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IV.A.3|Southern South African Khoisan
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DEFAK,

Lingala Nya-

mwezi

Kongo Swabhili

Luba
¢ Bemba
Umbundu A

Shona

Tswana c
Hererc

Tsond2

Makua

Williamson & Blench (2000)

*Proto-Niger-Congo

Kordof:
*Proto-Mande-Atlantic-Congo
Atlantic Mande
*Proto-ljo-Congo
*
*Proto-Dogon-Congo l
€ lio Defaka

*Proto-Volta-Congo

*[Last Volta-Congo = Proto-Benue-Kwa

*West Volta-Congo

Pre *Gur-Adamawa Kwa  West Benue-Congo  East Benue-Congo
?Senufo
Central Nigerian —‘
| [ Bantoid-Cross

Central Cross
Peripheral ! Adamawa Adamawa Adamawa Ba Fali River ]|
Gur (not a 1,79.108 24512 613,14+ . i
unified group) + Bikwin Day Kam  Ubangi § Bantoid

* numbers refer to Greenberg’s Adamawa groups, amended by Boyd (1989).

Fig. 2.1. The internal structure of Niger-Congo.
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< Bantu expansion: /N> b % FEEBED UL « FLELD L — b (Grollemund et al. 2015)
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Fig 1. Consensus time tree of n=424 Bantu Fig 2. Ancestral migration route reconstructed

languages on the consensus time tree (Fig 1)
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% Bastin (1983) “Essai de classification de quatre-vingt langues bantoues par la
statistigue grammaticale”
* 520 ‘Item-based’ % EEE A
* RMDIEAR~DEEE B

Bastin (1983: 82-85)
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% Marten et a/l. (2007) “Parameters of morphosyntactic variation in Bantu”

*%%m&/uﬁFV&N@Xﬁ:fA%&MLtN3X9—
*x fBREGITR ~ DOBRFER IR

Table 2. Parameters of the study Table 3. Values for ten Bantu languages

Obfect markers Swah, Chaga Ha Bem, Chich, Nseng. Tswa, Lozi Swati Her,

1 OM — obj NP Can the object marker and the lexical object NP co-oocur?

2 OM obligatory Is co-occurrence required in some conbexis? 1 OM — obj NP VCE Mo YR ¥ES N0 Fj no VEE no o

3 OM loc Are there locative object markers? 20M obligatory  ¥es  wes T om0 no ¥ 0o N0 no

da Ome OM Is object marking restrcied 1o one object marker per verh? 30OM loc yes  yes YES YC5  ¥CS ves Yes Mo no o yes

4b Restr 2 OM Are two object markers possible in restricted contexis? Ine O . Y ) )

dc Mult OM Are two or more object markers freely available? da tine OM ¢ Do B0 AR ¥ ng Y4 W3y

4d Free order Is the order of multiple object markers structurally free? 4b Resr 20M  mo mo na yes - no : fwx moonomo
4c Muluple OM no yes YEE MO N0 ? Yo 0 N0 no

Douhle obfecis 4d Free order no no no noeo no 7 Y5 OO0 no no

3 Sym word-order Can cither object be adjacent to the verb?

6 Sym passive Can either object become subject under passivisation? 5 Sym order e moe yesmo 0o ? ¢ no oo Ao

7 Sym M Can either object be expressed by an object marker? 6 Sym passive no yes ! mo  no ? ¥ei o Yes Y8 WS
7 Sym OM [iTH] yis T omo no 1 VEE  VES  Yes  YEs

Relatives

8 Agr Rel mark Dwes the relative marker agree with the head noun? 8 Agr Rel ”“‘-ﬂ:_ yes 7 ¥es yo3 ¥os yes yes  ¥es no ¥

9a Res OM obl Is an object marker required in object relatives? 9 Res OM oblig no 7 no noo yes 0o ¥es Mo yes  no

Ok Res OM barred Is an object marker disallowed in object relatives? 9b Res OM barred no 7 no yes  noo no neo ¥R no yes

9 Res OM optional  Is an object marker optional in object relatives? fc Res OM poss yes 7 ¥EOD N0 ¥eS M0 o N0 0o

Locative imversion 10 LI resir yes yes T oyes  yes no yes VES  ¥os o

10 LT restr Is locative inversion thematically restncted to intransitives? 11 Full loc 5M ves Ty no yes  yos vis T no no yes

1T Full loc 5M Are there three different locative subjoct markers? 12 Partial agr ves 7 ho me o yes 5 9 y&  no

Conjunct agreemeni g , .

