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THE MAGICAL NUMBER TWO, BANTU PRONOUIIS
AND THE THEORY OF PRONOMINALIZATION 1
Talmy Giv6n
Department of' Linguistics
University of California, Los Angeles

1.

Introduction
The data in this paper are derived primarily from a number of' Bantu

languages, though the phenomena described are much more uni veraal, and
data tram several other languages are briefiy cited later on.

A c1.aim

is made below that the data help us judge between three alternative
approaches to pronominalization, rejecting two of them and selecting
the third.
si ve.

This is not to suggest that the arguments below are conclu-

Certainly, the more interesting aspect of' these data lies in the

type of' questions they raise. rather than in the actual solutions
ted.
(a)

~

The three theories of' pronominalization to be considered are:
Interpretive:

Pronouns (rather than their reterent nouns) are gen-

erated by the Base Rules.

Tbey then receive their semantic interpreta-

tion (or ref'erents) through rules of Surtace Semantic Interpretation

(Bee [JackendoU 1969]).
(b)

Tr8llstormational-l:

the Base Rules.

Nouns (rather than pronouns) are generated by

Pronominalization is a transformational process comprised

ot two phases:
1.

Depletion:

The noun to be pronominalized is depleted of' all

features. including phonological matrices I except the teature [PRO]
and the relevant agreement features;
2.

It the location ot the pronoun is not identical to

~:

that ot the original noun, the pronoun is then moved to its new
location;
(c)

TrllDstormational-2:

the Base Rules.

Nouns (rather than pronouns) are generated by

Pronominalization is a transformational process comprised

ot the two phases:
lFor the Swah!li data I am indebted to Salma Mbay8, tor the Luganda
data to L. Waluaimbi i the Bemba data are from 1IIiY' own tield Dotes i the
Hebrew, Spanish aDd Amharic data are Jq own. I am indebted to Ray JackeDdott. Andrew Rogers 1Ul4 Jetfrey Gruber tor cOIIIIlenta on an earlier draft
ot this JII8Zl\18cript.
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1.

£2m:!!!A:

features

o~

The feature [PRO 1 as well as the relennt ~ement
the noun to be proD.Oll1nal.lzed are copied :tram the noun

to the appropriate locUlI ot the prollOUIl ,2
2.

~:

i'he original DOUD iB then deleted (Be. [Giw.. 19691);

1Jhe.e three theories of' proJlOlllinal.lzatioD will be reterred to hence:torth
as
2.

"I"

(a), nT_1ft (b) and "T_2ft (e).

'OptiOD&l.' del.etion ot pronominalized object 110UDS
'!he first Bet ot data to be considered involves the anaphoric (' 1n-

f'ized I) object pronouns ot Bantu.

That is. the prOnominalization ot

object D01D18 arter their appearance in previous discourse.

In Swahili

we :find the tollovins Bituation:

(1)

nl-ll-ona kftabu

I-pas't-aee book
'I .w the book'

(2)

nl-II-!!.-ona

(when only one book. is mentioned in
previous discourse)

I-past-!1-see
'I saw it'
(3)

nl-ll-~-ona

kftabu

(when several books vere mentioned in
previous discourse, but the pronoun
ref'ers to only one ot them)

I-past-!r." book
'I saw it the book'

Sentence (3) abow vill appear .:Ire natural if' a demonstrative is used:
(4)

nl-II-!!.!..-on. klt.bu hlkl

I-put-ll-see book

this

'I saw it this book'

IJ.'b1s is ot course natural. in view of the fact that

~

in (3). (1&)

ia one of seftral. aeoUoned in pre.,'ious discourse. and the demonstrative
1. uaed to uarrov down the specificity to that one book.
2nt.ia i. DOt to sugest that the feature [PRO] is generated by the
Bue Rul.ea. Rather. I haYe used it here as a notational convenience.
to stuul tor the particular p'.....tical cond.1 tiona (such as previous
.otion in discourse) which govern proDODdnalizatlon.
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One may argue that (3) and (4) above represent a pattern of topical~, and should perhaps be gloBsed with a comma intonation.
&

However,

distinct topicalization pattern does exist in Swahili (inc1.uding the

intonation). as in:
(5)

kltabu (hlkl), nl-II-ki-ona

book

(this).

I-pas~-see

'As to (this) book, I saw it'
Further, the topicalized pattern in (5) is in complementary distribution
with the pattern of (3), (4) and (1), so that (6) and (7) below are

ungrammatical:
(6)

"kltabu (hlkl),
book

(7)

ni-II-~-ona

kitabu (hiki)

(this). I-past-.!l.-see book.

