 1 and o

Sempiric languages see Bender etal 1976
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AD miltake lak-d-bb-arif.
message send-3.86.M.8-10-1.56.0
"He sent me a message.”

4 dibdabbe lak-d--anm
letter send-3.sGars-to-1.86.0

“"He sent me a lerrer.”
4hv annat betun lng—wa-n A8-LATTdQ-ice.
mother house-ner-ace child-poss.r C cau-clean-3.5G.r.s
“The mother had her child ¢lean the house.” (Richter 1973-31 S)
A annat betun bi-lag-wa as-tirrig-dée.
maother house-mr soe prep-child-poss-r cav-clean-3.56.5. <
"The mother had her child clean the house.” (Richter 1973:315)
ya-vop'va bunna Ki-leloce agdroce  bunna
o . ) .
Gen-Ethiopia coffee ant-other p2" country.p coffee. AL
visshalall.
be.betterim . se.a a3 NG
Lthiopian coffec is better than the coftee of |all] other countries,”
(Crasy & Meyer forthe o8
astamri naw
teacher cov 3.aG amay
"Heis teacher ™
ASTAMII-wW niw
teacher-per Cop 3 560
"Hec s the teacher ™

.=. .2 Cushitic In Cushitic lungunge- \froasiatic), definiteness is involved in case

marking on various levels Tosco (1994 Collected evidence to argue that in Highland
n case marking. Typically,
rwoven, all expressed word-finally. Some
langruages in this branch show gender-, number-, and definite-sensirive
dppearing cither in feminine o in asculine forms, or in sin
definite nouns are encoded differently tor case than indef

East Cushiric nor only gender but alse definiteness is crucial i
gender, numl o1 and case marking are inte
case marking,
gular or plural forms, or
¢ nouns.

Bu (Highland East Cushitic, Afroasiatic

The emergence of case and the interwovenness of case, gender, and definiteness of a
Highland East Cushiric I 1guage can be illustrated by Buriji.
sensitive to gender and definiteness: Burji is a marke

1988). As in other marked-nominative langua

In Buriji, case marking is
d-nominative language (Hayward
ges, the nominative jg principally derived

from the accusative _alled absolutive by Hayward). For the nommative there is a

o . .
leremains unclear whae the "D’ stands for.
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definite/indefinite distinction, but not for the accusative. Note that the last rwo
vowels of the accusative form are separated from the rest (see second column from
left in table 5.9, bas+aa “grass.v.acc”). These separated vowels are called “terminal
vowels” by Hayward (1988:682). They are not inflexional suffixes, they are part of
the lexicon, though they may be replaced in certain contexts, and therefore they are
presented separately. The coding of definitencss and case is interwoven. The following
means are used to encode the nominative: The definite nominative is encoded by
vowel reduction and devoicing of the last vowel for feminine nouns (see first line,
third column from left in table 5.9: bas+a baf> “grass.Nom.pEFF"), by the suffix 4 for
masculine nouns (see second line, third column from left in table 5.9: .. the indefinite
nominative by the suffix -t for feminine nouns (see first line, fourth column from lett
in table 5.9: bas+aa +t+i /bafd;[>) "grass.INDEF.NOM.F™).

So far, the forms are as expected. The masculine indefinite nominative forms
show an odd behavior: They are marked by the suffix -ku. Unlike the corresponding
femininc torms, they are not derived from the accusative forms but rather from the
definite masculine nominative forms. An indefinite masculine nominative noun
shows the following structure: noun stem-DEE.M.NOM-INDEEAM.NOM (see second line,
fourth column from left in table 5.9 mm+i+k+u minsh “house.NOM.DEF.M-INDE.
m.NoMm™). According to Hayward (1988). the resulting noun has an indefinite value.
The indefinite masculine nominative shows case doubling. as the nominatve
is marked twice, and definiteness doubling, as the form contains a detinite and an
indefiniteness marker. There are complex rules on the relation between the phoneric
form (presented in table 5.9 between slashes) and the underlying form. Obviously, the
basis of the masculine indefinite nominative is not the accusative (as it is with the other
nominative forms) bur the definite nominative masculine torm. [n sum, rhe definite
nominative is derived from the accusative. However. the indefinite nominative of
masculine nouns is derived from the definite nominative.

Principally, the definite nominative is used for subjects which are modified  with
cxpansion”, as Hayward calls it) (sce sa), and the indefinite nominative is used for

subjects which are not modified ("without expansion’; Hayward 1988:086) tsee Sbi.

Table 5.9 Case forms in Burji

Definite
Gender Accusative nominative [ndetimte nominanve Ve, iy
Femimne bas1aa  bajd bas bata bas+aa " -1 bajait LTS
Masculine min-< a ‘mina’ min mint’ min+i+k+u minvh - “house

" . BRI
. “1%l . UL szl Qacc e
Masculine personal  waac ¢ore fwaadcoc waad ¢t Waacc'ce

name mame
Feminine personal  fumm+aa ‘Uummd  tamma Numma
name \name!
o G
Per aal pronoun  ee an i cant 18G

Source Hayward 1988
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Maodification may consist of a possessor, an adjective, or a relative clause. "Basically”
means that their appearance is typical but not restricted to the contexts mentioned
above. In narrative discourse. definite nouns appear also with non-modified subjects.

JSay o icdihat taafaa.
my donkev-NoM.EDEF be weak”™!
“My donkey is weak.” (Hayward 1988:685).
b chid'daalfty mindg gaa tayd'acCeetta,
bird NOM.FINDFF house.Acc on roost
“A bird is roosting on the house.” (Hayward 1988:686)

Havward {1988:686-7) discusses the question of why a language should have a
dehnite indefinite distinction applying to subjects only. He discusses difterent basic
meanings of the clements involved, such as a specific/non-specific distinction. The
fact that personal pronouns and personal names occur in one form only which, with
regard to the latter, correspond clearly to the definite nominative (sce table 5.9),
carroborates the hypothesis that the items under consideration encode definiteness.
s personal pronouns and personal names are inherently definite, the definiteness
analysis waould be in accordance with that. Hayward is puzzled by the fact that a
language should develop an indefinite nominative marker as subjects in general are
more likely to be definite. Fromy a historical point of view, the building pattern of
masculine nouns suggests that the definiteness marker is obligatory with masculine
nouns in the nominative. The nominative indefinite form must have developed at
a later stage. The following scenario describes the stages involved (sce table 5.10).
Table 5.10 gives an overview of the rise of case in Burji and the emergence of the
indefinite marked-nominative in particular.

As indicated in table 510, case in Burji, and indefinite nominative masculine nouns
in particular, have been grammaticalized in accordance with the following scenario:

Stage 11 Nouns occur in one form only, which is the bare noun stem with the different
terminal vowels.

Stage [I: A dehniteness marker develops — nouns occur in either the unmarked

i definite torm or the marked definite form. With masculine nouns the definiteness
marker is a sufhx -i.

Stay _ IH: The definiteness marker develops into a nominative case marker—nouns
occu etther in the marked form. which is the nominative but still maintains its
definiteness value or in the unmarked form. which is reinterpreted from the former
indefinite form to the new accusative, the morphologically unmarked member in the
case opposit . . marked-nominative system has . erged. The unmarked accusative
form encodes atleast €, nominal predicates, andis used as the citation torm; the definite
nominative form encudes 5 and * by means ot a suffix -i for o sculine nouns.

The glosses are idded by the present author,

| |
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Table 5.10 The emergence of case in § irji

Stagel  Stage S we I Stage IV
Forms of Morphologically  Noun - Noun Noun  ACC Noun .CC
the nouns unmarked INDFEF =
Morphologically Noun-DEF -+ Noun JOM.DEF
muarked
Noun-NONI
INDEF
Markers -t DET - - NOM
involved
-k
INDVF
Catcgories Definiteness Casc system
involved systemn

In the new case function, the old definiteness marker is restricted to subjucts since
one marker, for example the suflix -i for masculine nouns, encodes definiteness and
nominative as a portmanteau maypheme. With regard ro definitencss, the picture is
unbalanced: Nominative nouns are obligatorily definite, accusative nouns no longer
have the potential to take a definiteness marker: the unmarked member of the former
definite /indefinite upposition covers both indefinite and definite uses. This stage is
still visible with personal names and pronouns, as they occur in one morphologically
marked form only which corresponds to the definite nominative form opposed to the
morphologically unmarked form serving as the accusative form.

The development of stage 111 shows the present status of the category: Subjects
have a higher probability of being definite than indefinite; therefore a combination
of definiteness and subject marking is very likely. Nevertheless, as not all subjects
are definite, there could be a need for distinguishing indefinite subjects via the

development of an extra indefiniteness marker at stage 1V,

Stage 1V: The nominative develops an additional indefinite form, namelyv -1 for
feminine nouns and -ku for masculine nouns. Nouns occur in either the unmarked
form serving as an accusative, not determined with regard to definiteness, or the two
marked forms, namely the definite nominative and the indefinite nominative. Wath
regard to definiteness, the picture is even more unbalanced than ar stage 1L as the
distinction is restricted to the nominative, that is, to subjects. This applies to all nouns
except the ones mentioned under 111

That the indefinite nominative is a later development than the dehnite nominative
is suggested by the way in which the masculine indefinite nominative is buile: [t is
added to the inflected definite nominative forn of the noun. The resulting building
pattern is the following: Stem-NOM.DEF.M-NOM.INDEF M. If in Burji, as in other
languages, the former definiteness marker which has given rise to the nominative
should have lost its definiteness value, there would have been no necd for an
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. Hnal indetinite nominative. Obviously, the former definiteness marker has kept
its detinitener - capac ty to such an extent that indefiniteness was not included. The
result is a2 marked-nominative s stem with a definite/indefinite distinction which
applics only o the nominative, while the accusative lacks the definite /indefinite
distincrion.

The way in which mdefiniteness is marked with masculine nouns is actually not
as odd ¢ s it seemis roa first glimpse. Other langua “es show the same behavior: In
languages such as Ev ~ of West Africa, as well as in- rench mass nouns, for example,
the presence of the mdefiniteness marker presupposes the definiteness marker. A

ench noun such as farine "Hour” does not allow the usual indcehnite article (une

Y mstead it takes the partitive Jde as an indefiniteness marker which cannot occur
without the definite arricle la, fe. de la fanne “"flour” {indehnited. Similarly, in Ewe
the indehnire article -¢é can only be used it preceded by the definite article (D, c.g.
atr "the a tree . att-(ha “the tree” vs. ati-i-f¢ "a tree”. According to Tosco (1994
252 the ke tisuftixes are used in other Highland Fast Cushitic languages as a link
berween modifiers and their tollowing head with which they agree in gender. In Buriji
they have become full-,cdged indefinite articles.

5.2.1.3 Berber and Ometo s has been shown in chapter 4 for the Berber
languages. definiteness wos crucial in the developmient of case. In Berber. historically.
there is a rise and fall of case, more precisely of the marked nominative. We saw in
chapter 4 that the Berber languages present a complex picture with regard to case;
come are marked-nominative, some are split S, some are both, some are no longer
case languages. The rise of the case system started with definite nouns and its decay
led to a situation where in some languages case is now restricted to definite nouns (sec¢
table 4.20 on the rise and fall of case in Berber languages; section 4.5.3). The nominative
case marker itself has been grammaticalized out of a preceding definite element (see
4.5.31. In the Ometo language Haro (Omortic. Afroasiatic), with a marked-nominative
system, case is restricted to definite nouns only. Definiteness and case are cncoded
separa zlv on the noun (sce 4.3,

5.2.2 Other languages

Lukas (1953 argued for Tubu, . Saharan lan_uage (Nilo-Saharan) having an optional
accusative system, that the use of case is influenced by the definiteness of the noun
- that definite nouns are more likely to be casc-inflected than not (see 2.2.1). For the

lo-Saharar language Masalit it has been claimed that the accusative marker -ko is

a fo mer dehnitene  marker but more recent studics show that this does not hold
truc (see 2.4). /,» we saw in chapter 3, the ergative languages Piri and Anywa have

d :loped a case marker our of a definiteness marker -Cr. In Anywa, it still functions

a: a efiniteness marker used primarily after the vero: in the closely related language
Par it hi dee 1y ammaticaliz 4 5 o 1a marked-nomi arive and an ergative case
marker. For Any ,  ave argued that, instead of calling the clitic -C; a definiteness
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marker, it is also possible to say that Anywa is a case language where case is restricred
to definite nouns. The following scenario on the grammuticalization of the ergative

case marker -C7 in Pért and Anywa was propased m 3.1.1.4;
Detiniteness marker > Marked-nominative case marker - Ergative case marker

As has been shown in 511, in the western Bantu languages the development of
case is interwoven with definiteness: First, case marking is restricied to nouns in the
augment, a former defimteness marker, and second. the definiteness marke  was
essential tor the development of case (see 5.1.1, in particular 5.71.1.1, table 5.4 ¢ e
marking in Banta is quite complex; it would be too simple to sav thar v definitencess
marker has given rise to an accusative marker. There were additional pragmatic
factors at work. The former definiteness marker itself changed 1ts meaning before the
emergence of case. It as some authors have claimied, the nommative is denved from
the accusative then this is due to o topic-like structure, where o delayed bigh-tone
realization has given rise to a low tone, which is the nominative marker. One could
argue thatr case m a wider sense is restricted o definice nouns, and thot dibmiteness

was part of the origin of case marking.

5.2.3 Conclusions

Case and definitencss are in o close relationship. First, definiteness is asphr condition
by which case is restricted, that is, case marking applics only to definire nouns v it
does in all Ethio-Semitic languages, the Cushitie Janguage Kemanmey, the Omonc
language Haro, somie Berber languages, and Maba. Scoond, a definiteness marker has
given rise o a case marker, as in the Northem-! woo languages Anywa. Part. and
Jur-Luwo, and in some Fast Cushitic languages such as Burji. In the western Bantu
languages, a definiteness marker, the angment, was mvolved in the emergence of
case: It once established a split condition which is stll at work even if the definiteness
marker itself no longer expresses definiteness. The definiteness marker has been
grammaticalized to a nominative, or ergative marker, such as nominative in bur,
nominative and ergative in Anywa and Piri In western Bantu case devieloped with
definite nouns,

Definiteness plays a role in all types of case systems w hether accusative ¢rgative,
or marked-nominative. 1L is neither arcally nor genctically resincteds ir oceurs
in Afroasiatic, in Nilo-Saharan, and in Niger-Congo case langaages. Tnan area ot
northern Ethiopia, nearly all case languages arc influcnced by definiteness, either as
a split condition, or as the source for case marking. In northern Ethiopia, definmeness
could be genetically and arcally motivated; it is likely thar the Erthio-Semire linguages
influenced the Cushiric languages in this region, as indicated by Tosco gsec map 3.3
The languages concerned belong to two different branches of one p o lum, Cushitic
and & aitic, which are borh Afroasiatic. A genetic explanation can be excluded simee

it has been argued that the accusarive system in Cer 1] Cushitic and Dull v s an
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Map 5.3 Split definite case langruages in Ethiopia

innovatio. ar- ermore. the remaining Cushitic case languages are marked

nominative. Instead, it is very likely that the Semitic languages have influenced the
Centra. Cushitic languages.

Map :._ .lustrates th > definiteness split is an areal phenomenon, that is, all
Ser itic languages of Ethiopia are split definite languages: Tigre, Tigrinya, Amharic,
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Table 5.13 Definitencess and case in Africa

Classification Languageds

Atroasiatic

Semitic: Ambhanc, Argobbu, Gatat, Tigre, T" rinya, Harari, Gurage

Berber: Tamazight, Kab Te, . 1shelhiyt. Lesser Kabylia, South Beraber, Tuareg
Fast Cushitic: Burji

Central Cushitic:  Kemantney

West Omotic: Haro

Nilo-Saharan

Mabu
Woest Niloric: PARI, ANYWA, Jur-Luwao
Niger-Congo
Western Bantu:  (Southeast Angolar Ngangela, > ronzelu, | wimbi, | ucazi, N emba. Umbundu

Argobba, Haruri, and Gurage, the Central Cushitic language Kemantney, and the
Omortic language Haro. Note that a tew split definite case languages are also found
outside of Ethiopia (sce map 5.4).

A few languages show a different case marking for definite and indefinite nouns,
such as Maale and Wolaitta (see Appendix I1). In Berber there are probably more
languages other than Ait Ziyan showing the definite split, but this is the only Berber
language tor which there is clear information. Table 5.11 gives an overview of case
and definiteness in African case languages. There are split definite lanouages listed 1
well in languages where case has emerged out of a definitencess marker. \ccusative
langnages are presented in italics, marked-nominative languages i bold. Anywa is
listed as a language where case is restricted to definite nouns. 1 anguages with a splic
definite condition are not further bighlighted, languages where detinite has given
rise to case are underlined. Because of the complexity of the Bantu languages see
above), they are listed as languages where a tormer definiteness marker, the augment,
established a split.

The areal distribution of definiteness and case is presented in map 5.4, The languages
of map 5.4 are identical with those presented in table 5.11. In muap 5.4, the three essential
features of case and definiteness are presented separately. that is, langua -¢s with a split
definite case system, languages where a case marker originates in detiniteness, and
languages which originally developed with definite nouns. The last feature is used
to refer to the western Bantu languages where detiniteness th sugh augment is a
factor in the development of case, but the exact situation remains unclear (see 5,114
Definiteness as the origin of case shows some remarkable correlations: First, it appears
in genetically closcly related language groups only. such as all Berber languages and
all Northern Lwoo languages (Anywa, Piri, and Jur-Luwo; it is theretore primarily
genctically motivated. ! :cond, a definite marker has been alwavs grammanal o
at itive case marker in these languages. This holds for all marked-nonunative
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languages presented in map 5.4, such as Berber, but also for the pht ergative,
marked nominative languages Anywa, Pirt, and Jur-luwo (all 1 rthem Lwoo).
As has been argued in 3.1.1.4, in these Northern Lwoo languages the develospment
extended from definite marker to (markeds) nominative case marker to ergative case
marker.

The appearance of definitencess splits, the second most frequent split in Africa,
seems to be genetically motivated as it applies to all Semitic accusative languages of
Ethiopia. In addition, there are some areal forces as well, as in the Cushitic language
Kemantney, spoken in an Amharic-speaking arca see map 3.3). With regard to the
case systems concerned, a clear pattern is apparent: Nearly all languages with a definite
split are accusative languages. In addition, a few marked-nominative and marked-
nominative/ crgative languages show the definitencss split as well. Among them are
the marked-nominative languages Haro (type 2. Ait Zivan (Berbert, and Anywaisplit
ergative /marked nominative). The definiteness split documents an instance of case
gain in Anywa and Ait Ziyan (see 3.1.1.2 and 4.5 4. in particular wable 4.201 and an
instance of case loss in the Ethiopian Semiitic languages.