12 Partial Agr Is partial agreement with comoined NPs possible? 13 Conj/disj e e yes yes  no ? Yyes .'J yes o
14 Tone case it no no ne o no ? o ! noo yes

Clonjorint / elizfoint

13 Conjsdisj Is there a (tonal) distinction between comjoint/disjoint

forms?
14 Tone case Is there a {tonal) distinction of nominal *cases™
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% Marten et al. (2018) “Bantu Morphosyntactic Variation Database (BMV)”

il

* FLRERTEETEIE % R IC h/N—F B 142D micro-parameters (Guérois et a/, 2017) ]
* 100U EDEEDT — 2 %5%E%), inter-parametricZe DT A AT BE

Mor
yr

[Close] [Download] [Map]

1 i x

"Maroc LY 06 Alge| /Bani cl Toggle Label
SULATT o) Parameter distribution [[ngg,]e E(:f]ge g

Single Parameter Report

[ Language set: ALL: All languages

P076. Multiple object marking: Is it possible to have more than one pre-stem
object marker?

J . 1 s

Language set: ALL: All languages o
L lee.
Parameter: PO76: Multiple object marking: Is it possible to have more than one pre-stem object
: there is no slot for object marking in the language (parameter 75)
marker? ;
Values: Tehad/stdls &t Mo el Gagll
. . N N [ @ no: there is only one slot for pre-stem object marking Ly, ¢
-1 n.a.: there is no slot for object marking in the language (parameter 75) 3 languages =
0 no: there is only one slot for pre-stem object marking 36 languages i
B . . @ 1: yes, in most contexts and they must appear in a specific order
1 1: yes, in most contexts and they must appear in a specific order 8 languages oseeed, L los ) NERS
. . . . — Comeroun” (i Beafrika By ol
2 2: yes, in most contexts and the order is flexible 5 languages [ @ 2: yes, in most contexts and the order is flexible : - République Saginaaliyd
3: yes, but only in certain structural contexts and they must appear in a Yagydé Eeptrafiicalne Jlogall
3 o 19 languages
specmc order 3 yes, but only in certain structural contexts and they must appear in a [ BEE
'’ 9 M d hy
4 4: yes, but only in certain structural contexts and the order is free 0 languages Specmc order 7’ ; :ﬂ,iu
@ 5 ‘ .
- - AUE
Language Name Value Description l 4: yes, but only in certain structural contexts and the order is free L“’Tﬂ[;“
A46 Nomaande 0 no: there is only one slot for pre-stem object marking \ 4 . Tmam 5‘“
n.a.: there is no slot for object marking in the language ' I o
A50 Bafia -1 ) 9 guag T2 ® ‘o ® b
(parameter 75) \ & &
a.: there is no slot for object marking in the language @7 8 i :
A71 Eton -1 | 20, e B )
(parameter 75) ) Lusaka ‘& e © |
B43 Punu 0 no: there is only one slot for pre-stem object marking i @ 00 O 9 of )
B865 Nzadi 1 (p&;;’;::tr:riig)o slot for object marking in the language : N @ Mwww Mazgasikara 7
B87 Mbuun 0 no: there is only one slot for pre-stem object marking Trehtl Botswana c
C101 Babole 0 no: there is only one slot for pre-stem object marking ) ® Pretoria-/apiito
C32 Bobangi 0 no: there is only one slot for pre-stem object marking *‘
cs1 Mongo 3 3: yes, but only in certain structural contexts and they must South Africa Dm.m‘
appear in a specific order e
3: yes, but only in certain structural contexts and they must ¢
E35 Nyole 3 Yes, | yon Y 9
_ _ _ appt.ef‘:lr in ? spe.cn‘lc orclle_r _ . _ _ Cape Tomneis

