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This article examines the internal constituentttire of the associative construction (N1 of
N2/N1’s N2) in Grassfields Bantu languages focusimghe semantic, pragmatic and syntactic
relations between the two nouns. The paper denaiastthat N2 is related to N1 in a variety
of ways, namely: a possessor, an agent, an oljeaht (hand) member of a compound, etc.
These interpretations are reflected in differemapk structure (PS) representations in a bid to
preserve some form of isomorphism between form medning. A direct advantage of this
approach is that the PS representations accouedtigirfor different patterns of agreement
observed and also provide a base for resolvingsthee of genitive case assignment inside the
associative construction.

Cet article traite la structure interne des camatits de la construction associative (N1 de
N2) dans les langues Bantoues de Grassfield eticslant sur les relations sémantiques,
pragmatiques et syntaxiques entre les deux nonsstitle démontre que le N2 est lié en
plusieurs manieéres, comme suit: un possesseur,gant,aun objet, un membre d'un mot
composé, etc. Ces interprétations se refletent eprésentations différentes structurels
syntagmatiques (PS) pour préserver une sorte diigdisme entre la forme et le sens. Un
avantage direct de cette approche est que lessmadions PS expliquent les formes d'accord
observé et constituent une base pour résoudreoldéone d'affectation du cas génitif dans la
construction associative.

0. INTRODUCTION

The associative construction (N of N structure)aicharacteristic feature of
Grassfields Bantu languages which offers intergstiesearch possibilities. Its
treatment in the literature has however been lindimce researchers do not explore,
in depth, the various semantic interpretations sindctural relations attested in this
rather peculiar construction. Many research endeavimcus only on the possessive
relation to which they invariably attribute the ustiure of a genitive construction.
Many other semantic and pragmatic relations sucth@se, agent, source, material
make-up, etc. are neglected and consequentlyethted interesting phrase structure
representations are not often highlighted.

This paper attempts an in-depth examination of dbestituent structure and
related pragmatic/semantic interpretations of th&soaiative construction in
Grassfields Bantu using Bafut and Limbum for illasbn. We analyse the different
semantic interpretations attested and proposeithat framework which seeks to
preserve some form of isomorphic relationship betwdorm and meaning, the
various semantic relations should be capturedreiffity in the phrase structure (PS)
representations. The PS representations positehiexihe intriguing patterns of
agreement observed in the associative construdiigpmecially, we are able to account
for why despite the intrinsic relationship betwdba head noun and the associative
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noun, there is no agreement between the two. Toopals regarding agreement also
shed some light on genitive Case assignment.

In the first section of the paper, we present adroutline of the structure of the
associative construction.We demonstrate that awocidie construction with a
segmentally realised associative morpheme (AM)thassame structure as one in
which the associative relationship is marked byomaak element only. Section 2
focuses on the status and function of the AM amgtivat this morpheme is the surface
realisation of a number plus class agreement manphend an associative vowel. In
section 3, we present the different semantic aagatic interpretations attested in
the associative construction. Specifically, theisacdemonstrates that genitive nouns
are related to the head noun as possessive mad#éigragents, as objects and at times
as right members of a compound. Each of these gs&rfpgagmatic relationships
corresponds to a separate PS representation.tiorsd¢ we discuss agreement inside
the associative construction and also touch ometla¢ed issue afase assignment. We
propose that the absence of agreement betweenetite ioun and the associative
noun follows from the Feature Uniqueness Condition (Tamanji 2001) and
requirements oMerge (Carstens 2000).With regard to case, we suggasigtnitive
case assignment inside the associative construiionediated via the head of a
functional projection (NumP) located between DP d&fid in a manner akin to
nominative case assignment in clauses. Section nglwdes the paper with the
observation that the analysis which focused on $iedds Bantu can easily extend to
other Bantu languages spoken in Cameroon.

1. STRUCTURE OF THE ASSOCIATIVE CONSTRUCTION

The associative construction in Grassfields Baotu the surface, subdivides
into two classes. In one, the genitive relationweein the head noun and the
dependent (associative) noun is marked by a segithemntealized associative
morpheme (AM), while in the other, the AM is nogegentally realized. In the (b)
examples, the letter L positioned between the twmns represents the tonal
associative morpheme. See section 2 for a morermsehdiscussion of the form of the
associative morpheme.

(1) Bafut
a.ni-bd?d> n.i tsitsa -da L tsitsa
pumpkin AM teacher houdd feacher
A teacher’s pumpkin. A teacher’s house.
(2) Limbum
a.r-bd y.i tica -dap L tica
pumpkin AM teacher hous#! feacher
A teacher’s pumpkin. teacher’s house.

The structural difference between (1a/2a) and {@bi2aves one with the false
impression that we are dealing here with two défférconstructions similar to Free
State and Construct State Nominals in Semitic R©87). This structural difference
is only illusory: In both examples the head noutiriked to the second noun by an
AM but, whereas the AM in (1a/2a) is comprised @basonant plus vowel plus tone,
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in (1b and 2b), it is marked by a floating toneyor€@hanges to the tone patterns on
N1, such as these discussed below, lend supptiristolaim.

It has been established for most Bantu languageshith AM which links nouns
of various classes to the associative noun is sintphal (see Hyman 1979b,
Mfonyam 1989, Nkemnji 1995, Boum 1980). The follagiis a representative sample
of genitive morphemes from four Bantu languagetutting Bafut and Limbum. The
letters L and H represent low and high tonal AMspeztively. The Nweh examples
are adapted from Nkemnji (1995) while the Befangreples are from Boum (1980).

Noun Class Bafut Limbum Nweh Befang
1 L L L L
2 bt bd
3 H a
4 ké
5 ni yi H é
6 mi H a
7 H a a
8 H 6
9 L L L L

10 H é
19 fi 6

Table 1. Genitive Morphemes in four Bantu Languages

Notice that in all four languages the AM for clasdeand 9 is a L tone. In Bafut,
classes 3, 7, 8 and 10 are marked by a H floating.tin the surface forms, the
floating tone associates to the final syllable bé tfirst noun in the associative
construction. The L tonal genitive morpheme, on diieer hand, remains floating
provoking downstep on following H torfedn the following examples, we illustrate
the association of a H associative tone in Bafuariple (3) contains nouns in their
citation forms with each syllable bearing its urigiag tone. The examples in (4a-6a)
show the nouns in association with the H asso&atone occupying the normal
position of an ordinary associative marker. Theeftgmples (4b - 6b) are the derived
forms where the H associative tone has dockedtbetéinal syllable of N1.