(this)

"kltabu (hi ki), ni-I i-ona
book

(this). I-past-see

The ungrammaticality of (6) above suggests that once the object noun is
topicalized (or 'is the topic')3, the ~ step invol.ved in pronominalization must be obligatory.
ref'erential identity of a nominal

This is of course natural, since the
~

( I in topic') is presupposed

to be known, so that the conditions requiring 'optional deletion', as

in (3), (4) above, do not exist.

The ungrammaticality of (7) may sug-

gest that topicalization is not merely a late movement rule follOWing
pronominalization, but at the most a very early 'rule,3.
The main import of the contrast between (2) and (3), (4) is that in
the latter pronominalization proceeds without deletion while in the
termer with.

This 'optional co-existance t ot' object nominals with their

pronouns is typical. in Swahili and Luganda.

In ChiBemba, a closely re-

lated Bantu language, the deletion step io pronominallzatloos ot' this
3It is quite clear to me that topicalization is not a movement rule,
as is quite often suggested. Rather, the notions Of""""Ttopic:comment',
I t'ocus' and other presuppod1 tioDa are expressed in the Deep Structure,
and then condition particular I topicali zed' constructions. It is obvious that we know very little about the precise way in which these
notioDs are to be t'ol'2ll&1l.7 expressed in the grammar.
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tn>e

1&

obliewrz:
n-a-mona Icltabo

(8)

I-past-see book.
II saw the book'

n-a-:i-mone

(SJ)

I-paat-i t-aee

'I

Bay

it'

-n-a-:.!..-mona

(10)

lcf'tabo

I-paat-!l-see

book.

If' c.onatru.ctiODB such as the Swahili (3), (1&) above or their Luganda
equivalents represent a DOD-topicalized, DOD-iterative pattern, which is
the case to the beat of' rq knowledge, then the data presented above pose
Bevere ditt1cultiea tor theories "I" and "T_l".
TheorY "I" claims that it is the pronouns themselves that are generated
in the Base.

This would account tor the data trom. ChiBemba, but not

£'or those of' Svah1li and Luganda, wbere a seemingly intermediate stage

does in fact ez1st. where both noWlS and pronouns co-occur.
that

.2!!!l...l!2. DOII1nal.

The tact

el.ements DUI¥ co-eld.st -- but not three or more -

finds no natural. explanation in

"I".

Jack.endo:ff (in private communica-

tion) has argued that thiB is merely a fUnction of' the way one states
the rule.

This IIIB¥ be true in the case of' "I". but at least one of' the

other theories ts itself constructed in a
termediate step.

w~

which al10vs for that in-

Besides, at the most "I" would allow for the co-exis-

tauce of a pronoun with its semantic interpretation as a certa:ln noun,
but never with that noun itself on the surface.

Theory T-l is also unequipped to handle the co-existance phen01leDon,
since it maltes no provision for an intermediate step in which both the
D.O\D1

aDd the proDO'LDl exist.

Thus. although initial17 the format of

depletion-cuaa-Blvement seems to be a mere notational variant of copyingCUD-cieletion, the data presented here suggest that the two alternative
traaaf'ormatioD&l. solutions are d1fferent in more than just a trivial.
wlQ'.

Tbeory T-2 &l..lowa f'or data of both the SVahili/Luganda type and the
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ChiBemba type.

The second step of pronominalization,

~.

may be

waived in some languages under vell defined semantic circumstances.

So

that earlier suggestions that 'optional deletion' is invol.ved in Swahili are really erroneous. if' one takes seriously the notion that .E.!,-

supposi tiona. topic-comment and
Deep

3.

.!2.E!!. are

to be represented in the

Structure.
'Double relative pronouns' in Bantu
In this section a phenomenon superf'icieJ.ly akin to 'co-existance'

vill be deacribed.

Initially I thought its import was similar to that

of 'co-existance'.

I now doubt this.

theless raises intriguing questions.

However, this phenomenon neverIn particular, it may lead one to

define a universal path through which relative-clause embedding and
rel.at! ve pronouns bave arisen.
Most of' the cases of 'double relative pronouns' in Bantu involve
prepositional ob3ects.

This is probabl.y not an accident and I will

return to discuss this briefly later on.