[l Guérois, Rozenn, Hannah Gibson, and Lutz Marten. 2017. Parameters of Bantu Morphosyntactic Variation. Available online at
https://zenodo.org/record/3958997#.Y8uXUxPP3Vs. DOI: 10.5281/zenodo.3958997




3. BMV (Bantu morphosyntactic variation database)

G INT XX —DF
PO76: Multiple OM: 8D HRVEETE OM) 2 &5 2 LI TZE 5 H

Is it possible to have more than one pre-stem object marker?

verplPrelnitial= Initial- Postinitial- Pre-Stem- Radical -Extensive -PreFinal -Final =PostFinal]
NEG Subject TAM, Object Verb | Valency |Aspect |Mood | Mood,
agreement | NEG agreement | Root NEG
. ] 'fi: ' Parameter distribution b[ﬁg;gﬂe s Lsoels]
T ——— Al B WE =Ll o 1D
i T ————— N “ no: OMIZT DD # [35]
@ vt ety v e mera | DT g VA il T multiple OM~A] ; IRISF7R L 5 #IEEE 18]
® 1 ves, in most contexts and they must appear In a speciic order o f 2: multiple OM~r] ; IRIEHIKY7% L 5 #IEE A [5]
S G i 3: multiple OM] ; BEAFI5 | HIEE T [19]
@ gt e sl e ity e [ | Z multiple OM~A] ; IRIEFH 1) ; FIEE H 10]

> et ". o

4: yes, but only in certain structural contexts and the order is free L;DCE;‘;“

e T, o TUe® | PO76ICEY 3 —RIEM

o e 0 ) ZLDEEIIOMEVEDLAE SR

e ese ol 1 i) multi-OMIE, BECBEHNOTTHAING SENLENS L
el LT T i) BEES Y, pORIENBETHEEVIEER (B0EIS)

Botswana

o .Pre!DOHA &m - EEH é *L—( L\fd\ \/\



4 ﬂ:IJ Ellj ﬂx’ﬂﬁ ), nft%k focus marking |28 9~ % covariation

& FLREEmAY E S iE (Morphological focus marker)
P140: 7 # —H RIBEIIFEERIN 7+ —HAX—H— (MFM) IC& > TIEEREIND 2 H

Can a focussed term be marked by a morphological focus marker?

*x BRI
’ - Chaga-Mochi [E622A] Philippson and Montlahuc (2003: 490-491) [1]
» a. pi msoro aléwoéna b. palewéna msoro
- ni m-soroa-le+won-a ni=a-le+won-a m-soro
] COP 1-man SMIT-PST2+#see-FV FOC=SM1-PST2+see-FV 1-man
"'”: ‘It’s a man he saw (not a woman)’ ‘He saw a man (that’s what he did)’
Kpa? (Bafia) [A53] Guarisma (2003: 333-334) @
a. c-0? k-&'e-ri b. ki-pén k-&& ki a-a-dii
7-forest 7-FOC-be 7-fufu 7-FOC 7 SM1-IMM-eat;PFV
‘It is a forest’ ‘It is fufu that he ate.’

X HOBIEHYFE (Marten et al. 2018)
JLEER (zones: E, F, JE, etc.) + AL AL (zones: A, B, etc.)

e yes [15] e no [20] [ Philippson, G. and M-L. Montlahuc. 2003. Kilimanjaro Bantu (E60 and E74), in: Nurse, D. and G.
Philippson (eds.) The Bantu languages. London: Routledge, pp. 475-500. 21 Guarisma, G. Kpa? (A53),
in Nurse and Philippson (eds.) pp. 307-334.
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E/j ﬂX’ﬂ: D nfta—gl focus marking(Z 89 % covariation

& HEE/EEEE2 (Conjoint: CJ/Disjoint: DJ form)

PO74: CJ/DIiL=H T % H7?