If 2 definiteness marker is the source for a case muarker, both are identical m
form. The order of the development is alwavs DEF - CASE, never the other way

round.

It definiteness is the split condition for the nccurrence of case, definiteness and case
arc marked either by two separate markers or by one marker only. The latter s true
for Kemantney, where the morphologically unmarked form iz Cascless and indehnite
and nominative definite and accusative definite are derived cach by one suffis only.
The former is true for Semitic, and Haro, always in the order: Noun-DUEE-CASE. Both
phenomena lead to one conclusion: Histoncally. definiteness comes before case, never
the other way round. Burji is no contradiction. in Burjt, there has been a development
of a case marker for indefinite subjects only. The latter, however. has been added o
the definite case-marked form, and therefore the order is: Noun-DEN.CASE-INDEF.
Definiteness is associated with both the gain and loss of case: Definite clemuents are
the first to acquire case and the last to show case if there is loss of case. A\mong Berber
languages, according to Aikhenvald, definite elements are the last which show case
inflexion (see 4.5.3); in West Nilotic, definiteness plays a role in the gain of case
(see 3.1). Therefore, the synchronic situaton of definite split can reflect cither the
beginning or the end stage of a case sysienm.

If a language has case inflexions then it has them with definite clements (such as
definite nouns or pronouns). This holds true, irrespective of whether the case marker is
used for subject uch as nominative crgative) or object (such as accusatived it applies
to the nominative in Burji, Anywa, Piri, and Jur-Luwo, to the ergative in Anywa,
Piri. and Jur-Luwo, and to the accusative in the Semitic languages of 1 thiopia, such
as Amharic, Tigre, Tigrinya, Gurage, and Harari. The detiniteness split is the second

most frequent split condition in Africa.
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5.3 No case before the verb

In northeastern Africa there is another structural phenomenon concerning case,
namely what I call the “no case before the verb” rule, more appropriately “no case
distinction before the verb” (henceforth in short: the rule). All case languages share
the following feature: In preverbal position the core participants S, A, and O occur
always in one case form only, namely the morphologically most unmarked one. This
rule holds, regardless of what constituent order they have, whether AVO or VAO
(except for AOV, which is excluded for obvious reasons), regardless of the means by
which case is expressed, whether by affixes or tone, whether ergative, or marked-
nominative. In marked-nominative systems, this form is identical with the accusative;
and in ergative systems with the absolutive. With regard to accusative systems, no
generalization is possible as there is only one language which is not verb-final, Ik
(Kuliak), and this language is an exception to the rule (see 5.3.3.2.8). The rule is also
a split condition as it specifies a context in which case is neutralized. In the following
paragraphs, a number of examples are taken up for convenience of the reader that
have been already presented in preceding chapters but that are immediately relevant
for an understanding of the issue to be discussed here.

5.3.1 Data

5.3.1.1 Piri Piri (West Nilotic, Nilo-Saharan) has a split-ergative system, meaning
either that it shows an ergative or a marked-nominative system (see 3.1.1.1). In clauses
which follow the ergative system, the morphologically unmarked absolute covers S
and O, as with #tbur “Ubur” in 6a, and joobi “buffalo” in 6b. A is encoded by the ergative
case, as with uburr-i “Ubur” in 6b. The ergative is derived from the absolutive form by
the suffix -i (cf. chapter 3).

Piri (West Nilotic, Nilo-Saharan)
(6a) ubur a-tauk’. SV
Ubur comp-play
“Ubur played.” (Andersen 1988)
(6b) joobi a-kéel uburr-i. O V A-ERG
buffalo comp-shoot Ubur-erc
“Ubur shot the buffalo.” (Andersen 1988)

There is no case distinction before the verb, which means: in preverbal position only
one case form is used, irrespective of whether the participant serves as §, A, or O. A
also occurs in the absolute case in preverbal position, so that with an AOV-order, both
A and O occur in the absolute, as in 7a.

Piri
(7a) ubur joobi 4-kéel-é. AOVA

Ubur buffalo comp-shoot-3.5Ga

“Ubur shot the buffalo.”
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In clauses which follow a marked-nominative system, again there is no case distinction
before the verb. As has been shown in section 3.1.1.1, the ergative and the nominative
are expressed by the same suffix -i.”” The suffix -i serves as an ergative in so-called NP-
initial clauses and as a nominative” in so-called VP-initial clauses. As a nominative it
covers S and A, like S (“man”) in 7b and A (“child”) in 7¢. O occurs in the unmarked
accusative, like “her” in 7c. Nevertheless, even in the clauses which belong to the
marked-nominative type, the rule holds: There is no case distinction before the verb:
If A and O are placed before the verb, both occur in the unmarked accusative form,
like the participants A (“child”) and O (“woman”) in 7d.

(7b) pir 0 1 phar cics-£€?  VS-ERG
matter what LINK jump man-ERG
“Why did the man jump?” (Andersen 1988:318)
(7¢c) pir 3 i coolyl nipond-¢? VO A-ERG
matter what LINK call 3.sG child-era
“Why did the child call her?” (Andersen 1988:319)
(7d) pir 3 pipond’-5 dhdags 1 cool-e  g3? AOVAQ,
matter what child woman LINK call-3.5G 3.56
“Why did the child call the woman?” (Andersen 1988:319)

5.3.1.2 Teso According to Bennett (1974), the East Nilotic language Teso is a
VS/AO language with a marked-nominative system. Case is expressed by tone.
The accusative encodes S and A before the verb (see 8b), O, nominal predicates
(see 8c-8f), and the case used in citation (see 8i). Note that the nominal predicate
can also alternatively appear in the nominative (see 8g). Additional information
is needed to interpret 8g. The nominative encodes S and A after the verb (see 8a).
According to Bennett (1974:23), with the topicalizer baa only the accusative is used,
irrespectively of whether A, §, or O is topicalized. The topicalized constituent always
occurs before the verb. In Teso, the rule applies even to copula clauses (see 8¢ &
8d).

Teso (East Nilotic, Nilo-Saharan)
(8a) epdl éttpanan. VS

be big man.nom**

“The man is big.” (Bennett 1974:22)
(8b) étipanan epdl. SV

man.ACC be.big

“The man is big.” (Bennett 1974:22)

22 ith the allomorphs -1, -1, -i, or -, -e allomorphs are realized for example as -¢ with different tones
in examples 9b & 9c.

2 Note that for consistency -i is always encoded in the glosses as ERG even when functioning as
NOM.

24 The glosses have been added by the present author.

R il
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(8¢c) erai ér'ipanan ékatatan. COP S N.PRED

be man.NowM blacksmith.acc

“The man is a blacksmith.” (Bennett 1974:22)
(8d) étinanan erai ékatatan. S COP N.PRED

man.AcC be blacksmith.acc

“The man is a blacksmith.” (Bennett 1974:22)
(8¢) erai étinananilé ‘ékataran. COP S N.PRED

be man.Nom.this blacksmith.acc

“This man is a blacksmith.” (Bennett 1974:19)
(8f) ékatatan ‘¢tigananilo. N.PRED §

blacksmith.Aacc man.NOM, this

“This man is a blacksmith.” (Bennett 1974:19)
8g) lo nés ‘¢tganan.

DEM.M 3.SG.PRON man.NOM

“This is a man.” (Bennett 1974:19)

(8h) étdninanils.  N.PRED

man.AcC
“This is a man.” (Bennett 1974:19)
(81) étanananild Citation

man.Acc.this
“this man” (Bennett 1974:19)

5.3.1.3 Shilluk As illustrated in section 3.1.2, Shilluk is the only ergative language
of Africa which has no split system. The ergative case is expressed by a preceding
tonal downstep and an enclitic y7 which precedes the noun. The only core participant
which is case-marked is A (see 9a), as it is an ergative language. S and O appear in the
absolutive, which is morphologically unmarked (see 9a & 9b). Shilluk in all respects
follows the rule “no case before the verb”. Three clause types have to be distinguished,
as constituent order and case marking vary among them, (i) independent clauses,
conjoined clauses (introduced by kd), and circumstantial clauses, (ii) sequential clauses,

and (iii) focus clauses.

(i) Independent clauses, conjoined clauses, circumstantial clauses

I will only discuss the independent clauses of this group here, as according to Miller
and Gilley the other two behave in all respects in the same way (see also section 3.1.2).
The basic order of independent clauses is verb-medial, either OVA (see 9a) or SV (9b).
In pragmatically marked variants, AVO-order or AOVAy; is possible as well. In the
latter two, no A can be case-marked (see 9¢ for AVO and 9d for AOVApy).

(ii) Sequential clauses
In sequential clauses, used in narrative discourse to encode a sequential order, the
basic constituent order is verb-initial; either VOA or VS-order is used. In a VOA-order,
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A is case-marked (see 9e). There is a pragmatically marked variant VAO in addition to
the basic order. With VAO-order, though, A cannot be case-marked (see 9f), and the
preceding tonal downstep remains. Sequential clauses are also in line with the rule,
as A never appears preverbally. The fact that A in VAO-order is not case-marked is in
need of explanation.

(iii) Focus clauses

Focus is expressed by the verbal suffix -a. The focal participant has to appear directly
after the verb. If A is focused the resulting constituent order is OVA; if O is focused
the resulting constituent order is AVO. In OVA-order, A is case-marked (see 9g); in
AVO-order, A is not case-marked (see 9h). In sum, in all clause types, whether with
basic verb-medial order or basic verb-initial order, there is never a case-marked form
used before the verb. Therefore, Shilluk is an ergative example which follows the rule
in every respect.

The superficially unusual behavior of case encoding in VAO-order of sequential
clauses provides an additional clue as to the question of why in Shilluk case marking is
restricted to the postverbal position, and more precisely to the last position of the core
participants after the verb. As we saw in 3.1.2, the origin of the ergative case marker
in Shilluk is presumably a preposition originally encoding peripheral participants. The
latter occurred clause-finally, after the core participants. In all examples, irrespective
of the clause type, the ergative marker appears only after the verb and after all other
core participants. It is very likely that the ergative marker has retained this constraint
in its new case function.

Shilluk (West Nilotic, Northern Lwao, Nilo-Saharan)®

Independent clause
(9a) byél  a'rakk’ yi pan  dajp. OVA

grain.pL PAST.E-grind . TR.REP ERG person female

“The woman ground the durra.” (Miller and Gilley 2001:36)
(9b) mac a-duy AWAA. SV

fire PasT.E-smoke.ITR yesterday

“The fire smoked yesterday.” (Miller and Gilley 2001:37).
(9c) npan  dap  a-'rakk’ byél AVO

person female PAST.E-grind. TR.REP grain.pL

“The woman chose to grind the durra.” (Miller and Gilley 2001:36)
(9d) apot  Ggik  a-'kel’ en. AOVA,

Onyoti buffalo pasT.e-spear.Tr 3.56

“As for Onyoti, he speared the buffalo (unexpectedly).”

(Miller and Gilley 2001:45)

% The majority of the following examples have already been presented in chapter 3; we are repeating
them here for convenience of the reader.
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Sequential clause
(%9e) akwaap gincam'yi jimeén. VOA
sQ-take.TR food ERG sister
“... and then the sister took the food.” (Miller and Gilley 2001:57)

(of) a-kwap’ Jiimén gincam. VAO
sQ-take.TR.PM sister food
“... and then the sister chose to take the food.” (Miller and Gilley 2001:57)

(9g) byél  arakka yi pan  dajp. OVA
grain.pL PAST.E-grind. TR.REP-FOC ERG person female
“The woman (not someone else) ground the durra”. (Miller and Gilley 2001:36)

(9h) npan dé&jp  4d-rakka’ byél AVO
person female pasT.B-grind.TR.REP-FOC grain.pL
“The woman chose to grind the durra (not another grain).”
(Miller and Gilley 2001:36)

5.3.1.4 Dinka According to Andersen’s (1991 & 2002) analysis, Dinka is a
case language with a marked-nominative system. Four cases are distinguished,
namely nominative (called oblique by Andersen) marked by tone; accusative, the
morphologically unmarked form; two locatives, called allative and inessive; and
ablative, marked by an overlong vowel and tone change. Modified nouns appear in
what Andersen (2002:29) calls the construction case, and in two additional forms. The
construction case forms are also referred to as internal cases whereas the nominative,
accusative, allative, and inessive are referred to as external cases (see Andersen
2002). Andersen defines the difference berween the two as follows: the “external”
cases encode the relationship of the participants on clause level, distinguished from
“internal” cases, which operate within complex noun phrases. “External” case
inflections are not marked by linear tools but by root internal change (= zero marked
form). Some nouns show no variation in the nominative and accusative form; with
them case is neutralized. Syntactically speaking, Dinka is a VAO language but often,
due to pragmatics, a topic is placed clause-initially so that the resulting constituent
order is presented by Andersen as follows:

Topic Verbgyire Subject Object,rim Verbaon finite Objectse Adverbial
(Andersen 2002:6).

In other words, the VAO/VS-order often appears as AVO/SV-order if the subject is
topicalized. The language shows many contexts where the topicalized structure is
required; all declarative clauses for example prefer AVO constituent order (see 10b—d),
whereas in other clauses VAO-order is maintained (see 10e-h). Maybe the frequency
of occurrence of topic constructions has led to the hypothesis figuring in the literature
that Dinka is a verb-medial language. As in other marked-nominative languages,
the nominative encodes S and A, but only in postverbal position (for A see 10g); in
preverbal position the accusative is used instead (for A see 10b and for S 10f); the agent
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in passive-like constructions is encoded in the nominative as well after the preposition
(n)é (see 10i). The possessor appears in the nominative after the preposition ¢ (see
10j). In addition, the accusative is used as the citation form (see 10a); it encodes O
(see 10b) whether placed in its default slot after the verb (see 10b) or in topicalized
position before the verb (see 10c). It encodes the noun after the preposition né when
encoding peripheral participants other than agents (see 10d). Patients in antipassive
constructions appear as peripheral participants after the preposition ¢ in the accusative
(see 10e); and nominal predicates appear in the accusative as well (see 10h). There
are two prepositions which can either take the nominative or the accusative due to
the function they express: The preposition ¢, when used in nominal possession, takes
the nominative in order for the dependent noun to express the possessor (see 10j);
when used as a copula, however, the following element has to occur in the accusative
instead (see 10k). The accusative is triggered by the general rule that nominal predicates
appear in the morphologically unmarked form, which corresponds to the accusative.
The preposition (n)¢ is used to introduce all kinds of peripheral participants and as a
rule the following noun has to appear in the accusative (see 10d). If, however, the
preposition is used to introduce an agent in a passive-like clause, the nominative is
used instead (see 10i). In chapter 4 it has been argued that Dinka may provide clues
on one pathway in which the marked-nominative case may emerge, namely from
a structure in which the agent is presented as a peripheral participant. The rule is
obeyed since the accusative is morphologically the unmarked member in the case

opposition.

Dinka (West Nilotic, Nilo-Saharan)

(10a) bap
chief.acc
_Chief
(10b) ban a-tdoc ddok. AVO

chief acc®® p-send boy.acc
“The chief is sending the boy.” (Andersen 2002:7)

(10c) ddpk  a-tgooc ban. OVA

boy.acc p-send chief.Nom

“The chief is sending the boy.” (Andersen 2002:7)
(10d) a-ylup ne¢ léc. V-AP INST

p-beat.ap pREP stick.acc

“He is beating with a stick.” (Andersen 2002:8)
(10e) a-déek ¢ pliw V-AP PP (=0)

p-drink.Ap PREP Water.AcC

“He is drinking water.” (Andersen 2002:9)

26 1n order to be consistent, the original glosses have been changed: Oblique (OBL) by Andersen is
glossed as NOM for nominative by me. I introduce ACC (accusative) for the unmarked form, which is
called absolutive (either glossed as ABS or not glossed) by Andersen.
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Table 5.12 Nominative and accusative case functions in Dinka

Case Function

NOM (2) Subject (S & A) after the verb
(b) Agent in passive-like constructions after PREP (n)¢
(c) Possessor after the preposition ¢

ACC (a) Citation form
(b) O (all inclusive topicalized)
(¢) Nominal predication
(d) Subject (S & A) before the verb
(e) All peripheral participants after PREP (n)¢ (except agent)
(f) Patient in passive-like constructions
(g) Patient in antipassive after PREP é
(h) Patient (S) of passive

(10f) disk  a-tdoc. SV
boy.acc p-send.pas
“The boy is being sent.” (Andersen 2002:7)

(10g) nak mdryaal  tdok. VAO
kill Marial.Nom goat.acc
“Is Marial killing a goat?” (Andersen 2002:8)

(10h) man ¢ bap N.PRED = acc
child.cs1 be chief.acc
“a child who is (going to be) a chief” (Andersen 2002:15)

(10i)) ddok  a-tbooc (n)é ban.. S V-PAS Agent
boy.acc p-send.pas prep chief.NOM
“The boy is being sent by the chief.” (Andersen 2002:7)

(10j) min ¢  bap
child.cs1 prep chief.nom
“the chief’s child” (Andersen 2002:15)

(lok) mén & bap
child.cs1 be chief.acc
“a child who is (going to be) a chief” (Andersen 2002:15)

Dinka is a typical type 1 marked-nominative language, with case expressed by tone.
The accusative is morphologically and functionally unmarked. A profile of the
accusative and the nominative is presented in table 5.12. The prepositions (n)é and ¢
show an interesting behavior in that they do not trigger a fixed case pattern but one
which is semantically motivated. This is seen by the fact that agents after (n)¢ occur
in the nominative, but all other participants do not, or by the fact that the patient
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in an anti-passive construction is introduced after the preposition ¢ in the accusative
whereas the possessor triggers the nominative.

To conclude, Dinka constitutes an interesting case as it shows that the rule even
holds if the language is not strictly verb-initial, often using a verb-medial order
instead.