(3) a-bu?u slave i-bang retaining walls ~ 1b3?> mushroom
(4) aa-bu?uH tsitsa (5)aibag H tsitsa (6) ai-bd?d H tsitsa

slave AM teacher retain. walls AM teacher mushroom Akkadher
A teacher’s slave A teacher’s retainindlsva A teacher’s mushroom

(4) b.a-bu?d tsitsa (5) bi-bang tsitsa (6) b.1-bd?5 tsitsa
slave teacher retaining walls teacher mushroeacher
A teacher’s slave A teachertsirgng walls A teacher’'s mushroom

Whereas in (3) and (4a) the final syllables ofrtbens bear a L tone, in (4b-6b)
they bear a H tone. The change from a L to H t@mebe accounted for if we assume

! See Tamanji (1999) for a detailed descriptiorhefpatterns of floating tone association in Bafut.
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that in the underlying form there was a H tonal ph@me. In the surface realisation,
this H tonal morpheme associates to the finahbidl of N1 delinking the underlying

L tone. As we argue in section 3, the associativenHl L tones result from a deleted
vowel. Assuming this to be correct, it is plausibdesuggest, in line with the Stray
Tone Principle, that the associative H tone doeksvard onto the final vowel of N1

since it is this vowel that caused the deletiothefassociative vowel in the first place.
Why the L associative tone remains floating carekglained by a constraint in the
grammar of the language which militates againshghmy input tone configurations in

output forms. This constraint must however be rdnkelow a prosodic word

constraint which allows the H to associate to Nthwihich it forms a prosodic word.

For a more detailed discussion of these patterriloating tone association in Bafut,
see Taman;ji (1999).

This leads to the conclusion that the two typeassfociative construction in (1
and 2) are structurally identical. In both type® thead noun is linked to the
associative noun by an AM which in some casemiplsi a floating tonal morpheme.
Since tones cannot be realised independently e§ment, the tonal AM associates to
the first noun and as such the construction appedrss missing an AM At this stage
in the discussion, one could temporarily propogeftiiowing underlying structure for
the associative construction where the AM coul@ 6®/ segment or simply a tone.

(7) [N1 [AM N2]] (N1 = head nounAM = associative morphem&2 =genitive nouh

We will provide a detailed representation of thimisture in section 2 after analysing
the syntactic status and role of what we have medieto as the associative morpheme
(AM). In the rest of the discussion, the expresstead noun” will be used to refer to
N1 and N2 will be referred to as the "genitive nbun

2. ROLE AND SYNTACTIC STATUS OF THE ASSOCIATIVE MOPHEME

The associative morpheme (AM) has been referraditously in the literature
as a relational element (Carstens 1991), an asisecraorpheme (following Bantuist
tradition) (Mfonyam 1989, Ambe 1989, Nkemnji 199&)genitival connective (Vitale
1981), etc. Most often, it is referred to simplyaasagreement/concord element (see
Hyman 1979b, 1981). The fact that the segmentaiecorof the AM in, for example,
some Bafut associative constructions is identicdhée prefix of the head noun makes
it tempting to analyze it simply as an agreementkera We argue that the AM is not
simply an agreement marker but the surface reaizatf a complex unit comprising
an AM and a concord consonant.

An empirical fact which argues against treating Al simply as an agreement
marker comes from comparing its form to that of #uective prefix. Compare the

2 This conclusion regarding the syntax of the asgivei construction incidentally bears on the quoestif
whether the examples in (1b and 2b) are similar ¢onstruct state NP in Semitic. In the Constrtates
NP for some nominals in Hebrew for instance, tleadhnoun is immediately followed by an associative
noun with no relational element to indicate theoaagive relation between the two nouns. Compaee th
Hebrew example in (1) to Bafut in (11).

I. beyt ha-'is [Hebrew] f-da tsitsa [Bafut]
house the-man house teacher
The man’s house. (Siloni 1997:21) A teacher’s house.

On the surface, the Bafut example is very simitathe Semitic Construct State NP in that thereis n
visible relational element indicating the genitivelation between the two nouns. However, as the
discussion above has shown, there is no such sityiteetween the two languages. In Bafut, the head
noun is always linked to the associative noun bkihwhich happens to be tonal in (l1).
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form of the adjective prefix in (8) to that of tlhévl in (9). In these examples, the
figures in the translations indicate noun classes.

Bafut

(8) a.bi-lu?u bi.stgini b.ni-bd?> ni.sigini
2-spoons 2-nice 5-pumpkin 5-nice
Nice spoons A nice pumpkin

(9) a.bi-lu?i bi  e-tsitsa b.ni-bd?> ni e-tsitsa
2-spoons 2-AM 1-teacher 5-pumpkin 5-AM 1-teacher
A teacher’s spoons A teacher’s pumpkin

As mentioned above, the claim that the AM is areagrent morpheme stems
from the observation that its segmental form isiig@l to that of the nominal prefix
of the head noun. This suggests that the agreemarker is simply a copy of the
nominal prefix of the head noun. If agreement opy of the nominal prefix of the
head noun, the minimal expectation is that, in élkamples in (8), the morpheme
preceding the adjective should be identical topifedix of the head noun. We however
notice that the adjective prefix takes the vowelhile the nominal prefix takes the
vowel i. Also, observe that a change in the class of thed hean entails a change in

the consonant of the adjective prefix. We propds# the adjective prefix is the
surface realisation of two morphemes: a class plusber agreement elemenCt -
(conceivably a copy of the nominal prefix) and arpi@me {) that links the adjective
to the head noun. Let us call the latter an adjectiowel. The number plus class
agreement morpheme combines with the adjective vaweketched below to yield
the surface adjective prefix.