Does the language have a conjoint / disjoint distinction?

o yes[25] * no [34]

*x B

M+ REm + B8 & 2 Bemba [M42] Kula (2017: 271) 1!
a. [C)] ba-lédéndolol-a lyoonse b. [DJ] ba-la-l66ndolol-a
SM2-explain-FV all the time SM2-PFV.DJ-explain-FV
‘They explain all the time’ ‘They explain’

RN —X D% Tonga [M64] Hyman (2017: 107) 2

a. [C)] nda-ka-‘tél-a pnyama b. [DJ] nda-ka-tol-a| h_gnyama
‘l took MEAT’ ‘l Took meat’

* HIBRYS> 70 (Van der Wal 2017: 16-17) )
FAER (zones: M, N, P,and )+ 7 « 7 b U 77 B¢ (zones: JD, G —F etc.)

UlKula, N. C. 2017. The conjoin/disjoint alternation and phonological phrasing in Bemba, In Van der
Wal, J. and L. Hyman (eds.) The conjoint/disjoint alternation in Bantu. Berlin/Boston: Walter de
Gruyter, pp. 258-294. RIHyman, L. 2017. Disentangling conjoint, disjoint, metatony, tone cases,
augments, prosody, and focus in Bantu, In Van der Wal and Hyman (eds.) pp. 100-121. 81Van der
Wal, J. 2017. What is the conjoint/disjoint alternation? Parameters of crosslinguistic variation, In van

der Wal and Hyman (eds.) pp. 14-60.
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S E O RIR
MFM & CJ/DJ} ;cffﬁ%maﬁﬁm

P140: FERERVE 2 iZ (MFM) PO74: Hi/8t=H (CJ/D))

1Shinagawa, D. & L. Marten. 2021. A micro-parametric survey on typological covariation related to
focus marking strategies: Based on the Bantu Morphosyntactic Variation database. Paper read at the
10th World Congress of African Linguistics. DOl 10.17605/0SF.I0/Z86PV

E/] ﬁX'ﬂ: a niﬁ Jf — focus marking(Z B89 % covariation

A ERREERIY— AL~ DR
/\E = MZ EHY foﬂﬁ [B)ME D [z Bk (Shinagawa & Marten 2021a)!"]

+ CJ/DJ (25) - CJ/DIJ (34)
+MFM | 3 Igs: 10 Igs:
(15) .231/.214 .770/0.526
- Kifuliiru [JD63]*2 A50, A601, A71,
- Ha [JD66]"2 B865, E622d, E623,
- S. Ndebele [S44]"3 E73, F12, F33
-MFM | 11 Igs: 9 Igs:
(20) .550/.786 450/0.474
M42, N13, P31, P34, | C61, G42, G43c, G52,
$21, S31, $32, S33, JE15, K11, N31, R11,
S42, 543, 553 R31
*1/\5'%%3‘(@ _L|§7
*ZCJ/DJ%%OD%Z%E’JT%%VEOD BB?
SFRE(L S M7= S?
|
RSB T — A R—ADIZ 5
[FRE] ~
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:t:gﬁﬁ/‘j_ﬁ’ﬂﬁ@

% B 1E (Verb doubling: VD)
P107: GEEENFAN EBIGICKITT %) BImaREBIILH 5 H7?

Are there verb doubling constructions, where a non-finite verb form (e.g. infinitive, verbal base) appears before an inflected
form of the same verb?

» verb focus [8]

e both[9]

e topicalisation [8]

e Nno[10]

*x B

Eﬁ, 0—9 — focus marking (289" % covariation

Suundi [H13b] Hadermann (1996: 161) cited in Glildemann (2003)
a. ndyeka-ta:nga vs. b. ku-ta:nga ndyeka-ta:nga

1SG:FUT-read
‘je vais lire’

INF-read

‘je vais lire’

*x IR TR
VD& CJ/D)DREICIETEE (CHEMR A DM ITHER I a0

+ CJ/DJ (25) - CJ/DJ (33)
+VD (17) 7 lgs: 9 lgs:
*FOC-related | .438/.583 .563/.643

D61, M42, P31, P34, | A601, E51, E622d,

521, 533, 553 H16a-1, H21, JE15,

K11, N44, R11
-VD (10) 5 Igs: 5 lgs:

.500/.417 .500/.357

JD66, N13, 531, 532, | E73, F12, F33, G52,

543 N31

1SG:FUT-read

MFM-CJ/DJD T —X & £ ),
VD-CJ/DJIC X TEE (SR
DA TFEFE S 7L (contra.
Guldemann et al. 2014, Morimoto
2017:171).