5.3.1.5 Chai How ubiquitous the rule “no case before the verb” is can be seen
from the fact that, even in languages which (at least today) have AVO-order, the rule
is obeyed. I will llustrate this with examples from Chai, a Surmic language with a
marked-nominative system. Chai has basic AVO constituent order.”” Four cases are
distinguished, an unmarked accusative (called absolute by Last & Lucassen 1998), a
nominative, derived from the accusative by the suffix -0, a genitive, encoded by the
suffix -in, and a locative, encoded by the suffix -6.*® Chai also follows the rule.
Accordingly, in the basic orders SV and AVO, both core participants occur in the
unmarked accusative. In 11a, S (“my children”?®) occurs in the accusative in SV-order
andin 11b A (“Bume”) occurs in the accusative in AVO-order. After the verb, however,
S and A appear in the nominative. In 11c, the same content as in 11b is presented in a
different word order, namely OVA-order, where A (“Bume”) occurs in the nominative
case. 11b reflects the basic order, 11c the pragmatically marked structure, where the
object is topicalized. S in VS-order also appears in the nominative, as in 12a (“I” and
“you” in “I know” and “you are ignorant”).”® The constituent order is relatively free;
pragmatic structure is more important than syntax. A focus participant is placed
immediately after the verb and the topic is placed clause-initially (see 12c). Note that
in 12c the topic is presented in a copula clause. As Chai is a pro-drop language, the
presence of anindependent pronoun is pragmatically marked when used clause-initially
as topic or after the verb as focus (see 12b & 12¢). In 12b, the relevant information on
the question is placed directly after the verb.

Chai (Southeast Surmic, Nilo-Saharan)
(11a) érro-a-gapu ila:gase g6'ré na rogond  reséo. SV
children.acc-my®" be.sick.IPE.3.PL very NAR tomorrow die.IpE.3.pL
“My children are very sick and tomorrow they will die.”
(Last & Lucassen 1998:406)

¥ Dimmendaal (1998a:59-60) says that Chai is better described as a verb-second language, with
the main orders OVA and SV and "VS (but in the data presented by Last & Lucassen 1998 there are
counterexamples to the latter).

28 The instrumental suffixes INST and LOC may be interpreted alternatively as postpositions.

¥ érro-d-gapii consists of the noun émd in the accusative form, the copula 4, and “my”, the possessor
pronoun. (The possessor pronoun shows the number of both possessor and possessee; see Last & Lucassen
1998:396—7.)

30 Note that the authors claim that S is encoded in ACC (ABS) also in VS-order; but their examples
suggest something else.

! The element a is a copula; see Last & Lucassen 1998:397. “The children are mine” appears in the
same structure.
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(11b) bume hanae pakogine. AVO
Bume.acc chase.prv.3.pL.03.5G Ngakogine.acc
“The Bume chased Ngakogine.” (Last & Lucassen 1998:408)

(11c) pakogine hanae bume-o. OVA
Ngakogine.acc chase.PFv.3.pL.03.5G Bume-NoM
“The Bume chased Ngakogine.” (Last & Lucassen 1998:407)

(12a) kagai ap-o: ci€: imagi in-o. VSVS
know.1sc I-NoM but be.ignorant.2s¢ you-NOM
“I know, but you don’t know.” (Last & Lucassen 1998:397)

(12b)  Olécagi kap mina? olécagl kan nakalda.
Olecagi.acc come.mv.3.s6 when? Olecagi.acc come.imMv.3.5G today
“When will Olecagi come? Olecagi will come today.”

(Last & Lucassen 1998:412)
(12¢) ...ko ap[eé] anda kstskdn bio ...
... and 1.sG.acc cor.pp bring.1mMv.1.5G cattle.acc
“... well, I thus led the cows away...” (Last & Lucassen 1998:413)

Note that the authors doubt whether Chai really has a case system. On account
of the fact that under certain conditions S and O are treated the same, they wonder
whether an ergative pattern could not be at work. Last argues that the ergative
hypothesis needs to be reconsidered since not only S and O are treated in the same
way when positioned preverbally but also S, O, and A—in other words, we observe
once again that case is neutralized when S and A are placed verb-initially.

The authors say that in OVA-order (according to their data), A is also not marked
in the nominative case; but this contradicts 12d, where A occurs in the nominative in
OVA-order:

(12d) molkéxi  done djap mangisi. OVA
Moskovitch one give.prv.3.56.0.1.5G6 government (< Mengistu)
“The government had given one Moskovitch (= type of Russian gun) to me.”
(Last & Lucassen 1998:408).

Taking the behavior of the whole linguistic area into consideration, the analysis of Chai
as being a case language with a marked-nominative system is supported, first, by the
fact that all case languages show the neutralization of case when placed preverbally.
Second, there are syntactic rules which obligatorily require certain cases to follow a

marked-nominative structure.

5.3.1.6 Baale Baale is another marked-nominative language. The nominative is
expressed by a suffix -j& the accusative (called absolutive by Yigezu & Dimmendaal
1998) is morphologically unmarked. Unseth (1986) claims Baale to be verb-medial;
Dimmendaal and Yigezu (1998), however, suggest that Baale has a relatively free
word order. In this respect, Baale is an exception within Southwest Surmic; other
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languages of the group, such as Murle and Didinga, are strictly verb-initial languages.
Baale is more likely to be a verb-second language, having the following orders (listed
according to frequency):

(1) AVO & SV(13c, 13b)
(2) OVA & VS (13i, 13a)
(3) AOV (13)).

Of the three orders listed, the nominative can only appear in constituent order (2); in
all other orders, core participants appear in the accusative. Case, therefore, is highly
restricted and used only in pragmatically marked expressions. The SV-order applies
also if there is an S COP order (see 13g). S in a copula clause therefore behaves like S
in a verbal clause.

As in other marked-nominative languages, the nominal predicate appears in the
accusative (see 13h). Participants introduced by verbal derivation, such as dative’” or
instrumental, also appear in the accusative (see 13d for the dative suffix -¢¢ and 13f for
the instrumental suffix -(y)&).

Baale (Southwest Surmic, Nilo-Saharan)
(132) 4gor téerri-jé. VS
Mv-drink.3.5¢ woman-NOM
“Yesterday/today/tomorrow the woman was/is/will be drinking.”
(Yigezu & Dimmendaal 1998:304)
(13b) anda kadag-ee. SV
1.AccC 1.sG.IMv.eat
“As for me, I eat/am eating.” (Yigezu & Dimmendaal 1998:300)
(13¢) ndnd 4d-ak rila. AV O
3sG.ACC IMV-co0Kk.3.5¢ food.acc
“She cooks food.” (Yigezu & Dimmendaal 1998:306)
(13d) nsnd  4-a-ge ééra dla AVIOO
3.5G.Acc IMV-cook-DaT child.acc food.acc
“She cooks food for the child.” (Yigezu & Dimmendaal 1998:306)

(13e) a-¢ 16. VO
mv-till. 356 ground.acc
“S/he is tilling the ground.” (Yigezu & Dimmendaal 1998:306)

(13f)  4-g5-ye 16. VO
mv-till. 3 .sG-InsT ground.acc
“S/he is tilling the ground (with something).”
(Yigezu & Dimmendaal 1998:306)

3 Dative is not used as a case marker by the authors cited but as a verbal derivation—most like an
applicative.
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(13g) (anda)kéni  baalééjini. S COP N.PRED
l.acc 1.sG.be Baale.acc
“I am a Baale.” (Dimmendaal 1998a:40)

(13h) kiginna baalé. COP N.PRED
cor.1.pL Baale.acc
“We are Baale.” (Yigezu & Dimmendaal 1998:297)

(13i) and4 a-uk-ka maagi. OVA
me mv-kill-me hunger.noMm
“I am hungry.” (Dimmendaal 1998a:62)
(13j) anda sara Kimagge. AOV
1.acC name.Acc escaped
“As for me, I forgot the (your) name.” (Dimmendaal 1998a:62)

To summarize, even in a language with relatively free word order and a basic
verb-medial order, the rule “no case before the verb” holds, as is the case of Baale.
In general, the no case before the verb constraint entails that—compared to verb-
initial languages—verb-medial languages have fewer possibilities of distinguishing
case. Accordingly, this constraint may lead to a complete loss of case. Conceivably,
this happened in Bari, synchronically the only East Nilotic language without a
case system and the only East Nilotic language with a strict verb-medial order
(see 5.3.3.1).

5.3.1.7 Tennet—a counter example? The South-West Surmic language Tennet
has already been introduced in 4.1.1 as a canonical marked-nominative language. With
regard to the rule, Tennet offers a more complex situation. The following presentation
is based on Randal (1998:219-72).

Clause types which follow the rule

Tennet has a variety of different verbless clauses. The so-called attributive clauses are
verbless clauses for non-specific nominal predicates (see 14a-14c). The copula appears
clause-initially, followed by § in the nominative, and by the nominal predicate in the
accusative (see 14a—14b).

Verbless clauses

(14a) k-eéniannd  mot-tot-t. COP S N.PRED
1-be  1sG.NOM be.angry-AGNM-$G NOM ACC
“I am a brave man (not bragging).” (Randal 1998:233)

(14b) égin tiin-a ks meélé. COP S ADJ.PRED
be.pPL cOW.PL-NOM DEM many.Acc NOM ACC
“These cattle are many.” (Randal 1998:233)
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The so-called equational clauses are used when the nominal predicate is specific.
The copula appears clause-medially, preceded by the subject S in the accusative
(see 15a), followed by the nominal predicate in the accusative (“teacher” in 15a
and 15b). Alternatively, there is no copula present and the nominals involved are
juxtaposed, both in the accusative (see 15b—the answer to the question “Who is
the teacher”). According to Schréder (2005), only pronominal subjects appear in the
accusative in constructions presented in 15a and 15b; nominal subjects, however, take
the nominative as well.

(15a) anét  ci k-ééni deméz-zoh-t. S COP N.PRED
1sG.ACC AM 1-be  teach-AGNM-sG.AcC ACC ACC
“I'm the teacher.” (Randal 1998:234)

(15b) anét  deméz-z6h-t. S N.PRED

15G.ACC teach-AGNM-SG.ACC  ACC  ACC
“I'm the teacher.” (Randal 2000:71%)

The verbless clauses presented so far follow the “no case before the verb” rule. They
appear with different constituent orders.

Some constructions trigger a word-order change. Some of them are in accordance
with the rule; others are not. First, I will present the instances which are in accordance
with the rule. In complement clauses, the subordinate clause may either occur with VS-
order (see 16a) or with SV-order (see 16b). In the former, S occurs in the nominative,
in the latter in the accusative. There are at least some focus constructions which
follow the rule “no case before the verb” (see 16c & 16d). Note that personal nouns
are also case-inflected; the nominative of Lokuli is Lokuli-r. In focus-cleft constructions,
the focused participant is placed clause-initially followed by the semantic main clause,
presented as a relative clause (16c—d).

(16a) k-agga annd  a-rigum otin enné. ¥ §-:VL8
1-1pv.know 1.5G.NOM Ipv-dance FUT 3.SG.NOM
“I know that he will dance.” (Randal 1998:255)

(16b) k-aggd annd  ndnno  4-ragum atm. VS SV
1-1pv.know 1.5G.NOM 3.5G.ACC IPv-dance FUT
“I know that he will dance.” (Randal 1998:255)

(16c) Lokauli ci arth Lohim. AVO
Lokuli.acc am 1pv-beat Loham.acc
“It is Lokuli who is beating Loham.” (Randal 1998:261)
(16d) Lokuli néné ct ardh Lohdm. AV O
Lokuli.acc the.one.acc aM 1pv-beat Loham.acc
“Lokuli is the one who is beating Loham.” (Randal 1998:262)

3 Spelling and glosses have been homogenized; they are slightly different in Randal 2000 and Randal
1998.
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Clause types which contradict the rule

(i) Verbless clauses
There are, however, also clause types which contradict the rule “no case before the

verb”. Among them are some verbless clause types.

(17¢)*  égin tiin-a ks meglé. COP S ADJ.PRED
be.PL COW.PL-NOM DEM many.ACC ~ NOM ACC
“These cattle are many.” (Randal 1998:233)

(17d) meélé tiin-a k3. ADJ.PRED S
many COW-PL-NOM DEM PRED NOM
“These cattle are many.” (Randal 1998:233)

(17e) tun c¢i-k  mdadn-ik uk3. S.ACC ADJ
COW.PL.ACC AM-PL tan-mod.PL.AD] DEM ACC PRED
“These are the tan cows.” (Randal 1998:234)

(17f) madn-€ tin-a k3. ADJ S
tan-PL.ADJ COW.PL-NOM DEM PRED NOM

“These cows are tan-colored.” (Randal 1998:234)

17d is a variant of 17c¢, presented earlier. 17d is a counterexample to the rule, if, as
indicated by Randal, it is an instance of a copulaless construction in which both
elements are of a nominal nature. In this case, both should occur in the accusative (see
15b). Yet, if the adjectival element should be interpreted as a predicate, 17d would
be no counterexample to the rule. In the latter interpretation, the structure would
behave like a V-S structure of verbal clauses, with S appearing in the nominative. There
are examples of adjectives which serve as predicates (see 17f). The correspondences
between 17d and 17f are obvious: In both clauses, the adjective occurs first, followed
by S in the nominative. 17f is the corresponding copulaless construction of 17e. In
17e, the adjective serves as a nominal predicate, is placed clause-finally, and S occurs
clause-initially in the accusative followed by the associative marker.*

The behavior of adjectives is complex; they show nominal behavior, like their
ability to be case-inflected or to take plural agreement (see table 5.13), and they show
verbal behavior, as the ability to serve as predicates may have shown. Adjectives
have a more complex case behavior than nouns. They have an extra form when
used as predicates which is different from their accusative form. Case on adjectives is
only expressed by tone. Table 5.13 presents the case forms of the adjective “bad” in
Tennet.

** First presented as 21¢, repeated here for convenience.

* The associative marker (AM) has a wide range of functions. It introduces relative clauses, stands
before verbs expressing qualities, such as verbs with an adjectival semantics, and is used in one type of
nominal possession. Randal suggests that the main function of the AM is to connect a nominal participant
and a clausal one, which always has a verbal core (Randal 1998:241).




Special phenomena 253

Table 5.13 Case forms of the adjective “bad” in Tennet

Singular Plura]
Predicate® gerza gerzé
Modifier (accusative) gerzé gérzék
Modifier (nominative) gerzé gerzék

Source Randal 1998:233.

An additional verbal behavior can be seen in their inability to modify a noun
directly but requiring an associative marker in between (see 18). In this respect, they
contrast with other modifiers which can modify the noun directly, like numerals and
demonstratives (Randal 1998:225).

(18) tin ¢tk marik
COW-PL AM-PL red-PL
“red cows” (Randal 1998: 225)

The overall behavior of adjectives leads to the conclusion that they undoubtedly share
features with nouns and verbs.

(if) Negation

There are certain constructions where the basic word order changes. Among these
are negative and focus constructions. According to Randal, both constructions are
counterexamples to my rule, as S or A occur in the nominative. A closer look may
give a more detailed picture. In negative clauses, word order changes from VAO to
AV O. A before the verb is still encoded in the nominative case (see 19b & 19d). For
the negation of the perfective clauses with ngén, it is likely that the synchronically new
word order NEG A V O goes back historically to a VAVO-order, as the NEG particle
appears to be historically a verb. Traces of the negative marker being a verb can still
be seen in the fact that the main verb of the negative clause appears in the subjunctive
form. Accordingly, Randal concludes: “It is possible that historically the negative
marker was a verb, since when the main verb is negated it appears in the subjunctive
form” (Randal 1998:248). As the subjunctive form normally cannot encode the main
verb, this must be seen as a relic of an older VAVO-order. Considering the original
order, the case behavior is in accordance with the rule: A occurs in the nominative
because it follows the erstwhile verb in VA-order. According to Heine and Reh
(1984:185-6) a strikingly similar situation is found in the East Nilotic language Teso,
where the basic order VAO (20a) is replaced by AVO in negative clauses (20b), as a
result of the grammaticalization of the verb -mam “not to exist” to a sentence-initial

*¢ This reminds us of the oblique case form in Ik (see chapter 2); at least for adjectives, it might be that
the accusative is not the most basic form—but there is yet another form. It would be interesting to know
which of the three is the basic form.

R
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negation marker mam. The AVO-order (see 20e) is a reinterpretation of the original V
complement VO-structure (see 20c).

(19a) k-G-cin-1 annd  Lokuli iyokéd néks. VAO
1-rpr-see-1.5G 1.sc.NoMm Lukuli.acc now DEM
“I see Lokuli now.” (Randal 1998:248)

(19b)  ming annd k-d-cin-1 Lokuli iyoko nék3. NEGAVO
not 1.SG.NOM l-iMv-see-1.5G Lukuli.acc now DEM
“I don’t see Lokuli now.” (Randal 1998:248)

(19¢) ki-cin-a annd  Lokuli balwdz.
1-PFv-see-1.5G 1.sG.NoM Lokuli.acc yesterday
“I saw Lokuli yesterday.” (Randal 1998:248)

(19d) nganni annd k-1-¢cin - Lokl balwdz. NEGAVO(>*VAVO)
not  1.sc.NoM l-sey-see Lokuli.acc yesterday
“I didn’t see Lokuli yesterday.” (Randal 1998:248)

Teso (East Nilotic; Nilo-Saharan)
(20a) ekoto petero ekinok.
wants Peter dog
“Peter wants a dog.” (Heine & Reh 1984:185-6)

(20b) mam petero ekoto ekinok.
NEG Peter wants dog
“Peter doesn’t want a dog.” (Heine & Reh 1984:185-6)

(20c) **’e- mam petero ekoto ekinok.
3- notbe Peter wants dog
“It is not Peter (who) wants a dog.” (Heine & Reh 1984:185-6)

(20d) “Verb + complement + verb + object (O)
(20e) NEG + subject (A) + verb + object (O)

(iii) In some focus constructions, the constituent order may change to SV but § s still
encoded in the nominative. As has been shown above, there are focus constructions
which are in line with the rule but there are also others which are not. In fact, focus
constructions could be real counterexamples, as S occurs in the nominative when
placed before the verb (see 21a). It would be of interest what the status is of the first
element in the clause ijja zim in 21a, that is, whether it can be traced back to a verb, as
[ suspect. In this case, even this example would not be a counterexample.

(21a) ijja zm wdla-t i-kiya. S.NOM V
and then crow-NOM IPE-come
“And then Crow came.” (Randal 1998:261)

# The asterisk stands for historical reconstruction.
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The focus type presented in 21b would only be in line with the rule if the syntactic
structure is seen as a relic of the source structure and synchronically has been
reinterpreted as one copula clause. The basic construction of 21b is a main clause
followed by a relative clause, translatable as “It is Lokul who is the teacher”. That
there is relative clause structure is suggested by the presence of the associative marker.
Due to semantic pressure, this structure could have been reinterpreted as a simple
main clause with a COP S N.PRED-order, with the first copula being the predicate
of the clause and Lokuli being a following subject. Then the case marking would
be in accordance with the rule. Reinterpretations of this kind are common in other
languages, as will be argued in 5.3.4.

