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1. Introduction: Aims & Objectives

The talk provides an in-depth description and analysis of contrastive FOCUS marking in Médémbo.
(Grassfields Bantu, Cameroon), with particular emphasis on the expression of focus on verbs (2a).

(1) a nané na’ 13" & bi
Nana Pg take Foc knife
‘Nana took a KNIFE.” (...and not a pen)
b. & nyd fo ntfog am
FOC snake P, Dhite me
‘A SNAKE bit me.” (... and not a scorpion)

(2) a nand na' 1u' bi a 1lu'a
Nana Pg take knife Foc take
‘Nana TOOK the knife.” (... she did not steal it)

b. *nand né&’ & 137 bi
Nana Pg Foc take knife

. Aims of the talk:
i Description and analysis of focus marking in Medumba as morphological focus  marking

ii.  Analysis of verb doubling under focus in terms of syntactic copying/transfer of SEM &
PHON-features on a semantically empty dummy verb

. Background information on Medumba

Medumba is a Grassfields Bantu tone language spoken in Cameroon.
i Basic word order is SVOX, where X stands for any adjunct or adverbial expression:
(3) nonéd na' £f& tfang nim Nami

Nana Pg give food to Nami
‘Nana gave food to Nami.’

" This research was conducted as part of the project A5 “Focus realization, focus interpretation and focus use from a
cross-linguistic perspective” of the Collaborative Research Center 632 “Information Structure”, funded by the German
Science Association (DFG). The financial support of the DFG is gratefully acknowledged.



‘Graded tense’-system (Comrie 1985) with remote tense markers (Cable 2012) and complex
clustering of tense/aspect markers in preverbal position (Nganmou 1991, Mucha &
Zimmermann, submitted)

Negation marker k# intervenes between T/Asp and V

Structure of the talk:

82: IS-considerations: FOCUS vs New information
83: Morphological focus marking in Medumba: Data and Analysis
84: Verb doubling under focus
85: Semantic interpretation of verb doubling
86: Conclusions & Outlook
2. IS-considerations: FOCUS vs New
o Central Observation:
Explicit focus marking with & triggered by presence of salient alternatives in context:
Focus (Krifka 2008), FOCUS (Selkirk & Katz 2011), contrastive focus (Neeleman et al. 2009)
2.1 Focus marking-inducing contexts (Kouankem & Zimmermann, in prep.)
i Obligatory focus marking with contrastive focus, cf. (1ab)
ii.  Obligatory focus marking with corrective focus, cf. (4):
4 A: numi né kutlo
Numi cook  plantains
“Numi has cooked plantains.”
B: npgé niumi né *(4) baldy
no Numi cook FOC potatoes
“No, Numi has cooked POTATOES.”
iii.  Obligatory focus marking on associate of the exclusive particle nda’, which excludes
alternatives to the focus constituent, cf. (5):
(5) nimi kd& swdn 7(4) nda' banand nvé ntdand

Numi PROG sell Foc only banana at  market
“Numi sells only bananas at the market.”




BUT: Only optional focus marking in wh-questions and corresponding answers, as these may
simply request/ provide new information in the absence of an explicit set of alternatives!

(6) a Q:nané na&' f& tfag nim wé (new information: no 4-marking)
Nana Ps give food to who
“To whom did Nana give food?”

A:ngné nd’ fé tfan nim N3mi
Nana Ps five food to Nami
“Nana gave food to Nami.”

b. Q:nané na&’ f& tfayp 4 nim wé (FOCUS: 4-marking)
Nana Pg give food FOC to  who
“TO WHOM/ WHICH of them did Nana give food?”

A:ndné nd’ fa tfap #(4) nim Nami
Nana Pg five food Foc to  Nami
“Nana gave food to Nami (and not to Numi)”

2.2 Interpretation of 4-marking: weak EXH-effects (Kouankem & Zimmermann, in prep.)

Presence of &-marker induces a (weak) exhaustiveness effect, which appears to be on par with
exhaustiveness in Hungarian focus constructions (Onéa & Beaver 2011).