- VDICLX->THERLD S

T —NRADRATH, FED
predicate-centered focus!(Z
[BEINB7-8?
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o ESEREENT A X — EBEBLOEIBICET 2/ X & — & &S

NEG particle Locative inversion Patient inversion
PO56=n0|P056=1|P122=1|P122=2|P122=3|P122=no0|P123=yes| P123=no
number of Igs. 35 8 36 5 9 13 15 37
average 0.547 | 0.125 | 0.571 | 0.079 | 0.143 0.206 0.288 0.712

CJ/DJ if PO74=yes (25) 0.938 0.063 | 0.412 | 0.176 | 0.118 0.235 0.059 0.941
CJ/DJ) if P0O74=no (34) 0.533 0.167 | 0.652 | 0.043 | 0.261 0.261 0.348 0.652
VD if P1T07=FOC (8) 0.750 0.125 | 0.333 | 0.000 | 0.167 0.667 0.000 1.000
VD if P1T07=TOP (8) 0.750 0.000 | 0.714 | 0.143 | 0.286 0.000 0.429 0.571
VD if P107=Dboth (9) 0.778 0.000 | 0.556 | 0.000 | 0.111 0.333 0.000 1.000
VD if P107=no (10) 0.700 0.200 | 0.556 | 0.111 | 0.222 0.111 0.111 0.889
MFM  if P140=yes (15) 0.533 0.267 | 0.273 | 0.000 | 0.273 0.455 0.091 0.909
MFM  if P140=no (20) 0.800 0.050 | 0.579 | 0.158 | 0.158 0.105 0.211 0.789




\I

4. %8

ik

A E/] ﬁﬂ'ﬂﬁ D ,:,:_Et%k focus marking(Z &9 % covariation
D) &

cJ/ BEBLVCRIEICET H/XT7 XX — & DEE
NEG particle Locative inversion Patient inversion
PO56=n0|P056=1|P122=1|P122=2|P122=3|P122=no0|P123=yes| P123=no
number of Igs. 35 8 36 5 9 13 15 37

average 0.547 0.125 | 0.571 | 0.079 | 0.143 0.206 0.288 0.712

CJ/DJ) if PO74=yes (25) 0.938 0.063 | 0.412 | 0.176 | 0.118 0.235 0.059 0.941

CJ/DJ) if PO74=no (34) 0.533 0.167 | 0.652 | 0.043 | 0.261 0.261 0.348 0.652

==z=F

*x CJ/DIWILZ=HBT %

l:Il:H:l

1%, BAEICEEARIEE X<

[+CJ/DJ, +NEG particle]

[+CJ/DJ, -NEG particle]

0.938 = 15/16

Kinyarwanda [JD61] Kifuliiru [JD63] Ha [JD66] Bemba [M42] Matengo [N13]

Makhuwa [P31] Cuwabo [P34] Venda [S21] Tswana [S31] Northern Sotho [S32]
Sesotho [S33] Zulu [S42] Swati [S43] Ndebele [S44] Tsonga [S53] Ronga [S54]

0.063=1/16
Matengo [N13]

x CJ/DINILzBT 25k, BEICKEEFREZA L0

[+CJ/DJ, —-Patient inversion]
0.941 =16/17
Kinyarwanda [JD61]? Kifuliiru [JD63] Bemba [M42] Matengo [N13] Matuumbi [P13]