(21b) ming één Lokali-1 ¢t ééndeméz-zéh-t.  S.NOM COP N.PRED
but be Lokuli-NoMm am be teach-agNmM-sG  NOM  acc
“But it’s Lokuli who is the teacher.” (Randal 1998:262)

To conclude, Tennet behaves to some extent in accordance with the rule, but there
are also instances which contradict this rule. Some of them can be explained when the
historical basis of the constructions is considered, in particular that of negation clauses.
With others, a historical scenario is less compelling as there is not enough information
on the nature of the elements involved. This concerns the focus constructions in
particular. Nevertheless, there are clear instances of clause types which follow the rule,
such as complement clauses, some focus constructions, and some verbless clauses—
suggesting that instances of clause types which are in accordance with the rule might
be remnants of a past situation and instances which contradict are suggestive of a
later development of the langunage. In Tennet, one might expect a drift towards verb-
medial order without loss of the case system (unlike the development I hypothesize
to have happened in Bari).

5.3.1.8 Tima The split-ergative language Tima (possibly Kordofanian) might be
another counterexample to the rule. Usually the ergative case only appears postverbally
(see 22a), but Dimmendaal (forthc.) also mentions clauses where the ergative appears
preverbally with A (see 22b). The language has not yet been studied well enough to
make final statements about this (see 3.2).

(22a) yaboh-¢ yAiluk nAhunen.
meat-FOC eat.PL ERG.women
“The women are eating meat.” (Dimmendaal forthc.: 16, (62))

(22b) piyémé G-kadi.
ERG-who REL-catch-Q
“Who caught it?” (Dimmendaal forthc. 17, (66))*®

38 Por convenience, examples 22a and 22b first presented in 3.3 as 64a and 64h are repeated here.
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5.3.2 Genetic distribution

Ascanbe seen in Appendix Il and map 5.5, the rule applies in a wide range of languages,
including marked-nominative systems such as Turkana, and ergative systems such
as Shilluk. Accusative systems are excluded as the only possible candidate, Ik, shows
an irregular behavior; I will return to this language in section 5.3.3.2.8. The rule is
also not restricted to one constituent order: It applies to basic verb-initial languages
like Turkana, and to verb-medial languages like Péari or Baale. The only constituent
order which is excluded, for obvious reasons, is verb-final. Accordingly, all Cushitic
and Omotic languages in Appendix II which have a marked-nominative system
cannot show this split condition—if they did they would not be case languages.
Nor is the rule restricted to any of the means by which case is expressed. It affects
case systems expressed by tone, such as Turkana and Maa, as well as case systems
expressed by suffixes, such as Pidri or Chai. The rule also applies across genetic
boundaries, applying to Nilo-Saharan languages of the Surmic, East and South Nilotic
branches and to some West Nilotic languages, as well as to Afroasiatic, in particular to
Berber.

In the western Bantu languages spoken in Angola, Namibia, and Botswana, which
are all verb-medial languages, the situation is complex. As hasbeen argued for example
for Umbundu, the accusative is restricted to the occurrence after the verb only; in
preverbal position the nominative has to be used (see 5.1.1.1). If the accusative is the
basic form and the nominative is the derived form, as Blanchon argues (1998), then
the western Bantu languages differ significantly from the ones mentioned here, in that
in Umbundu it is not the caseless form which occurs preverbally but the case-inflected
form, the nominative. As the Bantu situation is in need of more investigation, I will
not consider it further here. Ignoring Bantu, the rule is clearly suggestive of an areal
phenomenon of East Africa.

5.3.3 Towards a historical explanation

The question then arises: Why have case languages in East Africa developed the split
condition “no case before the verb”? The following observation may provide a clue.
As will be shown below, in many languages where the rule applies, the preverbal
position expresses pragmatic functions such as focus and/or topic. Most of these
languages have verb-initial order, but there is one noteworthy exception, namely
Bari.

5.3.3.1 Bari Bariis in fact exceptional among the East Nilotic languages: First, the
basic constituent order is not verb-initial but verb-medial; and second, Bari has no case:
Neither nouns nor free pronouns show any case distinction (see Spagnolo 1933:55,
80). The personal pronouns for first and second person appear the same irrespective of
whether they are used for A or O (see 23c & 23d). The constituent order is relatively
rigid (see 23a with AVO, 23b with SV).
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Bari (Bast Nilotic, Nilo-Saharan)
(23a) nuro ametkme’. AV O
child see sheep
“The child saw the sheep.” (Spagnolo 1933:55)

(23b) nantutui kadi. SV
I go PpREP house
“I go to the house.” (Spagnolo 1933:57)

(23¢) nan amet do.
I see you
“I saw you.” (Spagnolo 1933:80)

(23d) do ametnan.
yousee [
“You saw me.” (Spagnolo 1933:80)

As Bari has no case, the rule cannot apply. Historically, however, the two exceptional
features mentioned above may be relevant for the historical development of the
language. Suppose Bari once had a case distinction as all other East Nilotic languages
do. Suppose further that in Bari, as in all other East Nilotic languages (and even
beyond), the rule applied, the caseless situation of Bari today could be the result of a
word-order change. With the transition from VS/AQO to S/AVO, no contexts were left
where the derived nominative form could appear. In this way, the former nominative/
accusative distinction could have been reduced to accusative. All nouns appeared in
one form only, and that was the accusative. Therefore, even in a language such as Bari
where today case is no longer present, the rule might have been of influence in the
development of the language. The limited information on Bari does not allow for any
solid reconstruction of the word-order change.

Table 5.14 provides a scenario of what might have led to the loss of case in Bari:
At stage I, Proto-East Nilotic had a marked-nominative system. This hypothesis is
supported by the fact that, first, all East Nilotic langnages have a marked-nominative
system expressed by tone except Bari and, second, as there are also marked-nominative
systems in South Nilotic and to some extent also in West Nilotic, case may have been
present before Proto-East Nilotic. With regard to word order, it is most likely that
Proto-East Nilotic had verb-initial order, as, again, within East Nilotic all languages
are verb-initial except Bari, and, second, South Nilotic languages are also verb-initial.
Due to topic or focus-cleft constructions, a second, pragmatically marked word order
appeared with preceding focused or topicalized participants. Topicalized participants
were placed clause-initially followed by the main clause in the structure: “As for X,
(X) did Y” with X being topicalized. This construction is also referred to as anti-cleft
or topic-cleft by Harris and Campbell (1995:165%), where the topicalized participant

3 “The peculiarity of the structure [...], which we term an anti-cleft, is that, unlike focus-clefts
familiar from many languages, the subordinate clause, rather than the matrix, contains the copula and
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Table 5.14 A three-stage scenario of case loss in Bari

Stage 1 I I11
Constituent  VS/AO = basic $/AVO = pragmatically marked ~ §/AVO = basic order
order constituent order order expressing topic or focus
Case MNOM with Only ACC because of “no case ACC the only remaining
ACC/NOM before the verb” case form = no case
Language Proto-East Nilotic Teso, Turkana, Maa Bari

is presented in a copula clause or as an appositive pre-thought. In many languages,
focused participants are presented in the form of a cleft construction. The focused
participant is presented in a copula clause, and an adjacent relative clause semantically
presents the main clause. The structure can be paraphrased as “It is X who did Y”
with X being focused, referred to as focus-cleft by Harris and Campbell (1995:56 &
166). As in marked-nominative systems the nominal predicate of a copula clause is
encoded in the morphologically unmarked case, that is, the accusative (see chapter 4);
the case of the preceding participant is the same as that of the nominal predicate,
namely the accusative. Evidence for this stage is found for example in Maa, Turkana,
or to a certain degree also in Teso. In this way, not only did a different word order
appear but word-order change was accompanied by a different case behavior, namely
that of “no case before the verb”. The complex construction consisting of a copula
clause plus a relative clause, or a copula clause plus the semantic main clause, was
reinterpreted as one main clause. Traces of the earlier construction are still found in
the case behavior.

At stage 1II, the verb-medial order was still pragmatically marked. At stage 111, a
reinterpretation took place. The former pragmatically marked structure became the
basic word order. A side effect of this reinterpretation was the loss of case since there
were no contexts left for the nominative to occur. The accusative became the only
remaining case form; being morphologically unmarked and no longer being used in
opposition to another case form, no case distinction was left.

The scenario presented above, which relates to focus marking, is based on findings
in a number of African languages, perhaps most notably in the Bast Cushitic languages
Somali and Rendille. And a similar strategy of frontshifting the pragmatically marked
participant to the clause-initial position is employed for topic (or theme) marking. The
hypothesis that the verb-medial order is triggered by pragmatic constructions such as
focus or topic can be substantiated by the following data.

Outside Africa, there are languages where a word-order change has also been the
result of a former focus construction, Breton providing an example. Unlike the other
Celtic languages, Breton today mostly shows AVO-order (see 24a), whereas all other

the topicalized element. Correspondingly, the empty position occurs in the matrix clause, rather than the
subordinate” (Harris & Campbell 1995:165).
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Celtic languages are verb-initial (see 24b). According to Heine and Kuteva (2005) the
change in constituent order was the result of the following process:

[The AVO-order in Breton] is the result of a pragmatic process whereby a focus
construction, having the structure of a (bi-clausal) cleft construction, is grammaticalized
to a new (mono-clausal) syntactic pattern where the (focalized) subject is placed sentence-
initially (see Harris & Campbell 1995: 155-7; Ternes 1999 for details). Thus, a sentence of
the form [24b] is diachronically derived from a cleft construction of the type [24¢].

(Heine & Kuteva 2005)

Welsh (Celtic)
(24a) Mae'r tywydd yn braf.
is  the weather ap nice
“The weather is nice.” (Ternes 1999:238)

Breton (Celtic)
(24b) Anamzer a zobrav
the weather thatis nice*
“The weather is nice.” (Ternes 1999:238)

(24c) [Itis X [that Y]], where [It is X] = copular matrix clause, and [that Y] = relative
clause. (Heine & Kuteva 2005)

5.3.3.2 Topic or focus In the following section, in general languages will be
discussed where the rule applies and where the preverbal position is used for topic
or focus. In addition, languages will be presented where the rule does not apply but
which nevertheless support the hypothesis presented above.

5.3.3.2.1 Turkana In Turkana, preposed participants are, according to Dimmendaal,
topicalized or focused. In 25a, A is topicalized and, in 25b, O is topicalized, both
occurring in the accusative.

Turkana (East Nilotic, Nilo-Saharan)

(25a) é-xkile lo' pe-é-a-yen- na-kiro’ guna’, k-idar’. AV O
man.acc this not-3-pa-know-a matters.acc those 3-wait
“This man, not knowing about these problems, waited ...”
(Dimmendaal 19832:408)

(25b) e-maanik gol" ki-gelém-1. OVA
bull.acc that we-castrate-a
“That bull we castrated.” (Dimmendaal 1983a:408)

The development proposed here is corroborated by work dealing with syntactic
changes from a general historical perspective (see Harris & Campbell 1995).

4 Ternes (1999:238) describes the particle @ as a “verbal particle” (VP). Heine and Kuteva 2005 follow
Harris and Campbell (1995:155-6) in glossing it as a relative clause marker.
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5.3.3.2.2 Toposa In Toposa the rule also holds. The preverbal position is used for
pragmatic functions such as focus. The focused participant is placed clause-initially,
appearing in the accusative regardless of whether S, A (see 26a), or O (see 26b) are
involved. For a historical interpretation of the focus clause it may be interesting that
the focused participant appears in the form used before a pause (see 4.1.3). The pause
most likely is a trace of the original structure from which the focus clause developed.
Obviously, the focused participant was not always a part of the main clause but was a
preposed pre-thought instead.

Toposa (East Nilotic, Nilo-Saharan)

(26a) nya-kuju e-yen-i daani na  pa ny-a-yen-i ayor.
F.PL-God/ acc 3.5s6-know-mmv all.acc which not NEG-1.5G-know-mMv  [.NOM
“God [alone] knows everything that I don’t know.” (Schroder 2002:88)

(26b) npuna daani e-rwor-o nye-tau a-rina a-ya-i kidiama.
these all.acc 3.sG-speak-RrL M/sG-heart.NoMm 1.56-be.still 1.s¢-be-sG up/above
“My heart spoke all that while I was still up in the air.” (Schréder 2002:88)

5.3.3.2.3 Nandi The South Nilotic Kalenjin dialect Nandi has a canonical marked-
nominative system of type 1, expressed by tone in the basic constituent order VAO/
VS8 (Creider & Creider 1989). The accusative is morphologically unmarked; the
nominative is derived from the accusative (Creider & Creider call the nominative the
subject-case and the accusative the object-case). The accusative marks O (see 27a), IO
(27a), and the nominal predicate either after the copula ko (see 27¢) or in copulaless
clauses (see 27f), while the nominative marks S and A after the verb (27a). Word order
can be changed in topicalized constructions, where the topicalized participant occurs
preverbally always in the morphologically unmarked form, namely the accusative
(see 27b for S, 27c¢ for A, and 27d for O being topicalized). The topic participant is
followed by the topic marker ké. Note that there is also an element ké serving as a
copula; whether the two elements, topic marker and copula, are the same does not
become clear from the evidence available (compare 27e with 27b—-27d). There are no
remnants of a former relative clause; there is no relative clause marker. At least the
case of the topicalized participant matches the case used for the nominal predicate in
copula constructions: Both occur in the accusative.

Nandi (Kalenjin, South Nilotic, Nilo-Saharan)

(27a) kikaici kipe:t lakwé:t ceka. VAIOO
pasT-give-cut Kibet.nom child.acc milk.acc®!
“Kibet gave the child milk.” (Creider & Creider 1989:124)

(27b) ce:pydiséit ko ruey. SV
woman.AcC TOP sleep
“The woman is sleeping.” (Creider & Creider 1989:125)

“! The glosses are added by the present author.
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(27¢) kipert ko kéréy lakweé:t. AVO

Kibet.acc Tor look  child.acc

“Kibet is looking at the child.” (Creider & Creider 1989:125)
(27d) lakwé:t ko ké:réy kipe:t. OVA

child.acc Tor look  Kibet.Nom

“Kibet is looking at the child.” (Creider & Creider 1989:125)
(27e) kipe:t ko lakwét. S PRED.N

Kibet.acc cop child.acc

“Kibet is a child.” (Creider & Creider 1989:125)
(27f) na:ntitintet kipe:t. PRED.N S

Nandi.acc*? Kibet.nom

“Kibet is a Nandi.” (Creider & Creider 1989:121)

5.3.3.2.4 Datooga In Datooga, another South Nilotic canonical marked-nominative
language, the preverbal position is used for topic: The topicalized participant occurs
clause-initially in the accusative, which is the morphologically unmarked form
(see 28b, compared to 28a, the non-topicalized variant where A occurs in the
nominative instead). The case marking of the topicalized participant corresponds to
the case used for nominal predicates (see chapter 4).

Datooga (South Nilotic, Nilo-Saharan)
(28a) gijaanuwaa haadigd jéedd hilandapawa. V SLOC
must.g0  men.NOMin  men’s tent.AcC
“The men must have gone into the men’s tent.” (KieBling 2001:17)
(28b) haadiga gajaanuwaa jeeda hilandapawa. SV LOC
men.ACC must.go  in  men’s tent.acc
“As for the men, they must have gone into the men’s tent.” (Kieliling 2001:17)

5.3.3.2.5 Berber The Berber languages are verb-initial. Their behavior with regard
to case is quite complex, as has been shown in chapter 4. All Berber languages with
case inflexions are marked-nominative languages and follow the rule “no case before
the verb”. The nominative encodes only non-topicalized subjects, S and A, placed
after the verb (see 29a), whereas the accusative encodes topicalized subjects, S and A,
placed preverbally (see 29b and 29c).

Kabyle (North Berber, Afroasiatic)

(292)” inya worgaz  agfif.
3.5G.M.PEREKill man+NoM boy+acc
“A man killed a boy.” (Aikhenvald 1995:45)

42 Creider and Creider call the accusative case form the oblique (see for example Creider & Creider
1989:41, 57)

% The examples 29a-29¢ were originally presented in chapter 4 as 47-49; they are repeated for
convenience of the reader.
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(29b) aqfif inya argaz.
boy+acc 3sG.M.PERE.kill man+acc
“A boy, (he) killed a man.” (Aikhenvald 1995:45)
(29¢) aqgfif inya-t worgaz.
boy+acc 3.sc.M.PEREkill-3-56.M.0 man-+NoM
“A boy, a man killed him.” (Aikhenvald 1995:45)

5.3.3.2.6 Maa In Maa, the clause-initial position is used for focus participants. In the
focus construction, the relative clause is still visible in the presence of a relative clause

marker (see 30).

(30) en-titd na-d3l ninyé.
F.SG-girl. ACC REL.E.§G-see 3.5G.ACC
“It is the girl who sees him.” (Tucker & Mpaayei 1955)

5.3.3.2.7 Tennet As has been shown in section 5.3.1.6, the preverbal position is used
for focus in Tennet. Some of the focus constructions which are in accordance with
the rule “no case before the verb” still bear witness to a relative clause expressed
by the associative marker (AM)* (see 31a and 16d above). The case used with the
focus participant corresponds to the case of the nominal predicate: Both appear in the
accusative (see chapter 4, example 3). The first part of 31a (Lokili néné) is identical with
a copulaless clause meaning “Lokuli is the one”.

(31a)” Lokali  néné ciardh  Loham. AV O
Lokuli.acc the.one.acc am 1pr-beat Loham.acc
“Lokuli is the one who is beating Loham.” (Randal 1998:262).

Even some of the counterexamples support the hypothesis that the rule is the result
of the pragmatic functions topic or focus. As has been shown above, sonie negation
constructions in Tennet do not follow the rule: The preverbal subject occurs in the
nominative rather than the accusative (see 31b). At first sight, this is an example
which contradicts the rule. However, looking at it from a historical point of view
and considering the source construction, it is the expected situation. As the preverbal
position of the subject in these negative constructions is not triggered by the copula
clause, and the negated subject does not go back to a nominal predicate, consequently
it cannot show any change in case. Instead, it is more likely that the negation
construction goes back to a VS VS-structure, since the negation marker itself is of
verbal origin, as has been argued above. Therefore, the subject is in accordance with
its source structure: It still shows the case of the formally postposed position, namely
the nominative.

4 . . . .

* For the range of functions expressed by the associative marker, see footnote in section 5.3.1.6
above.

* For convenience, 16cis repeated as 31a.