I Lack of entailment in coordinations (Szabolcsi, 1981, E. Kiss, 1998):

(7) CoNTEXT: Ngami knows that his sister Numi has cooked plantains AND potatoes. Nana,
Ngami’s friend, is hungry and wants to go and eat Ngami’s food with him. He knows that
Numi usually does the cooking and wants to know what she has cooked. Ngami answers:
A: numi né (#4)kualo

Numi cook Foc plantains
“Numi has cooked PLANTAINS.”

ii.  Infelicity of additive continuations (e.g. Hartmann & Zimmermann 2007c):
(8) (#4) numind’ né kuld mba md né ku#lo
FOC Numi Pg cook plantains even me cook plantains
“Numi cooked plantains, | cooked plantains, too.”

3. Morphological Focus Marking in Medumba: Data and Analysis

. Central Observation:

Focus in Medumba is marked morphologically by the focus marker &, which precedes the
focused constituent in its canonical position (in situ) — at least with term focus!




3.1

(9)

(10)

(11)

(12)

(13)

Basic pattern: Structural realisation of term focus

Focus-marking in situ:
Term focus is marked by placing the a4-marker in front of the focused constituent.
Expression of subject focus: [4 Sroc] V O X, cf. (1b), (9ab)
a. “(4) pgami na’sd’d
FOoC Ngami Ps come
‘NGAMI came.’ (... and not Numi)
b. “(4) yi f& nén ntans
Foc she P, go market
‘SHE went to the market.” (...and not you)

Expression of object focus: SV [4 Oroc] X

o

noné nad’ sdg a4 pké [DO]
Nana Pg wash Foc dishes
‘Nana washed DISHES.” (...and not clothes)

b. nyG f8 ntfog & md
snake P, Dbite FOC me
‘A snake bit ME.” (...and not Ngami)

nané na' f& tfap & nim Nomi [PO]
Nana Ps give food Foc to Nami
‘Nana gave food to NAMI’ (...and not to Ngami)

Expression of adjunct focus: SV O [& Xroc]

a. nané a‘'tfag né ban  damnzd
nana F+F; cook  fufu tomorrow
‘Nana will cook fufu tomorrow.’

b. ndnéd a'tfag né ban 4 damnzé [TEMP]
nana F+F; cook fufu Foc tomorrow
‘Nana will cook fufu TOMORROW.’ (... and not later today)

ba &' 3¢ bu dd’
they Fp eat with spoon
“They will eat with a spoon.’

b.ba &° 3¢ 4 bu did’ [INST]
they Fo eat Foc with spoon
They will eat WITH A SPOON.’ (... and not with their hands)

tad

Structural Constraint on a4-marking: FM precedes PP instead of DP/NP in (11) and (13)!



(14)

(15)

Clefting:

Focused constituents can also be realised in sentence-initial position in a cleft-like
construction (viz. REL-marker in (15a-c)), but must also be marked by a:

a. abd & pgami na’ s3%
it is FOC Ngami Ps come
‘It is NGAMI that came.’

a.a bd *(4) md [zd nyd £3 ntfog 14 ] [direct object]
it is FOC me that snake P, bite DEF
‘I am the one that a snake bit.’

b. 2 bé *(4) nim Nami [zd ndnd nd’ f& tfap 14 ] [indirect object]
it is FOC to Nami thatNana Pgs five food DEF
‘It is TO NAMI that Nana gave the food.’

c. 2 bé *(4) damnzé [2d nond a'tfag né ban 14 ] [ADreme]
it is FOCtomorrow that nana F;+F; cook fufu DEF
‘It is TOMORROW that Nana will cook fufu.’

Mandatory presence of 4-marker shows that it is the primary means of structural focus
marking in Medumba; cf. Hartmann & Zimmermann (2009) on Guruntum (West Chadic).

= mandatory focus accent on focus-clefted constituents in intonation languages

3.2

Analysis of focus marking in Medumba

a-marker = morphological focus marker attached to focused constituents in their canonical
pOSition: é-XPFOC

(16)

(17)

Arguments:

i mandatory presence of 4-marker in focus-clefts; see above

ii.  positional invariance under focus: no evidence for focus movement
nané na' f& tfap nim Noami
Nana Pg give food to Nami
‘Nana gave food to Nami.’

4 nanéd na' fé tfapnim Nomi [SUBJ]
Foc Nana Ps give food to  Nami
‘NANA gave food to Nami.’

e

b. nanéd n&’ f& tfay 4  nim Nami [PO]
Nana Pg give food Foc to Nami
‘Nana gave food TO NAMI.’