In one case only. from

SeTswana (for this I am indebted to Jeff Gruber, in private cOllllllW'lication) , we tind this phenomenon appearing in direct object relative pronominali zation:
(11)

roonna

man

e

ke-~roonye

!1!.2!. I-~saw

'The man whom I saw ••• '
It is important to notice that in all the examples below involving

'double pronominalization'. the ~ pronoun, much like in (11) above,
1s the same pronolm used in normal anaphoric pronominalization, and situated at the same locus.
Turning to Swahili now, we tind no double pronouns tor relati vi zed
direct objects:
(12)

nl-II-ono kltobu

I-past-see
'I

SaY

book

the book'
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(13)

kltobu nl-lI""!:!!....o-on.
book

I-paat-vl11ch-BBV

'TIle book. that

(14)

~••• I"

klt.bu .nila-.5!!2, nl-II-on.
book

!!!!s!!. I-put-see

'The book that I saw •••• It

For objects ot the associative NA, howeVer, we nod:
(15)

nl-II-kuw. n. klt.bu
I-put-be with booIt
'I had a book'

(16)

klt.bu nl-II-!:!2-ku•• na-.5!!2,
book I-past-~be vi th-.!l
'The book that I had ••• •
kitabu anDe-~ nl-II-kuwa na-~

(17)

book.
I

~

~

I-past-be wi th-ll

book that I had ••• '

How. notice that the second pronoun is the regular anaphoric pronoun f'or
objects of the ...ociative NA, as in:

(18)

klt.bu kilo, nl-II-ku •• na-.5!!2,

book.

that, I-past-be vi th-!l

'As to that book, I bad it'

Let us nov turn to 'possesBor-oblect':
(19)

nl-II-chuku. I)OlIi>e Y. mtu

I-past-take

COY

ot man

'I took the man' B cow'

ItThe two relatlv1za.tion patterns in Swahili are, tor most tenses,
notational. Yariants with, seemingly, no semantic correlatea whatever.
The second pattern, UB11l8 the subordinator ari>a- (formerly 'say'). 1s
to be found 1n all tenses, while the first. "'lii'llx pronoun' pattern 1s

limited to onJ.y sOllIe ot the teDsea. One tense, the -8- 'habitual present', exhibits a third pattern. What is of interest tor the present
paper is that doub~e pronominalization appears in all three patterns.
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(20)

nl-II-chuku. ~omb. Y'_~

I-past-take

cow

of-l!!!.

II took his cow'
(21)

mtu nl-II-l!-chuku. ~omb. ya-~

man

I-past-~tak.e

cow of-!!!!!!.

'The man whose cow I took ••• I
(22)

mtu 8mB-I!. ni-I i-chukua I)Oro8 ya-~

!!2!! I-past-take

cow of-J!!!.

'The man whose cow I took ••• '
As is evident trom (20) above, the second pronoun is again the very same

one used in anaphoric pronominal.ization.
In the case of complex l.ocative

ob~ects.

whose construction involves the

surface 'possessive' case, we find:
(23)

tu-II-zungumza JUu ya kltabu

we-past-talk

on

of book

'We taJ.k.ed about the book I
(24)

tu-I i-zungumza juu ya-~

ve-past-taJ.k.

on

of-!i

'We talked about it'
(25)

kltabu tu-II-~zungumza JUu ya-~

book

ve-paBt-~-tal.k

on

of'-!i

'The book. that we talked about ••• '

(26)

kltabu arma-.:!:2. tu-Il-zungumza JUu ya-!!.
book

~

we-paat-talk

of'-ll

'The book that ve talked about ••• '

The use of the second pronoun in anaphoric pronominalization is shown
in (24) above.
Reason adverbs 1n SWab111 too are constructed with the surface 'posses-

sive':
(27)

nl-Il-kuja hapB kwa sababu ya rntu huyu

I_past-come here for reason of man this
'I came bere because of th1s man'
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(26)

nl-lI-kuJo hapa kwo sob.bu ya-~

I-put-come here tor reason

o.t-~

'I came here because ot bim'
(29)

nrtu nl-II-¥!.-kuJa hap. kwa sabobu yo-~
man I-pas~coae bere .tor reason of'-~
'The man because ot whom I came here ••• I

(30)

mtu lIIma-f!, nl-ll-kuJa haps kW8 sababu ya-~
man
!!!2!!. I-past-come bere for reason ot"-!!.!!!.

'The

lII8D

because of' whom I came here ••• '

Sentence (28) shows the second pronoun to be the normal anaphor1c pro-

noun.

The next case involves a l.De.tive object concord, again with the

'posses.ive' involved on the surface:
(31)

tu-II-flka kwe WBtu wale

ve-past-come to people those

'We came to (the place of') those people'
(32)

tu-II-fl ka k••~
ve-past-come to-!h!!!.

'We came to (the place of') them ••• ' ('we came to their place')
(33)

wotu tU-II-!?;'"flko kwo-.!!.

people ve-past-!!!2!!-come

to-!l!!!!