Special phenomena 263

(31b)"% ngannianné  k-1-cin Lokuli balwdz.  NEGAVO(*VAV Q)
not  1.sc.NoM l-sBJ-see 1.s¢ Lokuli yesterday
“I didn’t see Lokuli yesterday.” (Randal 1998:248)

It goes without saying that in Tennet there are counterexamples which lack a
convincing explanation and which therefore do not support the hypothesis. More
research is required on these examples.

5.3.3.2.8 Ik Asillustrated in section 2.8, the Kuliak language Ik with its basic verb-
initial order (see 32a & 32b) shows a split accusative system with many irregularities,
and it does not follow the rule. We saw in section 2.8 that Ik is a type 2 accusative
language, meaning that both the accusative and the nominative are morphologically
derived. In addition, the language uses the underived form of the noun in certain
contexts; | have referred to the latter form as oblique case. Yet, the oblique never occurs
before the verb. Therefore, strictly speaking, Ik can be considered a counterexample.
Nevertheless, the language does show some changes in case behavior once participants
are placed preverbally. The trigger for the case changes are to some extent the same
as in the languages which are in line with the rule. It is therefore worth taking a closer
look at Ik. In preverbal position, the following cases are found depending on the clause
type concerned: First, the copulative, second the nominative, and third the accusative.
The copulative occurs in focus constructions, the nominative in topic constructions,
and the accusative in various other clause types.

(i) Focus

If a participant is focused, it occurs preverbally in the copulative case (see 32c). If the
focused participant is not the subject, S or A, the subject obligatorily occurs preverbally
as well in the accusative (see 32d). The copularive is a case marker which serves a wide
range of functions, such as copula, focus, or encoding peripheral participants such as
time (see section 2.8 under copula clause). As in other languages following the rule,
the focus construction goes back to a structure of a preceding copula clause followed
by a relative clause which contains the main semantic information. Traces of the old
structure are still present in Ik: The copula case that encodes focus has its origin in
its basic function, namely the copulative function. As 32e illustrates, even today each
noun can suffix the copulative case, resulting in a complete expression meaning “It is
X”. Therefore, the first participant in 32¢ and 32d still could mean respectively “It is
me” and “It is the children”. The former relative clause has also left some traces: The
encoding of § and A, if not focused themselves, corresponds to the encoding of S and
A in relative clauses, that is, S and A occur preverbally in the accusative (compare
32d to 32f). There is a slight difference between the remnant of the relative clause
found in focus constructions and the relative clause: Whereas in relative clauses O
can optionally also appear preverbally in the accusative (see 32g), this is not possible
in focus constructions.

* Presented already as 19d.
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In sum, the case behavior of preverbal participants in focus constructions reflects
its original structure in a cleft construction: The original structure consists of a copula
clause followed by a relative clause. Both features are the same in languages where
the rule applies. Now, why does Ik not follow the rule? This is due to the fact that in
Ik nominal predicates and relative clauses trigger different case markings than in the
other languages which obey the rule, since in Ik the nominal predicate does not appear
in the morphologically unmarked form, the oblique. Furthermore, since the relative
clause triggers such an unusual word-order change accompanied by case change, the
outcome is different from that in other languages. And it is possible to go even one
step further: Even though Ik is an exception to the rule, its focus construction supports
the hypothesis presented above about the origin of the rule.

(ii) Topic

In topic clauses the topicalized participant is positioned preverbally in the nominative
case (see 32h for O), irrespective of S, A, or O. The case of the topicalized participant,
similar to the focus construction, is most likely triggered by a copula clause. In addition
to the copulative already mentioned, Ik has several copulas which each has its own
fossilized case pattern. There is one copula, i-on, which takes the nominal predicate
in the nominative (see 32j). It is most likely that the case of the topicalized participant
has its origin in this copula construction. Literally, the topic clause would have the
structure: “There is X, X did” (if the subject is topicalized) or “There is X, Y did to X”
(if the object is topicalized).

(iii) Clause types which obligatorily take S and A preverbally in the accusative

As mentioned before, S and A are placed preverbally in the accusative in relative
clauses, copulative clauses and some other clauses, for example after the conjunction
na, where the verb is constructed in the subjunctive (see chapter 2). [t remains unclear
what structure might have triggered the occurrence of the accusative in preverbal
position. This is a counterexample where no explanation can be given. As has been
shown in section 2.8, Ik shows many irregularities with regard to the encoding of core
participants, not only when placed before the verb but also when placed after the
verb. Some of them remain unexplained, like the present one. Unlike the clause types
presented under (i) and (ii), those in (iii) no longer involve any pragmatic markedness;
they are obligatory structures which most likely present fossilized structures.

Ik (Kuliak)*’

(32a) en-udot-a im-a nyarama-k?.
see-aND-a child-Nom girl-acc
“The child sees the girl.”

(32b) do-1rra  akarik-2
g0-1.5G-a PER [-NOM
“I've gone.”

7 The examples presented here have been mentioned already in chapter 2; they are repeated for
convenience.
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(32¢) nci-6 en-és-udot-i-a bi-k2.
[-cop see-IRR-AND-1.5G-A you-acc
“It’s me (who) will see you.”

(32d) wic-6 na bi-a en-udo-id-2.
children-cop ENC yOu-ACC see-AND-2.5G-a
“It’s the children you see.”

(32e) saba-k®
river-cop
“It’s a river.”

(32f) cek-a na  nci-aen-udoti-a  ntsi wice-k?
WOman-NOM REL.SG I-ACC see-AND-1.5G-a she.oBL children-acc
bira-a neé na.
be.not-a here.paT DEM
“The woman whose children I saw is not here.”

(32g) cek-a na ntst  wicé-a en-udoti  bira-a
WOINan-NOM REL.SG she.oBL children-acc see-anNp-1.5G be.not-a
neé na.
here.paT DEM
“The woman whose children I saw is not here.”

(32h) wik-a nc-i en--a k-2 nak®
children-nom I-GEN see-1.8G-a [-NOM ENC
“My children, I see (them).”

(32i) sitsa-a puri-a nak?®.
he-nom break-1.sG-a ENC
“Him, I cut [the hair]. (Lit.: He, I broke.)”

(32j) ia dakw-2
be-a tree-NnOM
“There is a tree.”

Even if Ik does not follow the rule, two of the three clause types being involved with
preverbal participants nevertheless support the hypothesis about the origin of the rule.
This is due to the fact that the source constructions are similar but the cases used in
these constructions are different and, consequently, so is the outcome. Unfortunately,
Ik is the only verb-initial accusative case language so far discovered in Africa; there
are no verb-medial accusative languages, all the remaining ones being verb-final;
therefore it remains unclear whether the behavior of Ik is of a more general nature
within accusative languages. As Ik also shows irregularities in other respects with
regard to its case behavior, more than are found in other accusative languages, it is
most likely that these irregularities are not of a general nature.

5.3.3.2.9 Dhaasanac As we saw in chapter 4, Dhaasanac is a verb-final language with
a canonical marked-nominative system of type 1. Pragmatic structures such as topic
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and focus do not trigger any word-order change, unlike in the languages discussed
above; still, there is a change in their case behavior: Topic and focus participants occur
in the accusative, irrespective of where they occur. In 33a, the subject is topicalized:
It occurs in the accusative and not the nominative, which would be required for a
non-topicalized S (see section 4.1.6). Similarly, the subject in 33b is focused and
also occurs in the accusative and not in the nominative, which would be the case
required for unfocused participants. Focus is even more grammaticalized than topic.
Topic is marked by case change only, focus by case change plus the focus marker
ru. As in the marked-nominative languages presented earlier, the accusative serves
as the case to encode nominal predicates in copula clauses in Dhaasanac as well

(see section 4.1.4).

Dhaasanac (East Cushitic, Afroasiatic)
(33a) muor he kufi. SV
leopard.acc 3.NoM die.PER.A
“The leopard died; as to the leopard, it died.” (Tosco 2001:95)

(33b) mudor=ru kufi. SV
leopard.acc=Foc die.PEr.A
“The leopard died. (Answer to the question: Who died?)” (Tosco 2001:95)

Dhaasanac supports the hypothesis on the rise of the “no case before the verb” rule
since it is an example of a marked-nominative language where focused and topicalized
participants have to occur in the accusative. This is a clear parallel between “no case
before the verb” languages and Dhaasanac: It illustrates that the case shift proposed
for the “no case before the verb” languages really can be triggered by pragmatic
functions like topic and focus. Dhaasanac is not the only Cushitic language where
pragmatic functions trigger a different case for subjects (S and A): Sasse (1984:113)
claims for Cushitic that focused subjects occur in the accusative (called absolute by
Sasse) and not in the nominative (called subject case by Sasse) as they do elsewhere.
The same holds for Somali: The subject of focus constructions occurs in the case
otherwise used for nominal predicates. Harris and Campbell see this irregular case
behavior as an instance of “little actualization”, meaning the subject has not yet
adopted the case otherwise used with subjects in the language (see Harris & Campbell
1995:167-8).

5.3.3.2.10 Berta The Nilo-Saharan isolate, Berta, is a canonical marked-nominative
language of type 1, with case being expressed by tone. Berta follows the rule “no case
before the verb”—all preverbal participants occur in the unmarked accusative, unless
when being modified, in which case the construct case is used instead. Andersen states
that the preverbal position in Berta is used for topic only. Berta has the following basic
constituent order: Topic Verb Subject Object Adverbial (Andersen 1995:44). Berta
allows the topicalization of all participants; the topicalized participant always occurs
clause-initially in the accusative, illustrated by 34a through 34c, which are variants of
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the clause “The child hit the man with a boomerang” with a topicalized subject in 34a,
a topicalized object in 34b, and a topicalized instrument in 34c.

Topic ACC Verb Subject NOM  Object ACC  Adverbial
(342) gadi fij-60 maaba ta bay
child.acc hit-past person.acc with boomerang
(34b) maaba fij-60 gadi ta bang
person.acc hit-pasT child.acc with boomerang
(34c) bap fij-60 gadi maaba tag
boomerang.acc hit-pasT child.nom PErson.acc with.it

“The child hit the man with a boomerang.” (Andersen 1995:44)

For Andersen, the preverbal position does not have any grammatical relation to the
verb. He sees a proof for his hypothesis in clauses like 34d, which literally means “As
to this fish, the meat is good”.
(34d) jagura-lé  Bif 2a?hun.

fish-cc- this be.good-prES meat.NOM

“This fish tastes good.” (Andersen 1995:43)

He therefore concludes:

Given these facts, the preverbal NP of any clause is best considered a constituent that
does not per se bear any grammatical relation to the verb. This NP, which is an obligatory
constituent of the clause, will henceforth be called a topic.  (Andersen 1995:44)

With regard to the preverbal position, which follows the rule “no case before the
verb”, he observes the following on Berta and Dinka:

The preverbal position is obligatorily filled by a noun phrase which performs a pragmaric
function that may be identified as that of topic.  (Andersen 1995:65)

In sum, there is good evidence that the preverbal position in Berta goes back to a
topic structure and that the “no case before the verb” rule has come into existence via
a topical structure. Therefore, Berta supports the idea that the rule came into existence
via a pragmatic structure, for Berta in particular via a topicalization structure.

5.3.3.2.11 Surmic According to the hypothesis about the rise of the rule presented
above (see 5.3.3), there should be a connection between constituent order and case.
The claim is that in East Africa within genetically related languages, verb-initial
languages have case, whereas it is more likely that verb-medial languages have no
case. Furthermore, the hypothesis about the rise of this rule isbased on the assumption
that the original constituent order in the languages concerned was verb-initial. In the



268 Case in Africa

Table 5.15 The Surmic* family

Surmic
North South
Southwest Southeast
DNM CTM Me’en YKM
M DN M T B T M T B K Y M
a i a u e a h i u i 0 w 1 u
j dr r n a a r T s d e d g
a i i 1 n l i m s h i g i U
n m e e e a i e n j
g n i i
a a t

Source Dimmendaal 1998a:13

literature different positions have been maintained. Some historical evidence will be
provided for Surmic and Nilotic on whether they were originally verb-initial or not.
After having discussed a few Surmic languages with regard to the rule, I will make a
few general remarks on Surmic, in particular on constituent order and case. Table 5.15
gives a classification of the Surmic languages according to Dimmendaal (1998a:13).
In Table 5.15, verb-initial languages (VS/AO) are presented in bold and verb-medial
ones (S/AVO) in italics. North and Southwest Surmic languages are essentially verb-
initial, like Majang, Didinga, Murle, whereas languages of Southeast Surmic, like Chai,
Tirma, Mursi, Tshema, Bodi, Kwegu, are predominantly verb-medial (Unseth 1986).
Baale is an exception among the Southwest Surmic languages as it also has S/AVO-
order instead of VS/AQO. Dimmendaal (1998a) prefers to speak of V2 languages, that

* For Kwegu see Hieda 1998, for Me'en see Will 1989 & 1998, for Majang see Cerulli 1948, for Murle
see Lyth 1971,
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is, languages which place their verb in second position, instead of S/AVO. He prefers
the term V2 because in his opinion in these languages the word order is relatively free
(Dimmendaal 1998a:76). Nevertheless, he revises some of these observations: Baale,
Southwest Surmic, is not strictly verb-initial; instead, it has a relatively free word
order (Dimmendaal 1998a:59). With regard to the Proto-Surmic constituent order
the following suggestions are made in the literature: Unseth (1986) claims Proto-
Surmic to be verb-initial (see Dimmendaal 1998a:71), while Dimmendaal claims that
Proto-Surmic was more likely a verb-second (V2) language rather than verb-initial
(Dimmendaal 1998a:66). His arguments are as follows:

(i) In Surmic languages there are postpositions which from a typological point of view
are a problem. VSO languages should have prepositions instead of postpositions as the
head tends to precede its dependents in such languages. He observes that the word
order of postpositions is the result of a pragmatic ordering, and the preceding noun
always shows the same case marking as the postposition. Both occur for instance in the
oblique case, which always is a hint that the postposition goes back to a pragmatically
determined afterthought participant. Such structures, where the following element
always takes the same case as the preceding one, are typical instances of specification
(Bernd Heine, p.c.). Ina verb-secondlanguage there is no stricthead-modifier structure,
so the presence of postpositions would be less odd from a typological point of view.

(ii) Among the Surmic languages, a number of negation markers, all of verbal origin,
are used in a range of different patterns, like the following (Dimmendaal 1998a:
67-9):

(a) NEG AVO
Tennet

(35a) nganni annd k-1-cin Lokuli balwdz. NEGAVO(<*VAVO)
not  1.sG.NoM 1-sBj-see 1.sG Lokuli yesterday
“I didn’t see Lokuli yesterday.” (Randal 1998:248)

(b) NEG V-NEG
Majang
(35by ka kiju-ka.
NEG be.black-NEG
“It is not black.” (Dimmendaal 1998a:68)

(c)  AOV-NEG
Me’en
(35¢) ede or kobu?-o.
they see chicken-pL
“They see the chicken.” (Dimmendaal 1998a:68)

ede kobu-o  or-on.
they chicken-pL see-NEG
“They don’t see the chicken.” (Dimmendaal 1998a:68)
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(d) AVO-NEG or ANEGV O

Chai
(35d) apé katabi barti payo.

I 1sG.cheat.imv Bartu NEG

“I did not cheat Bartu.” (Dimmendaal 1998a:69)
(35e) apéna katabi barm.

I n~Nec l.sc.cheat.imv Bartu

“I did not cheat Bartu.” (Dimmendaal 1998a:69)

As negation is probably one area in language where original patrerns tend to be frozen,
Dimmendaal interprets the diversified situation among the Surmic languages with
regard to negation as suggesting that it must be the result of the fact that Proto-Surmic
already had a relative free word order with verb-second position.

Re. (i): If the odd occurrence of postpositions in verb-initial languages is the result
of a pragmatic ordering, as Dimmendaal argues, it is no longer odd. Their pragmatic
origin would neither be an argument for any preferred word order since the syntax
has not given rise to it.

Re. (ii): The diversity among negation markers needs more detailed diachronic
analysis before any claims about the original word order can be made. As has been
argued for example with regard to Tennet, negation appears to be a fairly new pattern,
where word-order change has been triggered by the fact that the negation marker
goes back to a verb (see 5.3.1.7).

In Dimmendaal’s verb-second order he has to find the following solution for
Baale, which is verb-second today but genetically so close to verb-initial languages

Table 5.16 Reconstruction of case markers in Surmic

Accusative  Nominative Dative Obligue*™ Genitive
Proto-Surmic o “e e e (-e) “on
Majang o -£ -a -£ -oyk, -k (sg),
-a, ak (pl)

Murle 17 -£, -i (sg), - -a (sg), -0, -(1)u (sg)

-a (pl) 9 4, - (pD) -u (pD)
Tennet o q, £ s -a, -to (sg), -0, -i

L -(n)i (pl)

Baale o -G)e, ()i (sg), -a -(C)a (sg) (C), {C)o (sg),

-na (pl)” -ne (pl) - (pl)
Chai 2] -0 “(y)o, -gie S
Mursi I’ -0 -0, -fo, jo -i(n)
Me’en -0k, -0k (5g), -Un, -0

-ge (ph)

* . . . ok O 3 EEF 5 = %
* With tonal inflexion " not distinct from oblique “**oblique = locative-instrumental

Source Dimmendaal 1998a:41

. AN £ _'-"\%.
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that Dimmendaal (1998a:77) concludes: “Baale must have moved from a verb-initial
syntax back to the original system”—hence, *SVO > VSO > SVO. According to
Dimmendaal the shift from original V2 in Surmic to VSO is due to the fact of the
neighboring Nilotic languages, which are strictly VSO, also have in all respects a strict
head-modifier structure with prepositions. Based on Unseth (1989a), Dimmendaal
(1998a:41) presents case reconstructions in Surmic as summarized in table 5.16.

In table 5.16 there are seven Surmic languages listed with their case markers.
Among them there is one which according to our definition cannot be counted as a
case language, namely Me’en. In Me’en there are case suffixes but only for peripheral
participants; core participants are not marked for case. All six remaining languages
have a marked-nominative system of type 1, as the morphologically unmarked form
covers S and A (after the verb) and the morphologically marked form covers O. Case
is mostly expressed by suffixes; in Tennet and Baale tone as an additional means is
used as well. Didinga is not mentioned, although it also is a case language with a
marked-nominative system according to Bennett (1974). A comparison between table
5.16 and table 5.15 reveals that in Surmic all verb-initial languages have case systems,
namely Majang, Didinga, Murle, and Tennet. Of the ten verb-medial languages, only
four have case. All Surmic marked-nominative languages are case languages. and all
express case by suffixes, some, in addition, also by tone. However, unlike in Nilotic,
case is never exclusively expressed by tone.