(10) Ci i — Ci-
Num + Class Adj. Vowel Adj. Prefix

In the process, the vowel of the number/class ageae morpheme is deleted, and the
adjective prefix which surfaces is a combination tbé number/class agreement
consonant C and the adjective voivel

One might wonder at this point why the number/clEg®eement vowel and not
the adjective vowel is targeted for deletion and/ e tone of the deleted vowel is
not preserved in the form of a floating tone likeetH and L associative torfes
discussed earlier. Presumably, the reason for dilerd of the adjective vowel to
delete is a functional one: If the adjective vovgldeleted, there is no remaining
segmental trace of this grammatical morpheme. Witdedably, a non-segmental cue
like tone (the phenomenon of tone stability) isgille. However, we can imagine that
the loss of the only segmental feature places atesirable burden on the listener
faced with the challenge of recovering the morpleeaantent of an utterance. The
number/class agreement vowel on the other handeaie since there is a segmental
cue (the consonant) which can aid in recovering dbmetent of this grammatical

3 A major underlying assumption here, as discussiorarious parts of the paper indicate, is thattth
and L floating associative tones derive from trectronic loss of associative vowels which were abbp
copies of the nominal prefix.
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morpheme. This need to preserve at least somerdeafuta grammatical morpheme
also explains why the tone of the deleted agreemewnel does not surface as a
floating tone akin to the H and L associative torfdge concord consonant remains as
a cue from which to recover the content of the exgpent morpheme and so there is
actually no need to preserve the tone of the dkletmwvel. In the associative
construction on the other hand, the tonal elenmgtitd lone segment of the associative
morpheme and so must surface (albeit in the forenftdating tone) in order to aid the
listener in his/her efforts to recover the contthe grammatical morpheme.

To return to the AM, and pursuing the line of argmindeveloped above for the
adjective prefix, it makes sense to claim that A in the examples in (9) is the
surface realisation of a number plus class agreemenpheme -Ci - and an

associative vowel 3, which establishes the associative relation betwthe head

noun and the associative noun. The combinatiorh@fmiorphemes is sketched out
below.

(1) G P — Ci
Num + Ass. Vowel AM

The vowel and tone of the number/class agreementezit is deleted and the AM
surfaces as a combination of the number/class agmete consonant plus the
associative vowel. The form of the agreement coasbdepends on the class of the
head noun.

This process of deriving the associative morpheynedmbining a concord
consonant and an associative vowel is quite traespa a genetically related
language - Kiswahili. In Kiswabhili, the AM is marttdoy the vowela which takes a
concord consonant determined by the class of thd heun as in the following:

(12) amtotow-aHamisi  b.vitu vy-a watu
child AM Hamisis thingdvApeople

H amisi’s child Peoplééngs
ckikapu ch-a Al d. nyuso z-a watoto
basket AM Al facaM children
Ali’'s basket. Tokildren’s faces (Ogwana John)Xp

Having determined the parts of the associative imemge, we can now examine
its syntactic status and function. At first sight, least from the translation of an
associative construction, it seems reasonabledonclhat the AM is a preposition
similar to ‘of’ in English or ‘de/di’ in Romance. &loser look however reveals that
the associative morpheme is not a prepositiont &frall, prepositions in Bafut do not
bear agreement morphology. Thus, in a construcliken (13), for instance, the
prepositionni ‘with’ relates a head noun to a following nountjlike the associative

morphemani but it does not agree with the head noun as vaateby the fact that its
form does not change as we move fromithelass in (13a) to thiet class in (13b).
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(13) Bafut
a.ni-man ni mi-tfe b.bi-fd> ni mi-tfe
fox with wisdom chiefs with wisdom
A wise fox Wise chiefs (village sages)

Agreement on prepositions is, however, not altogretlnprecedented since
something like it is attested in Celtic and Berkmrguages. There is, however, a
significant difference in that in these languagb® agreement-like property holds
with respect to the object of the preposition.Ha Bafut examples in (12), agreement
is with the head noun and not with the object &f éissociative morpheme. Treating
the associative morpheme in Bafut as a preposttienefore seems untenable first
because ordinary prepositions in Bafut do not maeement and second because
where Bafut appears to pattern with Celtic and Beranguages, the associative
morpheme agrees with the head noun and not withbject.

We will follow Vitale (1981) and treat the assotiatmorpheme as a genitival
connective, which connects the associative nouthddead noun. In the syntax, this
genitival connective projects a functional projentiwhich we refer to as a genitive
phrase (GenP). Based on the foregoing, we propestlowing simplified structure
for the associative construction in GrassfieldstBamhis simplified structure will be
modified in section 3 after a discussion of theou#s genitive constructions attested.
What is important here is to note that the genlitteennective which is often treated in
Bantu morphology as a simple agreement marker igallg a functional head
category which projects an XP (GenP). To ease tleseptation, we choose an
associative construction like the one in (14a) ol the genitive phrase functions as
a theme (and therefore a complement) of the head.no

(14) afi-pkébi fi mfd
19-statue AM chief
A statue of a chief (i.e. the persepresented in the statue is a chief)

(14) b. NP
/\
Spec N'
/\
N GenP
| /\
fi-jkébt  Spec Gen'
statue T T
Gén NP
| |
fi N'
|
N
|
mfd
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As the structure shows, the head of the associatimstruction (the noun) takes GenP
as complement. GenP agrees with the head nourharebteement is marked on the
genitival connective (cum associative morphemeg Aead of GenP takes another NP
(which contains the genitive noun) as complement.

To recapitulate, we have argued in this section it AM is not an agreement
marker as is at times assumed in the literatur@amu morphology. Rather, it is a
functional element, akin to determiners, demonst&at and quantifiers, which is
underlyingly comprised of a vowel segment only.the surface form, this vowel
segment takes on a number/class concord consoetantrihed by the morphological
class of the head noun. Analysing the AM as a fanat category on a par with
determiners led us to project a GenP headed b&Nhdn the sections that follow, we
focus on the relation of GenP to the head noun waithiew to determining the
structural positions of genitive phrases.