(18)

3.3

(19)

c. noné nad' £f& 4  tfap nim Nomi [DO]
Nana Ps give Foc food to Nami
‘Nana gave FOOD to Nami.’

No syntactic focus licensing via (higher & lower) FocP; see 83.3.

Placement of 4-marker subject to structural and categorical restrictions:

i. a-marker must not be inserted within complex DPs/PPs (extended nominal XPs); see (11)
and (13) above.

ii. c-selection: a-marker can only combine with [+nominal] constituents; see discussion of
verb focus in §4:

[oree & [DP/PP]eoc ]

Arguments against syntactic focus licensing in FocPy g & FocP ow in Medumba

Collins & Essizewa (2007) provide a cartographic analysis of focus in Kabiye (Gur) in terms
of two syntactic focus positions: higher and lower FocP, with lower FocP located at the left
vP/VVP-boundary (Tuller 1992, Kayne 1998, Belletti 2004, Aboh 2008, a.0.)

[FocP [TP T.. [FocP [VPNP ]]]]

Kabiye (or at least its Kewe-dialect) looks — on the surface — similar to Medumba, warranting
a closer look at C&E’s analysis:

morphological FMs, following the focused constituent
Sentence-initial & postverbal occurrences of focused constituents; cf. (20ab):
Q:  What language do you understand?

a. ma-ni-u kabiye na postverbal FM: na
1sG-understand- IMPF  Kabiye FOC
‘I understand KABIYE.’

b. kabiye-¢ mé- ni- v sentence-initial FM: lengthening/&
Kabiye-Foc  1sG-understand- IMPF
‘I understand KABIYE.’

c. *kabiye-e na ma-nr-o
Kabiye-Foc FoOC 1sG-understand- IMPF
Verb doubling under focus, with verbal copy following the DO, cf. (20d):

d. ma-nio kabiye ki  nro ma-a y00d-u ko’
1sG-understand-IMPF  Kabiye PRT understand-INF  1SG-NEG  speak-IMPF it
‘I only understand Kabiye. | don’t speak it.



J Formal analysis in C&E (2007) :
(21) [roce __ [Droc Lip V-1 [rocr __[Mafvp ... <V>...]1111]

(22) a. [pmal[[ini-u] [rocr kabiyer [ Naroc [vp <ma> < ni> <kabiye>]]]]] (= 20a; O-focus)
b.  [rocp Kabiyeroc [eroc [ip ma [ [ ni-o] [vp <ma> < ni> <kabiye>]]]]] (= 20b; O-focus)
c. [pma-[[im-o] [kp [ve <ni-> kabiye>] [ ki [rocp mi-s FOC [yp <ma> <nr kabiye> ]]]]]]

(= 20d; V-focus)
(23) Q:  Who understands Kabiye?

a. £ ni-ou na kabiye (S-focus)
Esso understand-IMPF FOC Kabiye
‘ESSO understands Kabiye.” (reply to “Who understands Kabiye?”)

b. [ip €S0 [ [i ni-u] [Focp <eso > [ naroc [ve < €S0 > < ni> kabiye]]11]

o Arguments against morphological focus-marking in Kabiye: [ XPgoc - na ]
I Occurrences of [ XPeoc - na ] illicit in sentence-initial position; # Medumbal!
ii.  na-stranding with subject focus; cf. (23).

. Arguments against syntactic focus licensing in (lower) FocP in Medumba:

I linear order & > XProc: unexpected if &4 = syntactic Foc-head; cf. (24ab)

(24) a*nylu f8& ntfog [Focp M3 & ] (predicted order)
snake P, bite me FOC
b. nyGd fo ntfog a4 md (actual order)

snakeP,  bite FOC me
‘A snake bit ME.” (... and not Nami)

ii.  No &-stranding with subject focus:
(25) Q: Who cooked plantains?
A: *ndnd nd’ né 4 kuld (cf. (23))
Nana Pg cook Foc plantains

iii.  Fixed word order: focused XP not necessarily immediately postverbal; cf. (17bc) vs (26):
(26) *nond n&d’ fé& (4) nim Nami tfap

Nana Pg give Foc to Nami  food

Intended: “Nana gave food to NAML.”  (PO-focus)

. Conclusion:
Focus not syntactically licensed in FocPy gy or FocP ow in Medumba.