5.3.3.2.12 Nilotic 'Table 5.17 gives an overview of case and constituent order in
Nilotic. Marked-nominative languages are presented in bold, ergative languages in
capitals, verb-medial languages in italics, verb-initial languages are left unmarked;
languages without case are put in parentheses. For Nilotic, the situation is similar as in
Surmic—all verb-initial languages are case languages but not all verb-medial languages
are. Of the thirteen verb-medial languages, all are West Nilotic except Bari, only
four and “a half” (depending on how one interprets the situation of Anywa) are case
languages. All verb-initial languages (Kalenjin is counted as one language) have case,
generally marked-nominative systems, all expressed exclusively by tone, and in all of
them the rule applies. Ongamo has not yet been mentioned. It is extinct. According to
the description given by Heine and Volien (1975-76), Ongamo is a marked-nominative
language (our terminology) with a basic verb-initial order which often is replaced by
verb-medial. Case is expressed by tone. The nominative is derived from the accusative
by initial H (see Heine & VolBien 1975-76:85-7). There is not enough data available on
whether Ongamo follows the rule.

5.3.4 Summary

AsIhave argued above, the East African case languages probably have required the “no
case before the verb” rule as a result of historical processes. Originally, the languages
considered were verb-initial, as most of them still are today, and they were case
languages. In focus constructions, the focused participant is presented in a bi-clausal
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Table 5.17 Case and constituent order in Nilotic*

West South East
Lwoo Kalenjin Teso
Northern Pokot, Nandi Toposa
PARI Sebei, Kipsigis Karimojong
(ANYWA’?) Turkana
JUR-LUWO Datooga Maa
SHILLUK Omotik Lotuxo
Southern Ongamo
(Lango), (Luo), (Acholi) (Bari)
(Alur), (Kumam), (Padhola)
Dinka
(Nuer)
— all verb-medial —> all verb-initial — except for Bari, all verb-initial
— case expressed by suffix, tone, — case expressed by tone — case expressed by tone
postposition

cleft construction with a preceding copula clause and the focused participant being
a nominal predicate, and the subsequent relative clause expressing the main clause
semantics. Due to semantic pressure, the bi-clausal construction was grammaticalized
to a mono-clausal construction, roughly as follows:

Source structure: It is X who does Y. X being focused

Target structure: X doesY

The copula clause-relative clause structure was reinterpreted as the new main
clause structure with verb-medial order, but the cases of the source structure have
been retained. As in all case languages, whether ergative or marked nominative (or
accusative), typically the nominal predicate occurs in the morphologically unmarked
form, that is, the accusative in marked-nominative languages and the absolutive in
ergative languages, and the rule applies to all case systems except for accusative,
where the situation is different: There is only one language where the rule could
apply, namely Ik, a verb-initial language (all remaining accusative languages are verb-
final). Ik is an exception: Preverbal participants do not occur in the morphologically
unmarked form. Nevertheless, Ik supports the hypothesis to a large extent. Ik does
not encode the nominal predicate in the morphologically unmarked form but in the
copulative, one of the cases found in preverbal position. The irregular behavior of Tk

* Some of the Nilotic languages without case have not been mentioned so far: For Lango see Noonan
(1992), for Luo see Tucker (1994), for Sebei see O’Brien, Cuypers and Cuypers (1975). For a genetic
classification of Nilotic see Volen (1981, 1982:273, & 1983).

% Anywa is placed in parentheses as it is disputable whether Anywa has a case system (see Reh 1996).
Ergative patterns are definitely present, reflected in the constituent order and in bound pronouns.
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provides additional evidence that the “no case before the verb” rule is not an accident
but the result of history.

Topicalized clauses are similar in structure. The source is a complex structure with
topic presented either in a copula clause or like a pre-thought and a subsequent main
clause. This complex structure was grammaticalized, with the effect that the former
topic is a new main clause participant, the result being the following:

Source structure:  As for X, (X) does Y. X being topicalized.
Target structure: X does Y.

The case encoding of the source structure has been retained. Since in all case languages
a presentative function is typically encoded by the case which is morphologically
unmarked (referred to as the citation form), the preceding participant appears in the
morphologically unmarked form. Again, the “no case before the verb” rule applies.

Bari, a language with no case distinction is also in accordance with the hypothesis,
as the loss of case in Bari is most likely the result of the same processes. The hypothesis
for the rise of the rule is supported by the fact that in the languages concerned all verb-
initial languages have case whereas most of the genetically related languages with a
verb-medial order do not.

5.4 On the rise of new case markers

Khoisanis the only African phylum®! where there is no one case language. Nevertheless,
there are two markers which are suggestive of being (at least incipient) case markers:
First, in Khoe there is a clitic a which serves in Khwe as a copula, a focus marker,
encodes peripheral participants and objects; in Nama it is obligatorily used to encode
objects. Second, in Xun (Ju), there is a topic marker md which in one dialect, called
W2, is nearly obligatory in certain constructions to encode S and A.

5.4.1 !Xun: From topic to subject

As has been shown in previous chapters (chapter 3, section 4.5, and section 5.2),
sources of nominative markers are for example topic, definite marker, and adpositions
encoding peripheral participants. In the Khoisan language !Xun’ (Ju; formerly called
North Khoisan), more precisely the W2 dialect of [Xun, there is a topic marker md
which in some contexts is obligatory and therefore a candidate for a nominative case.
1Xun has verb-medial order, no cross-referencing; all core participants can be omitted;
there is a noun class system, which, however, works only on the noun phrase level.
Within the different dialects of Xun, among them Jul'hoan, there is a great variation
with regard to topic marking: It ranges from being nearly obligatorily marked to not

*! Note that it is controversial whether Khoisan really is a genetically defined unit.
52 Purther see Snyman (1968).
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O Afroasiatic Il VMarked-nominative [l Verb-initial
O Nio-Saharan (7] Ergative P verb-middle

Coding Example
Nilo-Saharan / Ergative / verb-middie

Anywa

Baale 51 Kalenjin
Berber Ait Ziyan 54 Karimojong
Berber Kabyle 66 Maa

Berber Lesser Kabylia 69 Majang
Berber South Beraber 73 Murle

EREBYREBEsaDom

Berber Tamazight 74 Mursi

Berber Tashelhiyt 80 Omotik

Berber Tuareg 83 Pari

Bena 86 Shilluk

Chai (Suri) 91 Tennet

Datooga 92 Teso

Didinga 96 Toposa 0 2000 km
Dinka 97 Turkana b . T : —]

|

Map 5.5 No case before the verb
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marked at all. In the W2 dialect, the topic marker md is obligatory for subjects, S and
A, in normal declarative clauses. It encodes S (see 37a) and A (see 37b). In the closely
related W1 dialect, the same topic marker is used optionally with subjects (see 36a &
36b).

Xun, W1 dialect
(36a) hd (ma) oha [Uni.
N1 Top cop [Uni
“He is IUni.” (Heikkinen 1987:37)
(36b) 1Uni (md) oha !xuun.
[Uni (ropr) cop !Xun
“IUni is a Xun Bushman.” (Heikkinen 1987:37)

Although the topic marker is nearly obligatory with S and A, it is not restricted to
encoding S and A in the W2 dialect. In examples 38 to 39, the a-variant presents the
basic clause with the subject as topic and the b-variant presents the clause with a
different topic. All participants, if topicalized, can take the topic marker, as O (see 37c),
or even peripheral participants when used clause initially, such as the beneficiary (38b),
or the locative (39b), or even with complete clauses (40). As 37c to 40 show, md still
functions as a topic marker. Nevertheless, there are indications that md has developed
one step further, at least in W2. This can be seen by the fact that there are clauses
where the topic marker is used twice, in particular when the topicalized participant
is not the subject: md is then used first with the topicalized participant and second
with the subject (see 40 & 41). Thus, in 40, the object of the sentence is presented
as given, topical information, followed by the main predication, and separated from
it by md, and the main clause subject receives the marker md. In 41, the temporal
subordinate clause is presented as a topic, but the main verb subject takes md as

well.

IXun, W2 dialect
(37a) mnihnd ma djoge.
1.pL.IN TOP happy
“We are happy.”
(37b) mi ma hj ba.
1.5G TOP see N3
“T see him.”
(37c) nlaé hindo'amad malo- &  hij.
house N1 DI TOP 1.SG NEG- PAST see
“That house I didn’t see.”

(38a) kifymi Ix36- aa
N4 PR TOP be.bad- T 2.5G
“This is bad for you.”
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(38b) a makajg)ma Ix'as- a.
2.5G TOP N4 PR TOP be.bad- T
“For you, this is bad.”

(39a) hiama ké lama I'a.
N1 TOP PAST come.from bush
“He came from the bush.”
(39b) !'s ma hake lama.
bush TopP N1 pAST come.from
“As for the bush, that’s where he came from.”

(40) Iha- nmthé¢ wohécécéka-¢ Ia ¢  ka- ndd'a ma n'hie ma
animal- piM.pL all N4- REL HAB drink there ToP lion TOP
ia nldhi m Iha- nihé.

HaB take.PL eat animal- DIM.PL

“All animals who usually drank there, the lion used to catch and eat them.”
(41) ka gaoloa cuf gli ma mi ma ke .

when sun not. yet rise TOP 1.SG TOP PAST g0

“Before the sun rose, 1 had left.”

So far the nearly obligatory occurrence of the topic marker md for S and A in the
W2 dialect is restricted to declarative clauses. In the following clause types there is
typically no topic marker:

(a) imperative and other modally marked clauses,

(b) interrogative clauses,

(c) clauses introduced by the coordinating conjunctions td, ka, or & “and”,
(d) subordinate clauses,

(e) if S or A are focused.

Even if in !Xun the topic marker md is not yet a case marker, there is evidence that it
has proceeded beyond its topic function towards that of a subject case marker.

5.4.2 Khwe and Khoekhoe (Nama): From focus to object

InKhoe (former called Central Khoisan)languages, there isa clitic'a which is a candidate
for being a case marker encoding objects. Heine (1986b) claims that 'a goes back to
a copula and has been grammaticalized to a focus marker. In this function, it further
developed in different directions: In the Khwe language of northeastern Namibia, the
erstwhile focus marker has given rise to a so-called Junktur II, a verbal suffix which
obligatorily occurs between the verb stem and the tense-aspect morphology. With
nouns, the focus marker has given rise to a case marker while still being used as a
focus marker. I will illustrate the behavior of 'a in the Khoe languages Khwe and
Khoekhoe (Nama) concerning this second grammaticalization path from copula to
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case marker only: In Khwe 'a functions as a copula which is employed to present new
and focal information (see 42a). Khwe is a verb-final language which favors a sentence
structure with only one argument, namely S. Additional arguments, in particular O,
tend to be introduced by the copula 'a, as in 42b. The effect of this strategy has been
that the copula has become strongly associated with clausal objects even if the latter
are pragmatically unmarked, that is, do not express any focal information. The result
is that in this context, 'a has acquired properties of a case marker, namely those of
an object marker, while retaining its copula and focus functions in other contexts.
Since constituents taking 'a tend to be placed sentence-initially, Khwe has acquired a
preferred sentence structure OSV, where the object precedes the subject. In a similar
fashion, 'a occurs as a copula (see 43a) and as a marker for objects, such as O (see
43b) and 10 (see 43c) in Khoekhoe. If two objects are present, O and IO, both are
marked by 'a (see 43¢), while A and S are not normally marked by 'a (see 43a—d). The
focus meaning of 'a is no longer productive in Khoekhoe. But there is circumstantial
evidence that historically it was part of the meaning: Its use is obligatory in many
question words (see Rust 1965:45, Hagman 1977:142).

Khwe (Khoe, Khoisan)
(42a) yi ‘a
tree Cop
“Itis a tree.”
(42b) yi '4 t moun-a-te.
tree cop 1.5G see-I1-PRES
“I see a tree.”

Khoekhoe (Nama) (Khoe, Khoisan)
(43a) l'ip ke xani-a.
he-3wms Dec lion-cop
“He is the lion.” (Hagman 1977:58)
(43b) ‘'ao-p ke ‘arip-da  ké mud.
man-3Ms DEC dog-M-OBJ PAST see
“The man saw the dog.” (Hagman 1977:76)
(43c) 'aop ke tard-s-a péré-p-a  ké maa.
man-3Ms DEC’> woman-F-0BJ bread-m-08J PasT give
“The man gave the woman bread.” (Hagman 1977:76)

(43d) tara-s ke ra lad.
woman-3r§ DEC PROG gO
“The woman is going.” (Hagman 1977:76)

53 “The meaning of ke is accurately conveyed by the word ‘declarative’; it means that information is
being presented without making any assertion as to the truth or falsity of that information” (Hagman
1977:54); ke is not used in embedded clauses, imperatives, and interrogatives (Hagman 1977:54).
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One problem with the analysis as an accusative marker is the wide range of
functions that this marker also serves. In addition to the encoding of direct and indirect
objects, -a encodes temporal relations, is used before a subordinating postposition,
etc. The range of its functions suggests that -a originally was a focus marker which
was grammaricalized to a case marker. The grammaticalization chain given below
summarizes the hypothesis that is proposed here for the rise of a case marker in the
two Khoe languages.

(44) ‘'aop ke ‘'ari-p-a ké mua.
man-3.M.5 DEC dog-3.M.SG-ACC PAST see
“The man saw the dog.” (Hagman 1977:76)

Copula > focus marker > object marker
[Grammaticalization from copula to object marker in Khoe.]

Again, we are dealing with a grammaticalization process whereby a construction
used for a pragmatic function, namely presenting new, focal information, was
desemanticized by losing this function, and decategorialized in that it Jost its freedom
for marking all kinds of nominal constituents, turning into a largely predictable case
marker. As in other cases of grammaticalization, the process was confined to one
particular context, that is, other uses of the construction were not affected. Thus,
in Khoisan, the only phylum in Africa without grammaticalized case, there are two
potential case markers, but neither is a full-fledged case marker. One is still primarily
a topic marker in !Xun, and the other one a focus marker in Khwe; as has been shown
in 5.3, both of these pragmatic functions provide common sources for case markers.

In the case of Khoekhoe there is good evidence to argue that this is an accusative
langnage, even if the accusative marker -a still shows traces of its origin: The functions
covered are O and 1O, butalso S and A in structures which are typically related to focus,
such as imperatives, subjects of interrogative sentences, subjects of elliptic clauses,
and subjects of imperative-hortative sentences (sec Haacke 1976; Hagman 1977:57).
Additional functions marked by the accusative, such as the encoding of deposed
subjects, need further investigation. According to Haacke (1976:74), five cases can be
distinguished in Khoekhoe®*: An accusative -a (called oblique by Haacke 1976:74), a
genitive -di, an ablative -1, and a vocative -e. The nominative is the morphologically
unmarked form.

5.5 Conclusions

In this chapter, ninetry-seven African languages satisfying the definition of case
language given in chapter 1 were analyzed (see Appendix 1], entries highlighted in

** 1 follow Haacke (1976) in not treating the element ge as a case marker, even if it exhibits a case
(subject) relared behavior in declarative sentences (see Haacke 1976:63ff. for discussion). Haacke (1976:67)
calls it a “phrase designant” since it marks the end of an NP.
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gray).”® Of the ninety-seven languages, sixty-four are marked-nominative, thirty
accusative, and five ergative. Sixty of the languages are verb-final, twenty-one verb-
initial, and sixteen verb-medial. The total numbers of languages showing the split
condition “no case before the verb” does not correspond entirely to the total numbers
of case languages in Africa. With regard to ergative, the correspondence is 1:1, meaning
that all ergative languages of Africa are also split languages obeying the rule “no case
before the verb”; among the sixty-four marked-nominative languages, twenty-seven
obey the rule; thirty redundantly do not since they are verb-final languages. Of the
thirty accusative languages, none follows the rule, since twenty-nine are verb-final
and the remaining one, the verb-initial language Ik, exhibits an irregular behavior.
By far the majority of languages showing this split belong to the marked-nominative
type. Map 5.5 shows the geographical distribution of the rule “no case before the
verb” in Africa (languages are presented with regard to their genetic classification and
their constituent order). On the basis of the preceding observations, the following
unidirectional implications can be proposed on the languages of northeastern Africa
with regard to constituent order and type of case system:

1 If a language is verb-initial then it is marked-nominative. The other way round
does not hold as there are many verb-final and some verb-medial languages that are
marked-nominative. The only exceptions are the Kuliak languages Ik and So.

2 If a language has an accusative system then it is verb-final. The only exception is
Ik.

3 If alanguage has an ergative system then it is verb-medial, mostly using the highly
unusual constituent order OVA/SV.

4 Ifalanguage is verb-initial then case is obligatory. The only exception is the Kuliak
language So of northeastern Uganda (Heine 1986a; Carlin 1993).

5 If case use is optional then this is a verb-final language. The only optional systems
are found in verb-final languages, mainly in accusative bur also in some marked-
nominative languages (see map 5.6 and Appendix II). The only exception is Anywa.

6 If there is no case then this is a verb-medial language. This is true for Nilotic and
Surmic languages. There is a partial exception, namely So (Kuliak), which is a verb-
initial language but case is only present with personal pronouns. It has a splitaccusative
system either following an accusative system or showing no case distinction at all. As
So is nearly extinct it is possible that there was case loss due to the fact that the last
informants, on whom all descriptions of So are based, no longer produced the full
system. According to Heine and Kuteva (2005), in situations of language decay the
following case features are lost:

55 So (Kuliak) is not considered in the counting, as the database is unclear. In Heine’s manuscript
(1986a), tone distinguishes case in personal pronouns of $o. Carlin (1993) does nor mark tone, hence there
arc no case distinctions.
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One problem with the analysis as an accusative marker is the wide range of
functions that this marker also serves. In addition to the encoding of direct and indirect
objects, -a encodes temporal relations, is used before a subordinating postposition,
etc. The range of its functions suggests that -a originally was a focus marker which
was grammaticalized to a case marker. The grammaticalization chain given below
summarizes the hypothesis that is proposed here for the rise of a case marker in the
two Khoe languages.

(44) ‘'ao-p ke ‘'ari-p-a ké mud.
man-3.M.§ DEC dog-3.M.5G-ACC PAST see
“The man saw the dog.” (Hagman 1977:76)

Copula > focus marker > object marker
[Grammaticalization from copula to object marker in Khoe.]