3. GENITIVE RELATIONS

Genitive phrases stand in different relations te tread noun. Some simply
modify the head noun as possessors, some are fmagterthe head noun into some
sort of compound, others are arguments of the head and yet others are related to
the head noun in ways that are difficult to deseribVe discuss these different
relations below proposing that, in a framework Wwhseeks to preserve some kind of
isomorphism between form and meaning, the diffegenitive phrases should occupy
distinct positions in the phrase structure (PS)esgntation. This allows the PS
system to capture the intuitive contrast betwean@ative phrases and also provides
a stepping stone on which to build an analysisoofinalizations.

3.1 GENITIVES OF POSSESSION

The most common type of relation that holds betwega members of an
associative construction is a possessive type latioa, where possessor must be
understood in a very broad sense. This is the &inelationship that holds between
the two members of the following:

(15) Bafut
a.mi-lu?0 m.i mangye b.bi-la?d b.i m-f
wine AM woman spoons AM chief
A woman’s wine A chief's spoons
(16) Limbum
antas muu b. mta' boo
chair  child chairs  children
child’s chair children’s chairs

In these examples, the genitive phrase can benetied in one of two ways:
a) as a pure possessor i.e. the entity to which teerfoun belongs
b) as indicating a quality or distinguishing mark bkiigh a person or a thing is
characterised. In this case, it is adjectival iture(genitive of description or
quality).
Thus for instance, (15a) means ‘palm wine belonding woman or a brand of wine
that women like drinking (sweet wine)™ while (1Gagans "a chair belonging to a
child or a chair specially designed for childrewhat is however common between
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the two interpretations is that the genitive phraisswers the question ‘which’ and its
meaning determines the reference of the entirecagis@ construction.

Included in this group of genitives of possessiomhat we calbenitives of
source/origin (following the Oxford English Dictionary) an@lassifying Genitives.
The genitive of source/origin indicates the persibing or place from which N
comes, is acquired or sought. It also expressgalrdocal or native origin, descent
etc. or the notion of belonging to a place as diggia title from it as its ruler. The
classifying genitive on the other hand is adjettimanature as it expresses a kind of
quality. These relations are exemplified below:

3.1.1 Genitive of Source/Origin

(17) Bafut
a.p-u (a)melika b.fi-bwe fisdriwata c.m-f5 bi-fii
person America fishAM ocean 1-chief Bafut
An American Fisbm the ocean The chief of Bafut
(18) Limbum
amuu ta’ b. nyaa r
child tang animal forest

Child from Tabenken Aninfiadm the forest

3.1.2 Classifying Genitives

(19) Bafut
g-li?a m-f5
spoon chief

A spoon typical of chiefs

(20) Limbum
a.shaa bye'ge b. laba' mboro
cornbeer women shBeroro
cornbeer of women shbBaroro people

The question we want to answer at this point istvthe structural position of
genitives of possession and genitives of souragfois. The syntactic characteristics
of these genitives give us a clue.

One common characteristic of genitives of sourdgiforand the genitives of
possession in (15 - 20) is that the relation betwibe genitive phrase and the head
noun is not intrinsic in the sense that the choicene noun does not depend on that
of the other. The head noun and the genitive naupoth cases are like two distinct
terms in a relation; two separate entities thal@sely related to each other.

Another interesting property of the class is thatntactically, genitives of
possession and source are treated as denotingasepatities from the head noun. For
instance, the possessor/source genitive noun caiubalized independently of the
head noun, can be post or pre-modified, and cardr@ominalized. We illustrate this
in (21-23). The examples in (21 - 22) illustratarglisation while those in (23)
illustrate post-modification.
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(21) Bafut
ag-li?d  m-5
sg-spoon sg-chief
A chief's spoon

bbi-lu?i b.i m-5
pl-spoon AM sg-chief
A chief's spoons

(22) Limbum
amba® ku
staff  chief
chief's staff

b.mmba’ ku
staffs chief
chief's staffs

Journal of West African Languages XXXI.1 (2004)

c.g-li?d bi-f5
sg-spoon pl-chief
A spoon for chiefs

d.bi-lu?a b.i bi-5
pl-spoon AM sg-chief
Chiefs’ spoons

eba® bku
staff chiefs
chiefs’ staff

dnmba® bku
staffs chiefs
chiefs’ staffs

The (a) examples show the head noun and the gemitun in the singular form. In
(b) and (c) one of the two is pluralized and inlfd}h are pluralized.

The Limbum examples in (23) illustrate post-modifion. Each of the nouns
can be post-modified independently of the other.

(23) Limbum
amuu tang enuu tang mbo
child  Tabenken child Tabenken valley

child from Tabenken child from Tabenken valley

dnuu ber ta mbo
child tender Tabenken plain
Tender child of Tabenken valley

bmuu ber ta
child tender Tabenken
Tender child of Tabenken

In (23 a), both nouns are not modified. In (b) &)l one of them is post modified and
in (d) both are post modified.

These illustrations demonstrate that, althoughhsad noun and the genitive
noun are in a relation, they are, in a way, indepeah of each other. The genitive
phrase is not intrinsically linked to the head nauthe same way that [of John], for
instance, is related to [father] in [father of JphFhe genitive phrase is simply an
adjunct modifier which serves to describe/spedify type of the head noun in the
same way that adjectives would attribute a quaditthe head noun. Notice also that
when used with another genitive phrase in the saamestruction, the genitive of
possession/source is always further away from #e moun than the other genitive
phrase. The examples in (24a and 25a) show a et source in the same
construction with another type of genitive. In (2dibd 25b) the two genitives have
switched positions and the construction is ungrativala The genitive of source is
italicized.
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(24) Bafut
abi-ta b.i John b.f yamndé b.*bi-ta b.# yamndé b.3 John
fathers AM JohrAM Yaounde fathers AM Yaounde AM John
John'’s fathers from Yaounde
(25) Limbum
amuu Nfo tay bmuu tay Nfo
child Nfor Tabenken child@abenken Nfor

Nfor’s child from Tabenken

Considering this linear order and the fact thatspesor/source genitives are
modificational adjuncts, we propose that, in ther®8esentation, a possessor/source
genitive phrase is right-adjoined to NP in a maraién to the structural placement of
adjectived. The PS representation is given in (26) belowthinstructure, we indicate
the position of the other genitive phrase [of Jghsj for clarity. We return to a more
detailed discussion of it later.