Verb doubling under focus

Central Observations:

Verb focus in Medumba is expressed by means of a verbal copy following vP/VP, which is
focus-marked by 4:

SVO0aVv

a-marked verbal copy: Vcopy

a. is lexically identical to the main verb

b. is a nominalized infinitival form

c. can freely interchange syntactic position with post-vP/\VVP-adjuncts!

(28)

(29)

Core ingredients of analysis:
Focus marker & is c-selectionally restricted to combine with [-verbal] constituents only

= nominal/ deverbal status of verbal copy: [np N° Vcory]

Nominalised/Infinitival verb copy right-adjoined to vP/VVP:
[[[vereV O] ... T[&- [ne Veorv]l ] - ]

Vcopy formed in the syntactic derivation by feature copying/transfer of SEM/PHON features
from main verb onto semantically and phonologically empty dummy verb Vg:

V. a- [ne Vell
[asem, Bphon]

Feature COPY (and subsequent deletion) on Vcopy and Vg triggered by general well-
formedness constraints on the feature content of lexical categories :
a. Lexical categories (N, V) must be valued for semantic and phonological feature content.
b. Dummy Vs (and Ns) can acquire SEM/PHON-content in either of two ways :
- feature copying within the same vP-phase: V-copying languages
- structural licensing by v/D-heads: DO-insertion languages
c. Only one set of semantic VV-features per vP-phase for reasons of interpretability

= deletion of semantic features on Vg = feature transfer
d. Vg requires phonological content for carrying inflection features of v :

= NO deletion of phonological features on Vgy =  feature copying




4.1 Data: Structural properties of verb doubling
I Narrow focus on the verb in Medumba is grammatically expressed with the focus marker &
on a postverbal copy of the main verb:
(24) a. a kab b. a keb & Lkabs
he cut he cut Foc cut
‘He has cut.” ‘He has CUT (he has not eaten).’
= Focus on verbal predicates in Med&mba. evokes alternatives to the action or event denoted by
the verb. By presenting the verbal meaning against the background of focus alternatives, verb
focus lays emphasis on the action undertaken, and brings more precision on the action, so as to
contrast it with any other action that could be/ have been undertaken:
“What s/he did (with X) was V”
ii.  a-marked copy realised to the right of vP/V/P, i.e. to the right of DOs, cf. (25ab), (26):
(25) a. nanéd na® 1u’ bi &4 1%
Nana Ps take knife FOC take
‘Nana TOOK the knife (she did not steal it).’
b. *nand n&’ 10° 4 1d'a bi
Nana Pg take Foc take knife
(26) a. *noné nd’a  1lufa 1o’ bi (*a-Vcopy > Vem)
Nana Pg FOC take take knife
b. *nané & 1u'u nd’1u’ bi (*a-Vcopy > T)
Nana Foc take Pg take knife
Cc. *nand né?é lfl?il bi 113.? (*é-VcopY DO>V|:|N)
Nana Pg FOCc take knife take
d. *nané nd’a 1o’ bi (1) (no F-marking on Ve)
Nana Pg FOC take knife take
e. *nand nd’ 10" 4 bi 1u% (no F-marking on DO)
Nana Ps take Foc knife take
iii. Vg and Vcopy must satisfy lexical identity = syntactic copying
(27) a. nané na’ lab i A4 1labdb. nond nd’ val 1 4 vald
Nana Ps beat him Foc beat Nana Ps beat him Foc beat
‘Nana BEAT him.’ ‘Nana BEAT him.’
(28) a. *nand nd’ lab i & véld b *nang nd’ vél i 4 labd

Nana Pg beat him Foc beat
intended: ‘Nana BEAT him.’