'The peopJ.e to whose place we came ••• •
(34)

watu .nt>.-.!!. tu-II-flk. k.o-.!!.
people

~

we-put-come

to-~

l!lhe people to whose place we came ••• '
L1I8anda exbibi ta similar phenomena in compl.ex-locati ve constructions

(vhich again show the use of' surface 'possessive'):
(35)

0-11 ku-ngu I u kwa enyunt>.

he-be on-top

ot

bouse

'He 1. on top ot the bouse'
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._1 i ku-ngulu kwa-e

(36)

he-be on-top of-!!.
'He is on top of it'
ku-nyun;,e ku-ngu I u kWi!ll-~ ~ a-I i 5

(37)

ou-bouse

on-top

of-!!. where he-be

'On the bouse on top of which he is ••• '
enyuni>a ku"ngulu kwa-e ~ a-I i-(ko)5

(38)

house on-top

of-,!!!h!!:!!. he-be-(on)

'The house on top of which he is ••• '

And, similarly:
a-I i mu-nda wa-enyun'ba

(39)

he-be in-side of-bouse

'He is inside of the house'
a-I i mu-nda wa-~

(40)

he-be in-side of-!!.
'He is inside of it 1

mu-nyma rn.t-nda wa-.l2. ~ a_115

(41)

in-house in-side of-!i ~ he-be
I

In the house inside of which he is ••• I
enyumba mu-nda wa-:tE.~a-li-(mu)5

(42)

house in-side of-!!!!!!.5!!. he-be-(in)
'The house inside of which be is ••• '
Some of the CODstructions above involving the surface 'possessive'
(the Bantu

-,!-

link) are fascinating for reasons Dot directly connected

witb the main theme of this paper.

Thus, it one assumes that 'straight

possession' arises from an embedded sentence (so that 'The coy ot the
~ere the two relativization patterns seem to have a slight meaning
correlate, akin to Engl.: 'Onftop
the house on whlch/whel"'8 1
stand ••• ' VB. 'The house on op 0 which I sta~The first requires.
in Luganda. the relative pronoun agreement ot the ~ gender (~
nwe); the second requires sender 9/10 agreement. tor enyunDa 'houser

cr

~.
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mao ••• • 1s derived trom 'the

!!!2!!. relative

COY

lithe man has a cowl B •••• ). then the

pronominalization ot English represents a breach 0'£

Ross's COl!?le::r. HP constraint, since it removes {or 'copies', in m:I
tel'll1nology} an lIP embedded two levels below:

(43)

n/
r nOOk~'~
~ =*
p
"",.

The man

!!!2!!. caw I took •••

man

On the surtace, it seems that vhil.e English lexielize. the possessive
in relitiviz&tioD as a single pronoun whose, Bantu l.anguages keep two

separate pronouns - the !!!!l!:!!. and the anaphoric. However, 'whose'
a double pronoun itself". so that (43) above yields after

lII&Y well be

the first cycl.e and rel. embedding:

(44)

n(~
I took

1II&D.

cov~

What may tallow nov is anaphOric pronominalization, to 7ie1d:

(45)

/~
~

mal

I took cow

It is worth noting that Bantu languages Beem to lexicalize this rel..

clause as in Svall!l.!:
(46)

mtu anl>a-:t!. nl-II-chukua qonl>e ya-!!.
aBD

'The IIBD

Thus, the

!!!2!. I-past-tllke COY ot-.!!,!a
!!!2!!. COY I took ••• •

8eem1~

great typological ditterence between Bantu and

Englisb bere may be the result ot differences in lexical.ization __
where Engl.1Bb hu alexeae (Iwhose l

)

which can ~ ('spell') both

the relative and the lIIlaphoric pronoun, while Bantu languages do not,
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so that they l.ex1calize two d1f'ferent pronouns in these constructions.
What may emerge out of' this discussion 1s the following:

perhaps

anaWeric pronominalization vas. at least historically, a necessary
step in

~

pronominalization.

Rather, that anaphoric pronomi-

nalization is the general. (and non-cYclic) case, while ~ pronominalization (eye1.ic because of' the cyclicity of embeddins) is merely
a special case which grew out of 1 t in a very restricted set of environ-

ments.
The evidence for this formulation is abundant.

First t the f'act

that the double-pronouns in Bantu always include, as the second member
of the pair, the normal anaphoric pronoun.

Next, it is fairly clear

that relative pronouns are a later development in English. arising from
a merger of a subordinator ('that') and an anaphoric prono\Dl; so that
(47) bel.ow vas rendered in Anglo-Saxon as something like (48):
(47)

The rnan ~ came •••

(48)

The rnan~.!!!. came •••

and (49) as something akin to (50):
(49)
(50)

The man ~ cow I took •••
The rnan.!!!!!.1 took!!.!.!.cow •••
The next exampJ.e is taken from Bambara,6 where it seems that in

instances the embedded sentence is not embedded at all.