(26) NP
NP GenP
N PN
Spec N' possessive
PN source }
N Gen
PN

Head of John

3.2 COMPOUND GENITIVES

This class of genitives includes genitive phraskilare intrinsically linked to
the head noun, wheietrinsically linked means that they are treated along with the
head noun as a unit, in fact a compound. The genithrases that constitute the class
of compound genitives are presented below.

3.2.1 Genitives of Purpose/Place/Time

As the name indicates, these genitives indicate pilnpose for which the
referent of the head noun is used as well as the &nd/or place generally associated
with its use. Some examples are:

“ It is worth emphasising here that adjunction, teynature, is iterative thus producing a seconiin of
the XP to which the new constituent is adjoinedngider for instance the structure below in whichi¥P
right-adjoined to XP
XP Because of theture of adjunction, this structure creates #teefvisual
N impression that two maximal projections (XP and ¥R immediate
XP YP daughters of XP which is unexpectethinithe theory. The
PN immediate daughters of XP are actually Spec and X'.
Spec X'
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(27) Bafut
fi-kim f1 n-danwi [place of use]
bench AM church
A church bench

(28) Limbum
a.mcep tu [purpose] b. ce’ mbep [time]
medicine head dress cold
Medicine for headache dress used when it is cold

3.2.1 Genitives of Substance
These indicate the material of which something iaden or consists of or
holds/contains as a kind of extension of sense.

(29) Bafut
ai-kud (i)-khi [material make-up] h-tsin g-ki [content]
bed cane bottle water
A cane bed A water bottle

In the interpretation of the foregoing examplescompound genitives, the
genitive phrase serves to restrict the referencth@fhead noun. In contrast to the
identificatory relation in genitives of possessgmirce, the genitive noun in this case
specifies the kind of the reference of the headnndtuprovides an answer to a
question relating téhe kind of. The semantic relation between the two nounsah su
that the denotation of the construction as a wimke subset of the denotation of the
head noun alone.

Other forms included in this class are kinship &m@nd some body parts such
as:

(30) Bafut
an-tit (a)-bo [body parts] bm-d n-t375 c.n-dzaanti e-taa
heart hand child algze sister father
Palm of hand Prince/princess Aunt [Kinship tefm

A syntactic property that characterises compogaditive constructions and
which helps in determining their structural positids that the genitive phrase is
bound to the head noun. ‘Bound’ is used here inogphological sense to mean that
the genitive phrase is inseparable from the heauh.nim the case of the genitives of
possession and source/origin treated earlier, weergbd a number of properties
which indicated that the head noun and the genjilmase are two separate entities
loosely linked together. Thus, for instance, eaéhth® nouns could be freely
pluralized, pre- or post-modified or pronominalizedompound genitives do not
exhibit this freedom. In the compound genitive ¢orgdion, the genitive noun cannot
be treated as a separate entity from the head nbDo@.two nouns are treated
compositionally such that the overall meaning af tonstruction is the combined
meanings of the head noun and the genitive nouiections such as the plural
morpheme as well as any modifiers in the conswucéire associated with the head
noun only. As the examples below show, only thedheaun can be pluralized in the
compound genitive construction.
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(31) Bafut
ai-kud (3)-khi b.mi-kit m.t (i)-khi C.*i-kid mi-khi
sg-bed sg-cane pl-bed AM sg-cane g-bed -cahe
A cane bed Cane beds

Also, only the head noun, but not the genitive nocan be pre- or post-
modified. In (32) ‘small’ can modify the head noloed’ but not the genitive noun
‘cane’. In (33) the demonstrative can only modifye thead noun (witness the
agreement on the demonstrative), but not the gemiun.

(32) Bafut
amunchiri +-kud (3)-khi  b.*i-kiid minchiri (i)-khi
small sg-bed sg-cane bed small cane

A small cane bed

(33) Limbum
a.ce’ mbepyana b.bce’ mbep bwana c.*bce’ mbep mwana
dress cold that dresselkl those dresses cold osé¢h
That pullover’ Thosdlpvers

It is obvious that the genitive phrase in the coumb genitive construction
cannot be treated like the one in the possessiiéivgeconstruction. Specifically, the
compound genitive phrase cannot be analysed adjancmodifier like a possessive
genitive. The compound genitive phrase rather agp®aform a constituent with the
head noun such that the plural morpheme in (318)the pre- and post-modifiers in
(32 - 33) are actually associated with the entinestruction and not just the head. If
they appear to be associated with the head noimsiinply because it is the head of
the construction (see Hudson (1987) for a discussiong these lines in which
inflections are generally located on the head ofoastituent). Based on these
observations, we propose that the genitive phm$@zen with the head noun into a
single constituent. This is in fact a lexicalisatiprocess in which the two nouns fuse
into a compound. This proposal receives independeanfirmation from
pronominalization facts. In (34) below, it is pdseito replace the entire genitive
construction in (a) with an interrogative pronowt bot the head noun alone (c) or the
genitive alone (d).

(34) Limbum
a.me fyeni & mbep b.me fyeni kee?
I sell dress cold I sell what
| have sold the pullover what have | sold?
c*me fyeni & kee? d. *me fyeni lee &?
| sell dress what | sell  what dress

If we have to ask a question relating to the kihchaterial, then we will have to
add another morpheme as in (35) below:

(35) me fyeni njer ¢ kee?
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[ sell kind dress ath
What kind of dress have | sold?

The sentences in (34c-d) are ungrammatical perbapause the head noun and the
genitive noun form an inseparable constituent, mpmund. This constituent, as a
whole, is the head of the NP as represented isttheture below.

(36) NP

Spec |N'
N
N
R N
PN

S-kud  (3)-khi
bed of cane

3.3 DEPENDENT GENITIVES

Dependent genitives comprise genitive phrases whitdnd in a close
relationship to the head noun akin to the one betwthe verb and its object.
Dependent genitives are interpreted as denotingratgpentities from what the head
noun denotes. However, the relation between theemtiies is not as loose as that
between the head noun and the possessor genitivadlei sense that, in their
distribution, the dependent genitive is always ipoaition adjacent to the head noun.
At the same time, the relation between the twmisas close as that between the head
noun and a compound genitive. Unlike the compouaritiye, the dependent genitive
is not frozen with the head noun. These propewtitde exemplified and clarified as
the discussion progresses. Let us first reviewaglieexamples.