Again, we are dealing with a grammaticalization process whereby a construction
used for a pragmatic function, namely presenting new, focal information, was
desemanticized by losing this function, and decategorialized in that it lost its freedom
for marking all kinds of nominal constituents, turning into a largely predictable case
marker. As in other cases of grammaticalization, the process was confined to one
particular context, that is, other uses of the construction were not affected. Thus,
in Khoisan, the only phylum in Africa without grammaticalized case, there are two
potential case markers, but neither is a full-fledged case marker. One is still primarily
a topic marker in !Xun, and the other one a focus marker in Khwe; as has been shown
in 5.3, both of these pragmatic functions provide common sources for case markers.

In the case of Khoekhoe there is good evidence to argue that this is an accusative
language, even if the accusative marker -a still shows traces of its origin: The functions
covered are O and IO, but also S and A in structures which are typically related to focus,
such as imperatives, subjects of interrogative sentences, subjects of elliptic clauses,
and subjects of imperative-hortative sentences (see Haacke 1976; Hagman 1977:57).
Additional functions marked by the accusative, such as the encoding of deposed
subjects, need further investigation. According to Haacke (1976:74), five cases can be
distinguished in Khoekhoe™: An accusative -a (called oblique by Haacke 1976:74), a
genitive -di, an ablative -i, and a vocative -e. The nominative is the morphologically
unmarked form.

5.5 Conclusions

In this chapter, ninety-seven African languages satisfying the definition of case
language given in chapter 1 were analyzed (see Appendix II, entries highlighted in

** 1 follow Haacke (1976) in not treating the element ge as a case marker, even if it exhibits a case
(subject) related behavior in declarative sentences (see Haacke 1976:63ff. for discussion). Haacke (1976:67)
calls it a “phrasc designant” since it marks the end of an NP.
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gray).” Of the ninety-seven languages, sixty-four are marked-nominative, thirty
accusative, and five ergative. Sixty of the languages are verb-final, twenty-one verb-
initial, and sixteen verb-medial. The total numbers of languages showing the split
condition “no case before the verb” does not correspond entirely to the total numbers
of case languages in Africa. With regard to ergative, the correspondence is 1:1, meaning
that all ergative languages of Africa are also split languages obeying the rule “no case
before the verb”; among the sixty-four marked-nominative languages, twenty-seven
obey the rule; thirty redundantly do not since they are verb-final languages. Of the
thirty accusative languages, none follows the rule, since twenty-nine are verb-final
and the remaining one, the verb-initial language Ik, exhibits an irregular behavior.
By far the majority of languages showing this split belong to the marked-nominative
type. Map 5.5 shows the geographical distribution of the rule “no case before the
verb” in Africa (languages are presented with regard to their genetic classification and
their constituent order). On the basis of the preceding observations, the following
unidirectional implications can be proposed on the languages of northeastern Africa
with regard to constituent order and type of case system:

1 If a language is verb-initial then it is marked-nominative. The other way round
does not hold as there are many verb-final and some verb-medial languages that are
marked-nominative. The only exceptions are the Kuliak languages Ik and So.

2 If a language has an accusative system then it is verb-final. The only exception is
Ik.

3 If a language has an ergative system then it is verb-medial, mostly using the highly
unusual constituent order OVA/SV.

4 1f alanguage is verb-initial then case is obligatory. The only exception is the Kuliak
language So of northeastern Uganda (Heine 1986a; Carlin 1993).

5 If case use is optional then this is a verb-final language. The only optional systems
are found in verb-final languages, mainly in accusative but also in some marked-
nominative languages (see map 5.6 and Appendix II). The only exception is Anywa.

6 If there is no case then this is a verb-medial language. This is true for Nilotic and
Surmic languages. There is a partial exception, namely So (Kuliak), which is a verb-
injtial language but case is only present with personal pronouns. It has a split accusative
system either following an accusative system or showing no case distinction at all. As
So is nearly extinct it is possible that there was case loss due to the fact that the last
informants, on whom all descriptions of So are based, no longer produced the full
system. According to Heine and Kuteva (2005), in situations of language decay the
following case features are lost:

%5 So (Kuliak) is not considered in the counting, as the database is unclear. In Heine’s manuscript
(1986a), tone distinguishes case in personal pronouns of So. Carlin (1993) does not mark tone, hence there
are no case distinctions.
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O Afroasiatic Il Marked-nominative ] Verb-final

O Nilo-Saharan [ Accusative Verb-medial
[ ] Ergative

Coding Example

Nilo-Saharan / Accusative / Verb-medial

5 Anywa
10 Bayso
12 Benchnon
Dullay
Fur
Kanuri
Kefa
‘Kunama
Masalit
Saho
Tama
90 Teda-Daza 0 2000 km
101 Yem ! T— - 3

8RIBREEE

1

Map 5.6 Non-obligatory case systems in Africa
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Neutralization of contrasts in case inflections in language attrition

a Nominative/subject markers tend to replace accusative/direct object markers.

b Accusative/direct object markers tend to replace dative/indirect object markers.

¢ Markers for core participants (subject, object) tend to replace markers for peripheral
case functions, such as locatives or instrumentals. (Heine & Kuteva 2005)

The So data would be in line with the proposed case decay: Case inflections of core
participants have been lost, with the exception of personal pronouns. The peripheral
cases, dative and ablative, are still productive.

We furthermore saw that the split “no case before the verb” rule applies irrespective
of whether case is marked by tone or by suffixes. Nearly all languages which follow the
rule are located in northeastern Africa. Berber languages are the only exception. Their
distribution covers most of northern Africa, but they are spoken outside of the area to
which the above generalizations apply. In other respects, Berber languages behave like
those of northeastern Africa (see chapter 4). There is additional evidence in support
of the hypothesis that this rule is areally motivated: The only other languages within
Africa that have been claimed to be case languages are some western Bantu languages,
all verb-medial (see 5.1.1). Depending on one’s analysis it can be argued that none of
these languages follows the rule. According to an alternative analysis, they have a
marked-nominative system where the accusative is the morphologically unmarked
case and the nominative the derived case: Before the verb, all participants have to
appear in the nominative, regardless of whether they are O, IO, S, or A. Therefore,
even in Bantu, preposed participants trigger a change in case behavior, irrespective of
how much they may differ otherwise from the languages of northeastern Africa.

7 If the language is verb-initial or verb-medial, then the “no case before the verb” rule
applies. There is one partial (Tennet) and one full exception (Ik). Tennetis a verb-initial
language with a marked-nominative system where some preverbal participants follow
the rule while others do not. Some counterexamples can be explained on account of
the historical structures out of which they evolved, others, in particular with regard
to copula constructions, are unclear. Ik, the only verb-initial accusative case language
discovered so far, is a clear counterexample, as has been shown in 5.3.3.2.8: Of the
three cases occurring before the verb, none is the morphologically unmarked one.
Nevertheless, some irregularities are again due to the historical source structures; for
others, no explanation has been found so far. Generalization 7 applies to marked-
nominative, ergative systems, type 1, type 2, split systems, and to languages where
case is expressed by tone, suffix, or postpositional clitic.

8 Ifthere is no case distinction before the verb, then preverbal participants occur in the
morphologically unmarked form. This is true for all marked-nominative languages,
as preverbal participants occur in the morphologically unmarked accusarive form.
This is also true for ergative languages as the preverbal participants occur in the
morphologically unmarked absolutive form; and it holds even when there is more



282 Case in Africa

than one core participant before the verb, as within an AOV-order in Piri. Ik is an
exception again, in two respects (see 5.3.3.2.8). First, preverbal participants occur
in the marked accusative form; second, as the only language in the sample, Ik has
three different case forms before the verb: accusative, nominative, and oblique. The
accusative is by far the most generalized case form before the verb; only in topical
frontshifting do core participants occur in the nominative.

9 Ifthere is no case distinction preverbally, then the preverbal position is syntactically
not obligatory. This is true for all verb-initial languages, where a preverbal position is
pragmatically marked either for focus or for topic. This is also true for the verb-medial
language Shilluk, as a preposed A is always pragmatically marked for topic. However,
this is not true for S/AVO verb-medial languages such as Tennet and Chai, which
follow the above rule as well (see 5.3.1.5 and 5.3.1.7).

The split “no case before the verb” is by far the most common and constitutes
the most generalized split condition, occurring in all kinds of genetically divergent
languages. Other split conditions found so far are (a) person, where case never appears
with first and second person subject referents, as in Datooga and Ik, (b) definiteness,
the second most frequent split (see 5.2), and (c) pronoun split, where case is restricted
to personal pronouns, as in So. As a possible explanation for this rule, a scenario has
been proposed according to which topicalized or focused constructions may have
given rise to a change of constituent order and the loss of case in preverbal position.
Consequently, even today the preverbal position tends to be reserved for pragmatically
marked encodings; obviously, in languages where the word order change has been
concluded, this no longer applies.
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Conclusions

Even if it has more to offer than has been assumed so far in the literature, the fact
remains that case as a grammaticalized category is a rather rare phenomenon in
Africa. It occurs mainly in the Nilo-Saharan and Afroasiatic phyla, marginally also in
some Kordofanian and western Bantu languages of Niger-Congo (see section 5.1.1).
There is reason to argue that even in Khoisan languages, grammaticalized case is not
entirely absent. In languages such as Khoekhoe, Khwe, and !Xun there are elements
that can be taken to be incipient case markers (see section 5.4).

With reference to genetic affiliation, it is in particular the Berber, Semitic, Cushitic,
and Omotic families of Afroasiatic and the Saharan and Eastern Sudanic families of Nilo-
Saharan where concentrations of case languages can be found. The only Afroasiatic
family where case is blatantly absent is Chadic. Appendix II gives a more detailed
overview of the genetic distribution of case in Africa. The genetic distribution includes
languages with a grammaticalized case system, that is, languages that have a marked-
nominative, an accusative, or an ergative system. Furthermore, other manifestations
of case are considered with regard to split S and ergativity. In addition, general splits
are marked, such as splits relating to definiteness and personal deixis.

Within the Nilo-Saharan phylum, Nilotic languages show a clear correlation
between case and genetic affiliation: South and East Nilotic languages are marked-
nominative, with case distinguished throughout by means of tone—an exception
being Bari of East Nilotic, which has no case. West Nilotic languages show marked-
nominative and ergative systems. The Surmic languages are marked-nominative
throughout. In other branches of the Eastern Sudanic family, such as Mararit, Tama,
Nobiin, and Nyimang, accusative systems are found. The Saharan languages Tubu
(Teda-Daza) and Kanuri are accusative as well, with case marking being optional. Ik,
Fur, Maba, and Masalit are further languages belonging to the Nilo-Saharan phylum
having an accusative system.

According to this survey, case in Africa clearly patterns along genetic boundaries.
Nevertheless, it also shows an areal distribution, as map I.1 in Appendix I suggests.
In eastern and northeastern Africa, that is Somalia, Ethiopia, Sudan, Kenya, and
Uganda, there is an abundance of languages with case inflexions, covering genetically
unrelated languages. Other areal phenomena are the definiteness split in Ethiopia, the
high occurrence of type 2 languages in southern Ethiopia, or marked-nominative in
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Ethiopia and adjacent areas. Accordingly, a comparative description of case in Africa
also requires an areal perspective. Generally in Nilo-Saharan accusative languages,
such as Saharan, Eastern Sudanic, and some genetically fairly isolated languages,
as well as within some languages of the Cushitic family, case is not obligatory. In a
strict sense, these languages would not be case languages. All of them are verb-final,
irrespective of whether they are Nilo-Saharan or Afroasiatic, or accusative or marked-
nominative, Anywa being a notable exception.

From a worldwide perspective, possible unusual features of case in Africa are
the following: Tone as a means for marking case (section 5.1), marked-nominative
languages (chapter 4), a paucity of ergative languages (chapter 3), and absence of case
languages in vast areas, such as West, Central, and South Africa. Altogether roughly
one hundred case languages, including case languages with split S, have been found
in Africa so far. Marked-nominative languages are by far the most common type.
Some features are restricted to marked-nominative languages, in particular the coding
of case by tone, or verb-initial constituent order. Historically, marked-nominative
may be an innovation:' As most experts (such as Sasse, Tosco, Aikhenvald, or
Hayward) have argued, none of the Afroasiatic families, be they Proto-Berber, Proto-
Cushitic, or Proto-Omotic, had a marked-nominative system. In the last two, a
development from accusative to marked-nominative systems has been claimed (see
chapter 4).

The second most widespread type consists of accusative languages. Many of these
systems do not behave homogeneously; split conditions such as definiteness only, or
only optional case are frequent. From a worldwide perspective, African accusative
languages do not behave like “canonical” accusative languages elsewhere, for example
in Europe (see chapter 2). Non-restricted accusative languages are rare. They are
found in Central Cushitic, Awngi, Bilin, in Omotic, Masketo, Hamar, Dime, and Aari
(all Afroasiatic), in Eastern Sudanic Nobiin, Mararit, and Nyimang (all Nilo-Saharan).
All type 2 accusative languages show numerous irregularities. The case system is
either not obligatory (Kunama, Teda-Daza, and Kanuri) or case is neutralized in many
contexts (as in Kemantney, Ik, and Maba). Type 2 accusative languages are much
less homogeneous than type 2 marked-nominative lJanguages. Non-obligatory case
systems are found in both type 2 and type 1 languages (such as Dullay, Fur, Tama,
and Masalit).

Ergativity hardly exists in Africa. One center of ergativity is found in Northern Lwoo,
a subbranch of West Nilotic (Nilo-Saharan): Piri, Jur-Luwo, Anywa (depending on the
viewpoint adopted) and Shilluk. The first three are split ergative languages where
one and the same case marker serves either as an ergative in an ergative system or a
nominative in an accusative system. The split is triggered by different clause types.
Shilluk is the only ergative language discovered so far in Africa which is not restricted

! Note, however, that some authors have claimed that Proto-Afroasiatic was marked-nominative (Orin

Gensler, p.c.).
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to a split other than the widespread “no case before the verb” split. The Kordofanian
language Tima has been claimed to have a split ergative system restricted to focus
clauses only (see chapter 3). Northern Lwoo illustrates an instance of the emergence
of case out of a definite marker.

Marked-nominative is the second most unusual feature of case in Africa: Worldwide
it is extremely rare while in Africa it is the most frequent pattern; more than two-
thirds of all case languages in Africa are marked-nominative, and it appears with all
kinds of constituent order. Less than two-thirds are type 1, as compared to one-third
which is type 2. In type 2 languages, gender, case, number are interwoven. They are
found in North Ometo, a subbranch of Omotic, and in Highland East Cushitic (all
Afroasiatic).

For reasons of space, split S, alternatively referred to as active systems, could not be
discussed in this work. It appears to be a feature that has escaped the attention of much
previous research. Languages so far found to have it belong to three different phyla:
Niger-Congo, Nilo-Saharan, and Afroasiatic, namely the Mande language Loma, nearly
all Saharan languatc;es,2 such as Beria, Teda, Daza, though not Kanuri, and Berber. It
is manifested mainly in the cross-referencing system. In some Berber languages, split
S has its widest occurrence, being also found on nouns. In Saharan languages, split
S came into existence because of the partial collapse of a Proto-Saharan verb class
system. In Proto-Saharan there has been a verb class system consisting of two classes, 1
and II, where class I contained intransitive verbs only and class II transitive verbs only.
The cross-reference pattern was ergative (Sp = O). At a later stage, class I verbs shifted
to class II. The former class [ verbs show the new pattern: S, = A (see Kénig in prep.),
resulting in a split S pattern.

A unique feature of case in Africa is tone. Africa is the only continent with case
languages which exclusively use tone as a means for case. Tonal case is restricted to
marked-nominative languages: All case languages where case is exclusively expressed
by tone are marked-nominative languages. Tonal case seldom appears in accusative
and ergative languages, and if it does it is with pronouns only, never with nouns. In
some tonal case languages, it is difficult to decide what the morphologically unmarked
form is, as in Umbundu (Bantu) (see 5.1.1); in most languages, however, it is not.
Most tone case languages distinguish few cases only, up to three or four, an exception
being Turkana, where seven cases are distinguished. In most tone case languages,
the question of what the derived case is can be answered fairly unambiguously: The
derived case appears in few regular tone patterns only while the underived case
appears in a number of tone patterns (see for example Berta in 5.1.3.1). One-third of all
marked-nominative languages are exclusively marked by tone, to be found especially
in western Bantu, Omo-Tana, a subbranch of East Cushitic, and in East and South
Nilotic.

? For split S in Saharan languages see Cyffer (1991 & 1996) and Lukas (1937b); in Beria see Crass and
Jakobi (2000) and Jakobi and Crass (2004).

£
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There is a correlation between case and constituent order (chapter 5). Ignoring a
few exceptions, the following generalizations can be proposed:

(a) If alanguage is verb-initial then it is a marked-nominative;

(b) if alanguage has an accusative system then it is verb-final;

(c) if alanguage has an ergative system, then it is verb-medial;

(d) if alanguage is verb-initial then case is obligatory;

(e) if case is optional then this is a verb-final language;

(f) if alanguage is verb-initial or verb-medial, then the “no case before the verb”
rule applies;

(g) if there is no case distinction before the verb, then preverbal participants occur
in the morphologically unmarked form;

(h) if there is no case distinction preverbally, then the preverbal position is
syntactically not obligatory.

As has been shown in chapter 5, the following generalizations can be made with
regard to the relationship between definiteness and case in Africa: Definiteness is a
diachronic source of case marking but not the other way round (see 5.2 and 3.1).
Definiteness plays a role both in the rise and fall of case.

If a language has case inflexions then it has them with definite elements (such as
definite nouns, pronouns). This holds irrespective of whether the case marker is used
for subject (such as nominative or ergative) or object (such as accusative). This applies
to the nominative in Burji, Anywa, Piri, and Jur-Luwo, for the ergative in Anywa,
Piri, and Jur-Luwo, and for the accusative in the Semitic languages of Ethiopia, such
as Ambaric, Tigre, Tigrinya, Gurage, and Harari.

The synchronic situation of definiteness splits can reflect either the beginning or
the end stage of a case system. Definiteness splits constitute the second most frequent
split condition in Africa. As has been shown in particular in chapter 5, the most
important split conditions are, first, what I proposed to call “no case before the verb”,
and, second, definiteness, where a case system is restricted to definite nouns only.
Definiteness does not only provide a common split condition, it is also the source of
some case markers (see 5.2). A rare type of person split, namely “no case with first and
second person”, is found in Ik and Datooga.