JII8lly

Rather. a marker

(min) is put atter the relativized noun in the 'matrix' sentence.

Thus,

(51) below represents a conlunction (in time-sequence) of two sentences.
while (52) represents relati vi zation:

(51)

n ya ce ya,

I past man see,

£.

ya rN>umu san

~

past knife buy

'I saw the man, (and) he bought a kniTe'
6For this I am indebted to Karen Courtenay. Bird (19661 has an extensive discussion of Relit1vization in Bambara, though I do not necessarily Bubscribe to all the details ot his analy'sis.
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!!!!!!. ye,

n ya ce

(52)

I past man

'I

SaY

£. ya
see,

san

ri)UmLI

!!.!. past

knU'e blq'

the man who bought the ltD! te I

!!!!..!!.

The particle
aDd there is

~

DO

may be called 'rel. pronoun'. though it 1s invariant

evidence that it is anything but a subordination marker.

One II&IQ' thus 8&7 that both Bambara and Anglo-Saxon had only anaphoric

pronominalization, and while English vent on to devel.op

~

prone.

inalization, Bambara did not.
The next case is taken from Hebrew.

Like Bambara, Hebrew has no

relative pronouns per Be. but only' a general. subordinating particle.
the prefixal.

~.

In relativization, one may use only

!!!!.-.

in lIhich

case one may say that zero-relative-pronominal.i zation took pl.ace.

in:

ha?lsh ~-r.?itl etlllol

(53)

tbe-ma.a.

~I

saw yesterday

'The man (that) I saw yesterday ••• '
As a stylistic variant one JtJ&Y use either (54) or (55) bel.ow, both using
~-

plus the anaphoric object pronoun(oto). with (54) considered some-

what 'sub-standard' (that 1s. spoken by lover-cl~s speakers or chUdren):
ha?ish ~-r.?ltl

(54)

!!!2. etlllol

the-man ~I saw !!!!. yesterday
'The man whom I saw yesterday ••• I
h.?lsh ~-2!2. ra?ltl etmol •••

(55)

the-man
I

The

l!!!l-!!!!! I

III8.D.

saw yesterday

whom I ssw yesterday •••

I

Next, .Amharic has a rather similar situation, except that the
tive' proDOun must appear obli6atoril.y in relative clauses.
DOun i8 akin to the regular anaphoric (object) pronoun.

particle in _ i c i. an invart""t

:t!,- :

Ires'Ump-

This pro-

The relativizer-
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(56)

w80rbHr s8bbSr-ku
chair

(1) broke

'I broke a chair'

(57)

sHbbSr-ku-t
(1) broke-ll

(58)

:t!-sSbbSr-ku-!. .imbUr
~ (1) broke-,ll, chair

'The chair that I broke ••• I

Finally, in some (again 'sub-standard') dialects or Spanish, such
as lover-class Andalucian. one finds the use of the anaphoric object
pronoun in add! tion to the invariant subordinator
(59)

(yo)

,S!!!:

he vista al muchacho

'(I) have seen the boy'
(60)

(yo).!£ he vista

(1) ~ have seen
'Il ve seen him'
(61)

el muchacho ~ ~ he vista

the boy

.:!:!:!! 2

(I) have seen

'The boy that l've seen ••• t
Sentences (61) and (60) are admittedly sub-standard in educated Spanish.
However, (62) and (63). showing virtually the same phenomenon (except
that the object-pronoun remains in the preposi tiona! case) lII8¥ be more
acceptable:

(62)

(yo)

he vista a!l ayer

(I) have Been

!!!!. yesterday

'I have BeeD him yesterd.a¥'
(63)

81 muchacho

the boy

3.!!.

(yo)

.!!!!! (I)

'The boy that I saw

he vista 8!!. ayer

have seen
yester~ •••

.!!!!! yesterday
'

To sum up then. the appearance of' anaphoric pronouns in relativization is
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widely attested.