The most common type of dependent genitives ardigeiphrases which mark
inalienable possession. Some examples are givewbel

(37) Bafut
ani-li?i n.i Suh b.mib¢ m.i Suh
eye AM Suh chest AM Suh
Suh’s eye Suh’s chest
(38) Limbum
arkoo Nfo b.mer Nju'
arm  Nfor eyes  Njuh
Nfor's arm’ Njuh’s eyes

Also included in this group are genitives which enterpreted as themes. In the
example below, ‘chiefs’ is interpreted as a thenme,ithe sense that the statue
represents chiefs.
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(39) fi-pkobi fi bi-f5
statue AM chiefs
A statue of chiefs

An outstanding characteristic of the dependenttiyenis that, when it occurs in
the same genitive construction with a possessindige phrase, it (i.e. the dependent
genitive phrase) is always in a position immediatatljacent to the head noun.
Consider the examples below which contain a depgngenitive and a possessor
genitive. The dependent genitive is italicised.

(40) Bafut
ani-liti n.f Suh n.i ni-kwabi
eyeAM Suh AM fortune-telling
Suh’s eye of fortune-telling (Subkige which he uses for fortune-telling)

bfi-nkobi £7 bFf> fi Bih
statue AM chiefs AM Bih
Bih's statue of chiefs

(41) Limbum
ku na Nju
tail cow Njuh
Njuh’s cow tall

In each of these examples, the two genitive phraselify the head noun (witness the
form of the AM in (40)). The dependent genitiveériamediately adjacent to the head
noun. Were we to reverse the positions of the temtiye phrases, either the meaning
of the construction will change completely or thrance will be ungrammatical.

(42) Bafut
ani-li?i n.i ni-kwabi n.fi Suh
eye AM fortune-tellingM Suh
Suh’s fortune-telling eye(an eye (not 'Sutvhich Suh uses for fortune-telling)

bfi-pkobi f1 Bih £i bFf5
statue AM Bih AM chiefs
Chiefs’s statue of Bih

(43) Limbum
*ku Nju na'
tail Njuh Cow

The example in (40a), with [of Suh] adjacent to lead noun, refers to Suh’s
own eye (as part of his body). In its counterpart42a) where [of Suh] is no longer
adjacent to the head noun, we are no longer reteto Suh’s eye. Rather, we are
referring to an object which has the shape of anasd which Suh uses for fortune-
telling. Both DPs, in this case, act as adjunctifierd. Similarly, in (40b), where [of
chiefs] is adjacent to the head noun, the stauesents chiefs but in (42b), where [of
chiefs] is further away, the statue represents Bil{43), once the linear order of the
two genetives is reversed, the construction becoomggammatical. We observe
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therefore that the dependent genitive is alwayacadt to the head noun while the
possessor genitive could be further away. One mayder at this point how the PS
system would represent this contrast.

Earlier on, based on linear order and the inteatimt of possessor genitives
as adjuncts/modifiers, we proposed that possessutivges are adjoined to NP. In a
phrase structure compatible with the examples th (413), the possessor genitive
would be in NP adjoined position. We are now lethvihe position of the dependent
genitive. Considering the similarities in the distition of the ‘chiefs’ and ‘Suh’ in
(40 and 42) we propose that the dependent gefith@uh] is an internal argument of
the head noun; that is, we propose that all depgrgimitives (which include themes)
are in complement of Nposition. The examples in (40) would therefore ehétve
structure in (44).

(44) NP
/\
NP GenP
T >
Spec N' of fortunditey
T {of Bih
N GenP
| PN

eye of Suh
statue} of chie}s
If we now incorporate the proposal in Giorgi anchgobardi (1991) that agents are

generated in Spec-NP position, we end up with dieviing generalised structure for
the NP in Grassfields Bantu.

(45) a. NP
/\
NP GenP
/\ A
Spec N' Posse&smnitives
| T
GenP R GenP
PN PN
Agent N GenP Dependent Genitivres
PN Themes

Compound genitives

In the derivation of an associative constructiontaming an agent in Spec-NP,
movement of the head noun to a higher position ad® produces the correct word
order in which the head noun precedes the genjitvese. This higher position,
according to proposals in Abney (1987) and Cars{@891) is the head position
(Num’) of anumber phrase (NumP). Carstens's proposed structure containimgN
above NP is sketched below.
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(45) b. NumP
/\
Spec Num'
/\
Num’ NP
/\
NP GenP
/\
Spec N' Possessor Genitives
| /\
GenP N° GenP
PN PN
Agent °N GenP { Dependent Genit?es
PN Themes
Compound
Genitives

Movement of the head noun to Nliis motivated by the need to check the
number agreement features of the noun. We retuthetmature of this movement in
section 4 where we also suggest that genitive n@mpglirecase via a separate
instance of this same movement within GenP. In ghractures in (45a and b)
movement of the head noun to Nurim constructions containing the possessor
genitives, themes or dependent genitives is nableisince these phrases are base
generated in a position to the right of the heashnén compound genitives, the entire
construction comprising the two members of the coumgl, that is the head noun and
genitive phrase, raises to N&im

4. AGREEMENT RELATIONS IN THE ASSOCIATIVE CONSTRURGON

In the course of the discussion, we noticed mataifiess of interesting patterns
of agreement that need to be accounted for. ligéingives of possession for instance,
we observed that the head noun or the genitive maumtake a determiner which
agrees with it in number and class. The exampleEsbdlustrate agreement between
the definite determiner and the two nouns in tts@eigtive construction.