The “no case before the verb” split, where the case distinction is neutralized before
the verb, probably goes back to constructions used for topic or focus marking. The
source construction consists of a copula clause which expresses the topicalized or
focused participant followed by a relative clause or a main clause. This split applies
essentially to all verb-initial and verb-medial case languages spoken in North and East
Africa. It applies to all marked-nominative and ergative languages which are verb-
initial or verb-medial; it cannot apply to accusative languages, since they are all verb-
final, with the exception of the verb-initial accusarive language Ik, which lacks the split
(see section 5.3 for discussion).
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Table 6.1 Grammaticalization pathways of case in Africa

Source Case Case Languages

Definite marker > NOM > ERG Anywa, Piri

Definite determiner > NOM Berber, Burji

Topic marker >  NOM Cushitic, in particular HEC
Ometo: Masketo and Kullo still topic;

in Wolaitta, Gamo already NOM

Western Bantu: Umbundu, Ngangela
Ju: W2 dialect of 1Xun

Adposition for PP > NOM Dinka, Maa

Adposition for PP >  ERG Shilluk

OBL’ > ACC Omotic

DAT > ACC Omotic

FOC > ACC East Cushitic

Khoe: Khwe, Khoekhoe

With regard to constituent order and case, the following generalizations were
proposed (see chapter 5):

(a) If alanguage is verb-initial then it is marked-nominative;
(b) if a language is ergative then it is verb-medial,
(c) if it is accusative then it is verb-final.

(a) holds even though there are plenty of marked-nominative languages with verb-
final order, and some with verb-medial order.

Since Africa is a continent where hardly any written documents on earlier language
states are available, little is known about the origin of case marking. Reconstruction
therefore has to rely on synchronic evidence. Table 6.1 gives an overview of the
hypotheses that have been proposed and are discussed in the book. They are in
particular the following:

First, a definite marker has given rise to case: In West Nilotic Anywa and Piri,
a definite marker first developed into a nominative and later into an ergative case
marker (see section 3.1.1.4). In Berber (Afroasiatic), a definite determiner has given rise
to a nominative (see section 4.5.3 and Aikhenvald 1992:43). The grammaticalization
from definiteness to case can affect all core participants in the various case systems,
including accusative, nominative, and ergative systems.

Second, a topic marker has given rise to a nominative, as claimed by Tosco (1994:234
& 236; see also section 4.5.4) for Highland East Cushitic (HEC) and Ometo. In Ometo,
a suffix -i in Masketo and Kullo still functions as a topic marker, whereas in Wolaitta
and Gamo it serves as a nominative marker.

® Oblique case here means case used for peripheral participants.
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Table 6.2 Development of case systems in Africa

Source situation Target situation Languages

ACC > MNOM Omotic, Cushitic
Proto-Omotic

Proto-Cushitic

No case Proto-Berber > MNOM >  no case Berber

MNOM > ERG Anywa, Piri, Jur-Luwo

Third, an adposition for peripheral participants can give rise to a nominative via a
passive-like construction with a demoted subject, as has possibly happened in Dinka
and Maa (see 4.5.1), and to an ergative, as appears to have happened in Shilluk
(see 3.1.2). Thus, the same source, an adposition for peripheral participants, can be
grammaticalized to either a nominative in a marked-nominative system or an ergative
In an ergative system.

And fourth, a marker encoding peripheral participants and a dative marker can both
give rise to an accusative marker, as has been hypothesized for Omotic (see section
4.5.5 and Hayward & Tsuge 1998:29-32).

With regard to the development of case systems (see table 6.2), the following
observations have been made: An accusative system may develop into a marked-
nominative system, as has been claimed by Hayward and Tsuge (1998) for Omotic
and Cushitic (see also Tosco 1994 and Sasse 1984). In the view of these authors,
Proto-Cushitic and Proto-Omotic had an accusative system which later developed in
some languages into a marked-nominative system. Berber, according to Aikhenvald
(1990), made a development from no case (Proto-Berber) to marked-nominative (still
apparent in particular in North Berber and South Berber) and back to no case (recent
development in East and West Berber).

We saw that there is a close relationship of definiteness and case (5.2) and,
diachronically, there is a clear order between the two functions: Definiteness may
develop into case, never the other way round, that is, definiteness occurs first in time,
case later. With regard to gain and loss of a case within a language, definite elements
are the first which are case-inflected in the process of gaining case (see Anywa, Piri,
chapter 3), and definite elements are the last elements which still show case inflexions
in the process of case decay (cf. Aikhenvald 1990, 1995, on Berber; see also 4.5.3).
Therefore, the following generalization can be made: If a language has a case inflexion
then it occurs with definite elements (such as definite nouns, pronouns). This holds
irrespective of whether the case marker is used for subject (e.g. nominative or
ergative) or object (e.g. accusative). Examples are provided by the nominative in Burji
(see 5.2.1.2), Anywa, Piri, Jur-Luwo, the ergative in Anywa, Piri, Jur-Luwo
(see 3.1.1.3), and the accusative in the Semitic languages of Ethiopia (Ambharic, Tigre,
Tigrinya, Gurage, Harari; see 5.2.1.1). The synchronic situation of definiteness splits
can either reflect the beginning or the terminal stage of a case system.
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This book can be seen as a first step in trying to understand case in Africa. Important
areas for future research are in particular the structure of split S, the consequences
of the use of tone as a case marker, and the relationship between tone and marked-
nominative. The topic of the book was limited to types or core cases; areas like the
encoding of peripheral participants, or the semantics of case encoding had to be left
out entirely. Hopefully, a better database will deepen the analysis in order to arrive at
a more comprehensive picrure of case in Africa.



Appendix |
Case in Africa

Wap L1 provides am overview ot case languages in Africa. In order to give a clear picture,
cach Lingudge s presented by one spot only; the areal distriburion of a language had to be
disreparded. Berber i an exception: Rerber languages are spoken i a large arca, and some
relevant languages or diadects are listed separately. For somie languages, it is ditheult to
detcrnime their exact location; the map constutes a first approximation. Kalenjin is listed only
ance on the map L in Appendix Iy while in the genetic overview tin Appendix [ four ditferent
didecrs are listec separately it ix counted as one language onlv. The Ethio-Semitic language
Gz has died out. Therelore ivis not presented in map L1 but in Appendix 1 As can be seen
on map L1, there is a bigh concentration of case langua
Ethiopia, Kenve, U ninda and Sudan.,

s i Ethiopia and the border region of
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*rrendix Il
C-nc-lr~ica” overview of case
languages in Africa

For a hetter understanding, of the Appendix, the following remarks may be useful: The list of
languages is far from exhaustive. Both full-tledged case languages and languages with other
manifestations of case patterns are considered. Case languages which satisfy the definition
enenin chapter 1are highlighted in gray. Marked-nominative languages are prcscntcd in bold,
accusative Janguages in italics, erganive languages in capitals, other manitestations of ergative
pattems n capitals within parentheses, and languages withour case- -it they are relevant—
in parentheses. The colunins provide intormation about case systerns (ACC, NOM, ERQG),
mpes nvpe 1 nvpe 2 tvpes of case marker (whether expressed by tone. prefix, suffix, vowel
reduction, accent shift. preposition, or postposition). split conditions (no case before the verb.
definite only, not abligatory, person split, gendert split), constituent order, other manifestations
of case alignment 1all occurrences of sphit § and ERG patterns with regard to constituent
order and pronominal cross-referencing, a sclection of ACC and ERG patterns with regard to
pluractionalsy, and the case marker (if availabler. Several Kalenjin are distinguished bur they

vount as one language only; therefore most of them appear in parentheses.
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Terminology

For more detdiled information on the terms used in this book, see chapter 1.

Ab - eometimes called absolutive) is used in East Africa for the case referring to the
morphologicall  and functionally unmarked torm in marked-nominative systems (called
accusart e here or in accusative systems (called nominative here). The term is not used in

order H avoid terminological confusion.
Absolutive 1s the case covering S and O inan erganve system.
Accusative 1s the case covering O in either an accusative or a marked-nominative system.

Accusative pattern or accusative alignment is present if, by any mcans, § and A are treated

the same and simulrancously different from A vin short 8, A-O).

Accusative system is present if S and A are treated the same and simultaneously difterent
from A un short: S, A-O) by means of nominal inflexion. The case covering A and S, called
nominative, ismorphologically unmarked, functionally unmarked, and syntacrically unmarked.
And the case covening O, called accusative. is morphologically marked. functionally marked.

and syntactically marked.

Adjunct refers to participants of the clause which are not required by the verb, as opposed
to verbal complements. Instead of adjunct. the term peripheral participant s preferred

here.
Agent. The enrtity that performs an activity or brings about a change of state.

Ambitransitive. Verbs which may be used either as intransitive verbs or transitive verbs, Two
subgroups are distinguished, cither §7 A, as with the English verb to eat in eat. /T eat it., or $=O.,
as with the English verb to open in The door is open. /I open the door.

Beneficiary. The animarte entity on whose behalf an acrivity is carried our.

“ase 1y a systemoin which € s relation that the dependent noun bears o its head is expressed.
ypically, the head of the noun is 4 verb on clause level: the phrase tevel with the head being
an adpositon or another noun is also considered.

Case alignment see Case pattern.

Caseless form is used for the morphologically unmarked form of the noun in a type 2 ca !
language. In a type 2 split case language with a ca: o-casc system the morphologically
unmarked form of the nou L contests  ere the case system is neutralized. This applics
for ¢ « to the morphologically unmarkec orm of the noun in Kanuri, a typc 2 accusative
language, where case is optional only. Note that the caseless form must be distinguished from
the morphologically unmarked form of the noun in a type 1 case language. The latter has the
value of a cast torm used as the unmarked member in a case opposition.
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Case doubling is the morphological occurrence of more than one case ending on one poun,
with the noun having the value of one casc only. It reters to a special building pattern. In casc
doubling, the case marker is not suffixed to the morphologically unmarked fisrm but 16 4 form
which itself is already a derived case form. Case doubling should not be confused with )
double case.

Case form is the complete case-inflected word.

Case function is the syntactic function expressed by case, such as, S, A, O, 10, peripheral

participant, nominal predicate, or citation form.

Case language is defined as a language that has grammatical torms within the NP used
exclusively or primarily to distinguish core participants, 5. A, and O. Use of these torms may
be obligatory, as the case inflections of Latin, or optional, as the postposed case markers of

Kanuri.
Case marker is the marker used to express case.

Casc role “is the semantic relation borme by a dependent to its head. In She washed the
tahlecloth, the subject she could be described as having the rale of agent and the tablecloth as
having the role of patient. Other terms used are semantic role, thematic role, and theta role
(Blake 1994:205).

Case pattern (or case alignment) is present when by any means an dccusative. ergdtive, or

tripartire alignment is expressed with regard to 8, A, and O

Case system is present when a (—) case patter with regard 1o 8, A and Ois expressed by o

grammaticalized means, such as affixes, ne, and or adpositions

Cause. The cause of an activity.

Citation form is the form of the noun when used i isolagion. 1ts one of ther— - exir-syntacne

tunctions of a noun.

Complement refers to participants which are required by the verb, as opposed ro adjunces. The

term core participant is preferred here.

N <t o ot -y 1.
Copula. "A verb with little or no independent meaning, whose primary function is t Iink

elements of clause structure, typically the subject and the complement, to show that they are
semantically equivalent.” (Crystal 1992:85)

Core participants are the intransitive subject, S, the transitive subject, A, the direct objeet, O,
and the indirect object, 10, All further participants are (—>) penipheral participants.

Cross-reference refers to bound affixes on the verb or auxiliary which provide information

- pende !
about person and/or number and: or ge nder ot N

1994:42).

Ps in certain syntactic functions isee Dinon

N TI— ouistic elemu synractic features which a good
Decategorialization. A linguistic clement loses morphosys C

member of the category to which the linguistic clement belongs has.

Destination. The point to or towards which an entity moves or s o ented.
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Ditransitive. A predicate has three core participants, namely the transitive subject, A, the

transitive object, O, and the indirect object, 10.

Double case. Two case endings occur on one noun, and the noun has syntactically the value
of two cases. Typically, double case occurs with genitives in languages where the latter appear
on the possessor. The possessor then bears both the case required by the clau al syntax and by
the possessor. Sometimes genitives which occur on the possessee and not the possessor are
called anti-genitive, or anti-genitival (KieBling 2001, Andersen 2002). Double case must not be

confused with (—) case doubling.
Ergative is the case covering A in an ergative systen.

Ergative pattern or ergative alignment is present if, by any means, § and O are treated the

same and simultaneously ditferent from A (in short: S, A-O).

Ergative system is present if, by means of nominal inflexion, S and O are treated the same and
simultancously different from A (n short: S, O-A). The case covering A is called ergative, and

the case covering S and O absolutive.

Ergativity is present if' § and O are treated the same and simulrancously different from A (in
short: 8, O-A

Experiencer. The participant experiencing an emotion or perception.

Extra-syntactic function is a term used by Creissels (2004) to refer to nominal functions such
as pure designation or quotation. It covers all occurrences of nouns in isolation. Extra-syntactic
functions arc syntactically unmarked rather than marked.

Extent. The distance, area, or time over which an activity is carried out or over which a state
holds.

Fille class of elements which can occur in a certain slot.

Focal attention is sometimes used in the discourse literature instead of topic. "From the set of
activated elements {in short-term memory], it is possible for a further subset to receive even
more specialized and localized processing. Elements which receive this more focused processing
fall within focal attention. They represent elements which have been selected to form novel
associations against information in long-term memory. Focal attention is a particularly limited
kind of processing state, requiring sustained expenditure of rather limited attentional resources.
Consequently, only one or two elements ordinarily receive focal attention at any given time”
(Tomlin & Pu 1991).

Focus. "T...] the | «cus of the proposition expressed by a sentence in a given utterance context
Is seen as the element of informatior whereby the presupposition and the assertion DIFFER
froi . each other. The focus is that portion of a propasition which cannot be taken for granted

“ tne time of speech. It 1s the UNPREDICTABLE or pragmatically NON-RECOVERABLE
element in an utterance. The focus is what makes an utterance into o
1994: 20

a n" (Lambrecht
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Grammaticalization. [ ... consists in the increase of the range of a morpheme advancing from
alexical to a grammatical or from a less grammatical to a more gramrmatical status, e.g. from a
derivative formant to an inflectional one” (Kurytowicz [ 1965 1975:52).

Grammeme (or gram) is a linguistic form used to express some grammarical function.
Present could be for example a grammeme in a tense system, or dative a grammeme in a case

language.

Head-dependent. “The head is the word which determines rhe syntactic type of the entire
constituent and hence the privileges of occurrence and syntactic distriburion of the constituent.
Ifthere isany government (by which ] mean requirement of one wordin a particular grammatical
function by another) within the constituent, it is the head that governs the dependent” iNichols
1992:46).

Instrument. The means by which an activity or change of state is carried out.

Intransitive. [n an intransitive clause the predicate has only one core participant in subject

function, namely §, resulting in a VS or SV structure.

10. The parricipant semantically encoding case roles like bencficiary. recipient, or directional,
if syntactically no head-marking device like verbal denvarion is required.

10 equivalent. The participant semantically encoding case roles like bencficiary, recipient, or
directional, if syntactically a head-marking device like verhal derivation is required

Location. The location of an entity.

Manner. The way in which an activity is carned out or the way in which a change of state takes
place.

Marked-nominative system is present if, by means of nominal intlexion, S and A are rreared
similarly and simultancously different trom A (in short §, A-O). and the case covering Aand S,
is morphologically marked, funcrionally marked, and syntactically marked.

called nominative, ‘ -
called accusative, is marphologically unmarked, functionally

whereas the case covering O,
unmarked, and syntactically unmarked.

Nominal predicate. The copula complement in a copula clause.
inative i i S / ithe accusative or a marked-nominative

Nominative is the case covering § and A n either an accusarive a

system.

e clause the predivare has two core participants none ot which

Non-transitive. In a non-transitiv _ e
A, and a locative participant,

is an object, O; instead, it is for example the transitive subject,
LOC.
Other manifestations of case patterns are present if a case alignment is manitested with regard

to construent order, cross-reference, bound pronouns, etc.

y ; e 9229
Partitive. A form which refers to a part or quantity .Co¥ stal 1992:201).
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Path. The course over which an entity moves.

Patient. Either () an entity viewed as existing in a state or undergoing change: (i) an
entity viewed as located or moving: or (il an entity viewed as atfected or effected by an
enfiry.

Peripheral participant is a participant of the clause which is not (—) a core participant.

Pluractional is “a verbal formation indicating plurality of action, i.¢.. action aftecting a numiber

of subjects or abjects and “or extending over time and space” (Newman torthe.:1).
Possessor. The entity that possesses another entity.

Predication. "PREDICATION is that operation which allows a proposition to assume a self-
contained linguistic form, a sentence. By the act of predication we posit the existence of a state
of affairs. A proposition without a predication is just the idea of a state of attairs; its predication
that provides the proposition with illocutive force™ (Sasse 1993a:651).

Pro-forms " are functionally defined as substirutes which replace members of the corresponding
full-word category. Actually, they do not form a single class, for which a formal charactenization
in terms of syntactic distribution and. or category-cstablishing morphemes can be provided, but
rather a number of different classes. each of which normally exhibits the formal characteristics
of the class it substitutes ' (Sasse 19932:669).

Purpose. The purpose of an activity.

Reason. The reason for an acrivity.

Recipient. A sentient destination.

Sender. A sentient source.

Slot. A functional position in a clause which is to be filled by a filler.
Source. The point from which an entity moves or derives.

Split 8. S s not treated coherently; rather in some contexts § is treated like A (in short: $=S,)
and in other contexts § is treated like O (in short: S=8,).

Split system is present if not in Wl contexts jn 2 language the same case system is at work
(= case split). Instead. there are cither different case systems at work, such as ergative /marked-
nominau' :, or the case system is neutralized, such as accusative /no case.

'y 1 destination. The temporal point 1o or towards which an entity is oriented.
Temporal source. The temporal point from which an entity derives.
Time. The temporal position or extension of an entity.

opic. “The topic of a sentence is the thing which the proposition expressed by the sentence is
ABOUT" (Lambrechr . 34:118).

Tra siu . Inatransitve clause 1l dicate i two core participants, namely the transitive
subject, A, and the object; O.
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Tripartite refers to case systems in which S, A, and O arc all treated difterently tin short
S- A-O).

Type 1. A case language in which, in the basic case opposition, one case is morphologically
unmarked and the other is morphologically marked, such as the nominative being usually
the morphologically unmarked case in an accusative systern and the accusative being the
morphologically marked case.

Type 2. A case language in which, in the basic case npposition, both cases are marphologically
marked, such as a morphologically marked nominative and a morphologically marked

accusative (¢.g. in Kanuri).
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