Makhuwa [P31] Cuwabo [P34] Venda [S21] Tswana [S31] Northern Sotho [S32]
Sesotho [S33] Zulu [S42] Swati [S43] Ndebele [S44] Tsonga [S53] Ronga [S54]

[+CJ/DJ, +Patient inversion]

0.059=1/17
Kirundi [JD62]
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E E/] ﬁﬂ'ﬂﬁ D ,:,:_Et%k focus marking(Z g9 % covariation

PAS = e
SCMIMEBSTEBLOEIEBICET H/837 XA X — & DEH)
NEG particle Locative inversion Patient inversion
PO56=n0|P056=1|P122=1|P122=2|P122=3|P122=no0|P123=yes| P123=no
number of Igs. 35 8 36 5 9 13 15 37
average 0.547 | 0.125 | 0.571 | 0.079 | 0.143 0.206 0.288 0.712
MFM  if P140=yes (15) 0.533 0.267 | 0.273 | 0.000 | 0.273 0.455 0.091 0.909
MFM  if P140=no (20) 0.800 | 0.050 | 0.579 | 0.158 | 0.158 | 0.105 0.211 0.789
* MFM% X < §7513, BEANZEEAZ X < fEM

0.800 =16/20

Mongo [C61] Swahili [G42] Ganda [JE15] Bemba [M42] Cewa [N31] Makhuwa [P31]
Cuwabo [P34] Umbundu [R11] Herero [R31] Venda [S21] Tswana [S31] Northern
Sotho [S32] Sesotho [S33] Zulu [S42] Swati [S43] Tsonga [S53]

0.200=4/20
Chindamba [G52] Matengo [N13]

(depending on tense): Cokwe [K1T1]
Makunduchi [G43c]

* MEMZ859 % 538!

[+MFM, - Patient inversion]

¥, TEEICHEFEE

BZ A LA

[+MFM, +Patient inversion]

0.909 =10/11

Tuki [A601] Gikuyu [E51] Uru [E622d] Rombo [E623] Digo [E73] Bende [F12] Rangi
[F33] Chasu [G22] Kifuliiru JD63] Ndebele [S44]

0.091=1/11
Nzadi [B865]




4 E E/j _Qlﬂﬁ D Eﬁ%‘ —focus marking (2 B89 % covariation

EEFR (R A X X 5 IE © MFM & NEG particle
* MFM%Z & < E88lE, BEAZEIAZ X {fEMm

0.800 =16/20 0.200= 4/20

= %ET\EWE@%%EE’NC% LY Eig (P056=]) Li, MFM%ET% (Shinagawa and Marten 2021)

If PO56=1 — P140=1

1.000 = 6/6 Nzadi (B865), Uru (E622d), Rombo (E623), Rangi (F33), Manda (N11), and Matengo (N13)

= Enj@ iﬁ"]:bf JRE LT focus enforcer’ e. g., locative (cl.17) pronoun cf. Devos and van der Auwera
(2013: 250-251)

Kwezo [L13] Forges (1983: 330) cf. Bembe [H11] Nsayi (1984: 224)

lo gwami nga-swég-a me mua-man-a kuami

NEG (17.POSS.1SG)NEG 1SG-hide-PRF | 1SG.PROX-finish-F 17.POSS.1SG
‘l have not hidden.’ ‘As for me, | am finished.’

(i.e., the others haven’t finished yet)



4 ﬂ:IJ Ellj ﬂx’ﬂﬁ ), nft%k focus marking |28 9~ % covariation

S BEIERE XX 27E : CJ/DJ & Pre-Initial negation

X CJ/DJiiz=8Bd 5581, BEEICEERNELGAZ XL
[+CJ/DJ, -NEG particle] [+CJ/DJ, +NEG particle]

0.938 = 15/16 0.063=1/16

= CJ/DJWIIEB T HSEIL, AN TCETEERE (T ER
B FEATOEANESTEHEAE L CHEEFICAHWLWLoNSERA S VLD ILPre-Initial marker

Swahili [G42]
a. ha-wa-ta-on-a ‘They will not see’ Vvs. b. wa-si-o-on-a ‘(They) who do not see’
NEG-SM2-FUT-see-FV SM2-NEG-R2-see-FV