Anglo-SBltOD, Hebrew. Amharic. Bambara and Batu sbow

them. quite regularly.

as in tbe
91,.1

~

DOt UDCOJIIIIIOD:

I bSillt

t

Sub-atandard I Spanish (and even chl1dren-Enslish,

'The boy ~ ~ beat me yesterday ••• '

.!!!!. yesterdey ••• t)

shows it.

or

'The

One may well divide lan-

guages aYDchronical.l.y into the f'ollaving groups:
Ca)

Languages whicb have only a subordinating particle -ror relativi-

zatloD., but 111&7 use either a

~

or an anapboric pronoun as vell

(Hebrew, Amharic, Anglo-Saxon, Don-standard Spanish, Bambara);
(b)

Languages which developed a ~ pronoun, probably by merging

the subordinating particl.e vi th an erstwhile anaphoric pronoun

(Modern English, IIOst Bantu languages with respect to subiect and

direct-obJect relative pronouns);
(e)

Languages which exhibit double pronominalization proper (Bantu, in

moat prepositional-object rel. pronouns);
One 1IlIQ' well argue

that the discussion above involved diachronic

pheDOllen& aDd is theref'ore irrel.evant to judging between three al.ternative slDchronic descriptions.

ibis author happens to doubt that such

a sharp division JII&Y' be, or should be, drawn.

The Bantu phenomenon of'

c1ouble-pronomina.Uzation nevertheless presents a challenge to any synchronic theory ot pl'ODOlllinalization.

Since we have already" found "I"

BDd IfT_l" inadequate, and since the phenomenon ot double-pronominali_
zation (particul.&r17 if one accepts the assumption that one of' the
pronouns is anaphoric) presents the.!!!!!!. difficulties to either theory,
I will concentrate only on pursuing its implications with respect to

"T-2".
There are essentially three ways by which to modif'y "T-2" so that
it accounts tor c1ouble-proDOllinalization in Bantu.
1.

one

JU.y'

adopt in part the depletion provision of "T-l". so that

~

Will be broken into two steps:

leave a ProZlOUDi then f'Ul.l deletion
then proceed as before.

first depletion, to

ot that pronoun.

Copying will

In some languages then ~ depl.etion and

deletion take place in relativization; while in some environment
in Bantu, only depletion but not :tull deletion occurs, to yield
tvo proDOlmS, one arising tram~, the other trom depletion
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of the original. noun.

2.

Alternatlvel.y, one may stipulate that under a certain environment tor
relativization in Bantu double cOwing occurs, and two pronouns are
produced, after which the original noun is deleted.

3.

Finally. one may argue that two separate processes of pronoaina.lization occur in Bantu relativization.

One of those, anaphoric pro-

nominalization, is universal and occurs in all instances of pronominalization "in vha'tever language.

The other. relative, is idio-

syncratic to Bantu.
Solution 1. above explains in a seemingly natural way the magical
number:!:!2..

However l i t takes no account of the fact that the second

pronoun (and in fact most varying 'true' proPO\UlS in languages which
have only one relative pronoun) is the normal. anaphoric pronoun.

Further,

it adds complicated machinery of another type to the already existing

machinery of

~.

Sol.ution 2. and 3. are Umost identical. except that 2. does not
take account of the fact that the second of the two pronouns is the
normal anaphoric one.
The double-COpYing mechanism also appears in solution 3.

Much like

in 2., this mechanism cannot, by itself, account for the magical number

l:!2., since what is to constrain the copying procedure trom repeating
more than twice!

~

One may argue, however, that for most l.anguages

.2!!!. copying occurs, the anaphoric one, which also shows up in relative
pronominalization in quite a few languages.

The second,

ing, is much more l.imited in its distribution.

~

copy-

But one may have to

accept its presence as real, and allow for its occurrence in the
grammars of the few languages which have already" developed it.

Con-

straining it will not present a grave problem, since it may apply once
(perhaps fol.1oving the more universal anaphoric copying) only in
~

embedded construction.

There is another advantage in viewing the two pronouns as arising
from two separate processes.

Relative embedding is a sycl.ic phenomenon.

Anaphoric pronominalization is not necessarily so.

Although the

~

of the original noun is sbared by both processes and must tollow them,

aDd althouch both cowing processes may occur at the SIlUZlle point (as
suggested in [Gi"on 1969:part 2.]), the two processes may ditter in some

at their properties, so that eventually solution 3. may gain fUrther,
independent, motivation.

It.

The' Coexistence' phenomenoD in other languageS
So tar I have shown that SOllIe

ot the phenomena underlying double

pronominalization In relative clauses are not limited to Bantu languages.
li>re relevant to our attempting to judge between the three alternati ve
theories ot pronominalization is the fact that 'optional. co-existence'
at pronouns vith nouns, in non-iterative, DOn-topic ali zed construction, Is also a tairly widespread phenomenon.
Goins back. again to 'less-standard' dialects of' Spanish, one finds:
he v Isto a 1 IIIJchacho

(64)

'I saw the boyt
(65)
I

(66)

.!2. he

vlsto

I saw

l!!!!'