(46) Bafut
ani-bd?o n.i bi-f> ny.a
5-pumpkin  5-AM  2-chiefs 5-the
The pumpkin of the chiefs (the oneadly mentioned)

bni-bd?5 ni bifd byad
5-pumpkin  5-AM 2-chiefs 2-the
The pumpkin of the chiefs (the chigfeady mentioned)

In the example in (a), the definite determiner agreith the head noun while in the
(b) example, agreement is between the definiterid@ter and the genitive noun. This
pattern of agreement extends to adjectives and stieh modifiers which can agree
either with the head noun or the genitive noun.
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(47) Bafut
ani-bd?d ni bifd ni.sigini ny.a
5-pumpkin  5-AM 2-chiefs 5-nice 5-the
The nice pumpkin of the chiefs (tme @lready mentioned)

bni-bd?5 ni bi-fd  bisigini by.a
5-pumpkin  5-AM 2-chiefs 2-nice 2-the
The pumpkin of the nice chiefs (theerchiefs already mentioned)

Interestingly, in spite of this manifestation ofhiagreement and despite the
intrinsic relation between the head noun and theitige noun, there is no direct
agreement between the two. In all the examplesvilkeahave examined, the genitive
noun does not agree with the head noun. Rathezgagmt is between the head noun
and the associative morpheme. We account for tfege in the subsections that
follow.

4.1 AGREEMENT BETWEEN NOUN AND DETERMINER/ADJECTH

As pointed out immediately above, the head nouth@mgenitive noun can take
a determiner which agrees with it in number ands<larhe Bafut examples are
repeated below for convenience.

(46) Bafut
ani-bd?d ni bifd nya
5-pumpkin  5-AM 2-chiefs 5-the
The pumpkin of the chiefs (the one alyea@ntioned)

bni-bd?> ni bifd byad
5-pumpkin 5-AM 2-chiefs 2-the
The pumpkin of the chiefs (the chigfeady mentioned)

In these examples, the determiner agrees eithér tvé head noun or the genitive
noun. Two questions arise:

1. How does the determiner and head noun for instamhich are linearly far from
apart, come to agree?
2. How does feature checking operate to reflecfféloethat the determiner/adjective
agrees either with the head noun or the genitiven®o

To answer the first question, we propose that trestituent structure ensures
that the head noun agrees with the determiner wikitihearly far away. Concretely,
in (46a) for instance, where the determiner agvatsthe head noun, both constitute
a constituent and in (46b) where agreement is lB¥ivibe genitive noun and the
determiner, both determiner and genitive are afséhe same constituent. Let us
illustrate this. Following Abney’s (1987) DP hypetlis and modifications contained
in Carstens (1991, 2000), we assume that each pmjects a DP headed by a
determiner. Thus in the associative constructiba,iead noun projects the core DP
while the genitive noun projects a modifying DP (46a) where agreement is between
head noun and determiner, the determiner is itéael position of the core DP and in
(46b) where the determiner agrees with the genitiwan, the determiner is in the
head position of the modifying DP. The PS represent is sketched below.
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(48) DP
Spec D)
/\
] NumP
| N
the Spec Num'
N
Ndm NP
N
NP GenP
T N
Spec N' Spec Gen'
| N
N Geh DP
| | N
pumpkin AM  Spec D'
N
D° NumP
| N
(the Spec Num'
Nufh NP
PN
chiefs

In this structure, the higher DP is what we havéedahe core DP while the lower is
the modifying DP. In (46a), the determiner is ir thead position of the core DP
which also contains the head noun. Therefore, afthdhe two are linearly far apart,
they are structurally in the same constituent; same core DP. In the example in
(46b), the determiner is in the head position &f fiwer DP and so both are in the
same constituent structure.

Now to answer the second question regarding thenaran which the checking

process operates in order to ensure that each cloecks features on the relevant

determiner, we propose the following: In (46b) venthe determiner agrees with the
genitive noun "chief’, the genitive noun will hate check the number plus class
features on the determiner. In order to do thig,génitive noun will first raise to the
lower Nunf position. The process is sketched below using thyrelevant section of
the tree (i.e the lower/embedded DP).
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(49) a. DP
T
Spec D
/\

D° NumP

| T

the Spec Num
Ndm NP
| N

chiefs Spec N'

Subsequently, all of the NumP will move to the Spesition of DP and so the noun
can check the features of the determiner in thelaedSpec-Head configuration of
Chomsky (1995). This second movement is sketchethd49b).

(49) b. DP

NumpP D'
o~ o~
Spec Ndm ) NumP
N | |

Spec Num' the Kt

/\
Nuim NP
| |
chiefs N°
|
3

As the arrows indicate, the genitive noun firsseai to Nufias sketched in (49a).
Then all of NumP moves to Spec-DP as in (49b) givise to the surface word order
in which the noun precedes the determiner. In Efegosition, the noun then checks
the agreement features on the determiner.

In the case in (46a), the same process occurseircdre DP; that is the head
noun "pumpkin” raises to Nuhand subsequently, all of core NumP moves to Spec o
core DP. Here again, the number plus class featurébe determiner are checked by
the head noun in the usual Spec-Head configuratde notice then that the system
ensures that an agreement relation holds betweeritéms by placing them in the
same constituent structure. Thus the head noursgrith a determiner as in (46a) if
they are both in the core DP and it agrees wittgtdrétive noun as in (46b) if they are
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both in the modifying DP. In the same manner, gedcide will agree with the head
noun if it is adjoined to core NP and will agredghathe genitive noun if it is adjoined
to the modifying NP.

4.2 ABSENCE OF AGREEMENT ON GENITIVE NOUN

We observed in the introduction to this sectiort thaspite of the manifestation
of rich agreement in the associative constructiod despite the intrinsic relation
between the head noun and the genitive noun, ihe®@ direct agreement between the
two. Rather, agreement is between the head nounttenéssociative morpheme.
There are actually two problems here; first why gmitive noun does not exhibit
overt agreement with the head noun and second hdyAM agrees with the head
noun and not with its object. The facts of GrasdfidBantu are very similar to those
of Swahili. Thus, in both language groups, we caveh(50a) but not (50b) and (50c).