= Pre-Initial marker(3 ‘Focused negation’ & L TZ3Z (Gildemann 1999: 570-576)
B %< DOC/DIAEEBTCIIEBERETIZZONIIAFMMEIN, HoXoDE =877+ —H X
EHDEESEE L THWO N SHEME (Van der Wal 2017: 35)1]

Makhuwa [P31] Van der Wal (2009: 219)

a.[CJ]]O-hi-A-thima esheeni? ‘What doesn’t he buy?  vs. b. [DJ]IKha-A-thima. ‘He doesn’t buy (it).’
sM1-NEG-PRES-buy.c) 9.what NEG.SM1-PRES-buy.D)

(1 “In Makhuwa there are two negative paradigms for the alternating tenses, of which the CJ form is not used often - the DJ form is the regular negative
form” (Van der Wal 2017: 35)



4, i,\ﬂgﬁﬁl‘j _ﬁlft: D EK%L — focus marking (289 % covariation
< BFEHRAE XX D/  focus marking & BB X

IR EAAEIRE (Locative inversion): Swabhili [G42] 1RE)EEIE (Patient inversion): Rundi [JD62]

simba amalala msituni [SA4F>AHTETWS] johani arasoma igitabo Tanzigx%2+55ATVS ]

Locative inversion | Patient inversion T
PI22=1] P122=2| P122=3| P122=no | P123=yes | P123=no Sj%_;g%gjiwﬁj .
number of Igs. 36 5 9 13 15 37 723‘% =22 P0774_: es) |3
average 0.571 | 0.079 | 0.143 0.206 0.288 0.712 o Y ’

BRICHESERER L Z
FARL U (P123=n0)

CJ/DJ |if PO74=yes (25) 0.412 | 0.176 | 0.118 0.235 0.059 0.941
CJ/D)J |if P074=no (34) 0.652 | 0.043 | 0.261 0.261 0.348 0.652

PO74:P122-1 PO74:P122-2 PO74:P123 ~ 4 \y $ v — O IERERER
p-value = 1 p-value = 0.7004 a

p-value = R & 2RISR

P122 | P122 P122 | P122 P123 | P123 P074 P123 7\ &
=1+24+3| =no =1+3| =no —yes | =no ;

PO74=yes| 13 7 PO74—yes| 9 | 4 PO74=yes| 1 | 16 s on L, Pore

PO74=no 22 6 PO74=no | 21 6 PO74=no 9 15 e

E%ﬁ'ﬂﬁ (topicalization) AbhT7TFv—¢L T%ﬁﬂ(é ﬂ%ftﬁﬁ Zd %)@ 4‘%3?7175‘ A N ngxﬁﬂaﬁc

EFSHZ)*BZ@J%@U ZDoOWT| i?& L %ﬁfﬂiaﬁﬂ \\\,\\\43,%/7_\ (focus marking) A l\ V4 T‘/ c‘iﬁ#%ﬂf ? %)_,[Ab'li

(Shinagawa and Marten 2021a Van der Wal 2022)
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THE WORLD ATLAS
OF LANGUAGE STRUCTURES
ONLINE

§§12E+/\77< X—BIROZAEDTF = v 7

A

Home Features Chapters Languages References Authors

Welcome to WALS Online

The World Atlas of Language Structures (WALS) is a large database of structural (phonological,
grammatical, lexical) properties of languages gathered from descriptive materials (such as reference
grammars) by a team of 55 authors.

The first version of WALS was published as a book with CD-ROM in 2005 by Oxford University Press. The first online version was published in
April 2008.

The 2013 edition of WALS corrects a number of coding errors especially in Chapters 1 and 3. A full list of changes is available & here.

Starting with the 2013 edition of WALS, we will release and publish sets of corrections periodically. Thus, any citation of WALS Online 2013
should include the particular version, as listed on {Z_Zenodo.
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reductionist vs. scenario—-based approaches (van de Velde, to appear)
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