.!.2. he
'I 8aar

(67)

.!2. he
'I aav

(68)

.!.2. he
'I sav

vlsto al muchacho

!!!!!. the

( sub-standard)

boy'

vi sto a este ftlchacho

l!!!!!. this

(much more acceptable)

bOl'

vlsto haver a este IIIIchacho

.!!!.!. yesterday

(more acceptable yet)

this bOl'

1he tact that (67) is more 'natural' than (66) may hint that factors
sillilar to those shown In Swahili control the variation between the
'straight' proDOlllinal.lzation and pronominalization plus coexistence ot
the 001U1.

The greater acceptability

ot (68) may suggest that pertormance

tactors, 8uch as length ot intervening

I

chunk I between the pronoun and

DOUD .ad. perhaps meaory 11m! tations. may pl~ a role in controlling the
acceptability ot the output.

That (66). (67). (68) are not topicoJ.ized

patte1'll8 i8 suggested trom the existence ot regular topicalizatioD in
Spardsb, vi th an obligatory intonation break and obligatory pronominal_
ization:
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este IfMJchacho.

(69)

l2. he

vista

'(As to) this boy, I saw bim'
(TO)

*este muchacho. he vIsta

(71)

*este muchacho,

.!£. he

visto 81 muchacho

Finally, a baffiing but seemingly acceptable topica1.1zed pattern t at
least in Andalucian Spanish, is:
(72)

este muchacho,
this

boy

l2. he

I!!!!! I

vist0.!!...!L
saw

2

'(as to) This boy, I saw him'
What seems to be involved here is double-pronominalization in a nonrelative environment, with both prono\Uls being of the anaphorie type
(though one of them in the regular noun position, while the other in

the 'cUtie' position).

This data may hint that solution 2., or even 1.

rather than 3. may better

aCCO'Wlt

for double pronominalization.

It is

also possible that the double-pronouns in Bantu, although appearing

only in Rel.ati ve clauses I arise from double anaphoric pronominalization,
with

~

subordinator and .!!!2. rel. pronoun.

This voul.d certainly'

bring the Bantu data closer in line vi th the other languages discussed.
At the moment, though, I see no compelling empirical grounds on which
to base a firm decision.
Modern Israeli Hebrew also exhibits I at least in 'lower class' or
children dialects, the co-existence phenomenon:

(73)

ra?iti~

'I sav~'

(74)

rs?lti

~

'I saw.!!!a'

(75)

ra?itl~~

(less standard)

'IBav.!l!!.~'

(76)

rB?itl

'I saw

~

at ha?lsh haze

.!:!!.!!!!!.....!!!.'

(JDOre standard)
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(77)

ra?ltl!!!2. etmol et ha?lsh haze
'I say

(78)

!!!a yeaterdq

( ...re standard Tet)

~I

(more standard yet)

ra?lta !!!2. et ha?lsh haze!
'Did you see.!:!!!. .!l!!!...!!:!!.Y'

Hebrew also possesses the toplcal.ized pattern, as in:

(19)

ha?lsh haze, ra?lti .2!2. etllDl
teas to) ~, I saw !!!!. yesterday'

(80)

·ha?lsh haze. re?itl etmol
*ha?fsh haze, re?itl ~ etrool et ha?lsh haze

(8J.)

Final.l.y', in Amharic there exists tbe phenomenon
pronouns', which,

80

tar

88

or

'resumptive

I bave been able to ascertain, is identi-

cal. to our co-existence phenomenon.

Amharic shovs a S-O-V syntactic

order, and tresumpti ve' object pronouns appear as Buf'f'ixes to the verb -

both in the case at topicalized and non-topicalized object nouns.

For

lIBIlY prepositional. objects, fUrther, this 'resumption' is Obligatory,
while for others it

III&)"

be 'optional- (tor fUrther data and discussion

ot this subject, see Hetzron [1970]. in this issue, and Getatchev [1970)
As a ta1rl.y typical exampl.e. consider:

blqlo ~ r&ggltl-o.

(82)

mule the official kicked-h!!.
I

a mule kicked the official'

danny. II-Ieb .... t5rrBdl-ll-lt

(83)

Judge
I

~

Judged-!2!:=!!!!!

A judge decided in f'avor of the thief'

~ topicalized pattern tor (82) and (83) above is, respectivel)':

(SII)

shumu, b&qlo r5gg5t1-!!
~.
I

muJ.e kicked-.!!!!!

(as to) the official • • mule kicked him'
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(85)

leba-w. danny. fSrrllda-.!...!:!!:!:.
~, a judge Judged-~

I(as to) the thief, a judge decided in his favor'

5.

Some refiections on zero pronominalization
I have suggested earlier that zero pronominalization, either anaphoric

or relative. may be a fairly cOJIDDOn phenomenon.