Bafut Swahili
(50) anika’a nt finj3d a.Kiti cha mtoto
5leg 5AM 19toad 7chair 7of 1child
A toad's leg The child's chair [AM/of agree with head N]
b*nika’a fi  finj5d b.* Kiti wa mtoto
5leg 19AM 19toad 7chair 1of 1child [*AM/of and object agree]
c*nikda’a ¥ nifinjdd c*Kiti a wmtoto

5leg AM 5/19toad 7chair of 7/1child [*Head N and object agree]

Considering the second problem first, the fact thatgenitive noun does not
exhibit overt agreement with the head noun supgortanalysis whereby the genitive
noun should not be in a relevant (head-head or-Bpad) relation with the head
noun. In Carstens' (2000) proposal for Swahili, #vel one we have outlined in this
paper for Grassfields Bantu, the genitive noun ugeglow down in the structure.
Raising it into a head-head or Spec-head relatith the head noun (so that it can
check the relevant features) will violate a numtiieiocality conditions on movement.
Observe also that each noun has intrinsic numteckass features and the agreement
morphology is also specified for the number andskatures of the head noun. Were
the genitive noun to exhibit overt agreement with head, it would end up with two
class features and two number features. One caginmavhat this will entail for the
checking theory assumed in this paper. The numbelass features borne by the
associative morpheme require the genitive nounatserto matrix Nufh (through
Num’ embedded inside GenP) in violation of locality ditions on movement as
pointed out immediately above.

Since the genitive noun does not exhibit overt agrent with the head noun,
one could imagine a condition like the one in (84)ich militates against a single
noun bearing two distinct class or number features.

(51) Feature Unigueness Condition
*X 2 \where f.f> are two instantiations of the same feature, F.
Tafnanji 2001)
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Under (51), the genitive noun cannot bear concoodphology and so the concord
morphology controlled by the head noun is obligedgsociate to the AM/f

Turning now to the other problem why the AM does aigree with the genitive
noun, Carstens (2000) exploits Chomsky's (199581 8fas abouterge to account
for the failure of agreement between "of" and it§eot in Swahili. According to her
proposal, checking between "of* and its objectsfdiecause the two items are co-
terms of merge, i.e. the two items are adjacepath other as a result of merging and
not movement. | adopt her proposal and add tceiffdlot that in addition to being co-
terms of merge, the syntactic relation between &t its object is not like the one
between other heads (e.g. verbs) and their objécisording to Chomsky (1998),
Case is a manifestation of agreement. Assumingahiie true, we expect the AM to
agree with the genitive noun which it case-marks.eXplanation as to why the AM
does not agree with the genitive noun concernstiieis of Am as a Case assignor.
Recall that the issue of genitive Case had beeatddhipon for long and one of the
conclusions arrived at was that genitive Case Iwerent. If we return to this
assumption, we can provide an explanation for wigyAM does not agree with the
genitive noun. The inherent nature of Genitive Gasgdudes the AM from the list of
possible categories that could act as case assigngris context. Assuming this to be
correct, and holding on to the idea that Casensaaifestation of agreement, we do
not therefore expect the AM to agree with the gemiboun (since the AM does not
case mark the genitive noun).

The foregoing conclusion about the failure of thd o agree with the genitive
noun and therefore its inability to assign casth&noun raises yet another question:
How then does the genitive NP get case in the & construction? The same
guestion could be asked in another way given nmexent tendencies in the minimalist
programme regarding case and agreement: How deegethitive NP check its case
feature in the associative construction? The ansmempropose to this question is
based on Chomsky's (1995) checking theory. In tté®ry, items enter the syntax
already inflected for Case, and phi features alevaat functional heads bear features
corresponding to this morphology. Let us assume that the genitive noun enters the
syntax already inflected for number, class and .chsehis perspective we have to
assume that case morphology on nouns in Grassiedsl (and other langauges like
English) is a null category. The morphology on tiwain provoke the projection of
functional categories whose heads bear correspgrieatures. We have already seen
that number and class features are borne by Nuntfat Yémains to be sorted out is
which of the two functional projections above NPP(@Rnd NumP) bears the case
feature. Chomsky’s (1998), idea that Case is afestation of agreement leads us to
propose that NumP which bears the number plus algigement features of the noun
also bears the case feature. When the noun raigesrnt in the manner outlined in
(49a and b), it checkes its number, class and feaseres against those in NUim a
head-head configuration. This process is reminisoérihe well-known case in the
clause where the functional head AYt®sts subject-verb agreement features and in
the course of checking the agreement features,sthgect NP also checks its
nominative case feature. The only difference betwbe clause and the genitive NP
discussed here is that whereas the features ackezh@n the clause in a Spec-Head
configuration, checking in the NP is in a Head-Headfiguration. Both checking

® TheFeature Uniqueness Condition is reminiscent of other modules of grammar (€tgta Criterion,
Case theory, etc.) which require that an item be specified for aguei syntactic re.
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configurations are however recognised in the cmgckieory and it is not uncommon
for a feature to be checked in one context in a&$tead configuration and in another
context in a Head-Head configuration.

5. CONCLUSION

This article set out to describe the internal dtuesht structure of the
associative construction in Grassfields Bantu laggs. First we examined the role
and syntactic status of the associative morphenigtipg out that it is a relational
element that bears agreement morphology and ngilysienconcord element as has
generally been assumed in the literature. The paxtof the discussion focused on
the different semantic/pragmatic interpretationshef associative construction and the
relevant PS representations. We proposed that wbitee genitives simply modify the
head nouns as possessors, some are frozen wike ih¢ad noun) into a compound,
and others are arguments (theme, agent) of the fmaa In order to preserve some
form of isomorphism between form and meaning, weppsed different PS
representations for these different relations.

Finally, we examined prominent agreement relatiomside the associative
construction such as noun-determiner, noun-adgethd noun-AM. Modifiers of the
head noun such as adjectives and determinerstaer & the core DP in which case
they agree with the head noun, or they are in thdifying DP in which case they
agree with the genitive noun. On the other harglgémitive noun does not agree with
the head noun because of theature Unigueness Condition. Similarly, the genitive
noun fails to agree with the AM because they areeoms of merge and because the
AM does not case-mark the genitive noun. Finallgp@sky’s (1998) idea that Case
is a manifestation of agreement led us to propbat denitive case is assigned by
Num’ inside the genitive phrase.
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