Zero pronouns are re-

ported to be the rule in Japanese [McCawley, in private conversation].
In sub-standard American English it is not uncommon to hear:
(86)

The man came here yesterday •••
'The man !!!2. came here yesterday ••• I

In Hebrew, zero anaphoric pronominalization of direct object nouns under
certain circumstances is quite common:
(8T)

ra?ltl st ha?lsh
'(I) saw

(88)

~'

ra?ita~?

ken, ra'liti

'Did yoU see.2!!,?

Yes, I saw'

Any theory of pronominal1 zation must be able to account tor zero

pronouns.

Wi thin the framework ot our theory "T_2", this may be done

in one ot the following ways:
(a) By assuming that the

~

step fails to apply in cases of zero

pronouns. though the ~ (under identity) did then apply;
(b) By assuming that both

~

and

~

applied, but that copying

does not involve morphemes (i.e., 'phonologically-spelled' morphemes).
but pertains only to abstract yreement and [PRO 1 features. and that
zero pronouns result from tailure ot spellins in the second lexicon.
I have elsewhere [Givan 1969:part 2.] given several arguments, supported
by empirical data, to substantiate the pod tion that the

~

pro-

cess occurring in both agreement and pronominalization involves only
abstract teatures, and that the copied teatures receive their 'spelling'
post-cycliCally in the second lexicon.

The' tailure ot spelling' solu-

tion (b) is probably a notational variant of Gruber's idea [1967a] ot
'incorporation'.

It is not at all clear to me how BZl interpretative

theory o-r pronominali zation ma;r account tor zero pronouns.

Jackendo-r-r

[in private cOllllUDication] has augested to me that perhaps this could
be done by generatina emptY nodes, that is, by not lexicalizinS NF
nodes.

At the IIIDJIIeJlt I cannot see the merits o-r this solution.

6.~.

The fOrce o-r the magical number

l!2.

as upper bounds on the number

o-r co-re-rerential nominal elements in a (non_topicalized) construction
seems rather compelling to me.

It seems that only a theory o-r pronom-

inalization vbich provides -ror both ~ (a process common to both
pronomnalization and gl"aDIIlatical. agreement) and subsequent ~
can account -ror both co-existence and double-pronominalization in a
natural. wa.,y.

It is still l.ikely, though, that a copying-c:um-deletion

-ro:naat DI8\Y ha'Ye to accommodate a tdepl.etiont -reature in order to account
fOr doubl.e pronouns.

'!he -ract that the copyins-cum-de1etion -rormat -ror

pl"OJlOJllinalization has received independent support :from the stucJ¥ o-r
gr..-.tical agreement and its interaction with pronominalization [Giv6n
1969:part 2.], tends to rein-rorce ~ belie-r in its general validity.
A deeper rel.ation between copying-cum-deletion (in pronominal.i za.tiOD) and cop,yil1l without deletion (in grammatical agreement) is also
._.ted 1>,- G1-uber (19671> 1. derived from hiB study o~ children' s
language.

Brief'17. Gruber seems to suggest that the normal (non-

topicalizing) pattern o-r children sentences is a 'copying' one, as in:
(89)

~!!!.ran

and that the pronoun

~ in (59) is the product o-r agreement.

This

blurs considerably the distinction between the two processes, and it
IDIIir ftr"T well be that the deep relation between the two, as suggested

in Gi vcSn [1969], is not a spurious phenomenon o-r Butu languages.

It

bas been v1dely' observed that languages which ilD:pOse 1"ull and obligator,.
subJect aareeaent on predicates, as Spanish, Hebrew or Bantu, tend to
allov zero-pronominalization o-r the subject NF, as in:
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(90)

~:

!!!!.!!. at

he I sh

'(I) !!!. the man'
(91)

l!E!:!!!!!!.: !!!!. vista

8

al1

'~(you) seen him'll

(92)

!!l!!!!ill:

a-I i-ku fa

'(he) S!!!'
The strong person/number! gender infiection on the verb makes the deletion
here not only possible but otten obligatory once a (third-person) noun
has been mentioned in previous discourse. and just about obligatory for

the first and second persons. where the referentiali ty of the subject
is never in question.

In particular in Bantu, where the basic CV- ele-

ments in all pronouns are the very same ones involved in grammatical.
agreement, it Beems quite likely that the vast inventory of pronouns
has devel.oped historically as an otf"shoot of the agreement morphemes.
The fact that in all languages baving both agreement and pronominaliz. .
tiOD, the very same abstract features are involved in both, may strongly

hint at the universal common origin of these two processes.
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