Nana Pg beat him Foc beat
intended: ‘Nana BEAT him.’



iv.  Categorical status of Vcopy: [tnominal] (or at least: [-verbal] !)
=  Vcopy contains a final vowel, making it formally identical to the infinitival form:
(29) nang nd’ 14" bi 4 1dfw (30) a. n& lu'u ‘to take’
Nana Pg take knife Foc take b. n&t sdgd ‘towash’
‘Nana TOOK the knife.’ c. nt kabs ‘tocut’
= Vcopy accompanied by infinitival marker n# (Nganmou 1991: 89) in some environments:
(31) nandg nd’ 18° bi 4 ndd’ na 13
Nana Pg take knife Foc only INF take
‘Nana ONLY TOOK a knife.’
= Infinitival verbs occur in typical NP-positions, e.g. with DEMs and POSSs:
(32) a. y5n mén 1i b. ydn na lab 1i
this child here this to beat here
‘this child” ‘this beating’ (this way of beating)
(33) a. yu mén ydn 1la b. yi n#& 3% tfagp ybn 14
your child that there your to eat food that there
‘that child of yours” ‘that your (way of) eating.’
o Interim Conclusion:
a-marked Vcopy is a non-verbal expression!
= a-marking on [-verbal] adverbs possible:
(34) nand na' zhé can 4 ndéndé, ké bé 4 nda'ndd’
Nana P6 eat food Foc quicky, not be Foc slowly
‘Nana ate food QUICKLY, not SLOWLY’
v.  Positional restrictions: &-Vcopy right-adjoined to vP/VP:
- NEG outscopes 4-Vcopy : NEG > Veopy
(35) nond nd’ ke 10 bi 4 1dfa
Nana Ps Neg take knife Foc take
‘Nana did not TAKE a knife (but did s.th. else with it).”
NOT: What Nana didn’t do with the knife is TAKING / to take it.”
- Q and Crer> a-Vcopy
(36) a. nand na’ yo' kdne 4 yu' ki

Nana Pg crush peanuts Foc crush QM
‘Did Nana CRUSH the peanuts?’

10
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b.pké mén 1i [ tsd md 3zun 4 3un 1l4]
plates these here  RM | buy FoCc buy DEF
“These plates that | BOUGHT’

Structural realisation of VV-focus NOT a matrix phenomenon!

Interim Conclusion:
TP, NegP >> Vcopy >> vP/VVP

(37)

a-Vcopy interchangeable with other postverbal adjuncts, which exhibit flexible word order :
a. noana lu fa tfap nim Nomi pgab mi’ dz’ pwa'ni 4 £&

Nana Ps give food to Nami week last at  school Foc give

‘Nana GAVE food to Nami yesterday at school.”  TEMP > LOC > Vcopy

b. ndné 1ld f& tfag  num Nomi ds’ pwa'ni  pgab mi’ 4 fé&
Nana Ps give food to Nami at  school week last FOC give
‘Nana GAVE food to Nami yesterday at school.’ LOC > TEMP > Vcopy

(38) a. nand ld fé& tfany num Nomi 4 f£&  ds’ pwa'ni pgab mi’
Nana Psgive food to Nami Foc give at  school week last
‘Nana GAVE food to Nami at school last week.’ Vcopy > LOC > TEMP
b. ndné ld f& tfay  nim Nomi pgab ma’ 4 f£& dsz’ pwa'ni
Nana Ps give food to Nami  week last Foc give at  school
‘Nana GAVE food to Nami last week at school.’ TEMP > Vcopy > LOC
. Conclusions:
I a-marked Vcopy is a nominal (infinitival) constituent,
ii.  &-marked Vcopy derived in the syntax
iii. a-marked Vcopy right-adjoined to vP/VVP, same as other vP/VVP-adjuncts
4.2 A tempting alternative: V-movement plus focus marking in base position?
. Basic Idea:
i The c-selectional restriction is not against verbal elements per se, but against finite verbs, or
more generally, against verbs in functional head positions: * a — [F V]
=  Doubling also required with predicative adjectives v/
(39) a b& 4 Db, a ka fig 4 f5gd

it red Focred it not white Foc white
‘Itis RED, not WHITE’
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ii.  FM a can precede lexical verbs as long as they are in their base position:
(40) [TV w... [vpOBI&-V.. ]I

iii.  Interchangeability with adjuncts due to flexible positioning of V in VVP-shell structure (Larson
1988, Haider 2010) :

41) [ ...[ve ... &V)[ ADJ (4-V) ADIT]]

= Predictions: not borne out!
- no V-doubling with lower lexical verb in serial verb construction (SVC) (Aboh 2009)
- no V-doubling with lexical verbs in causative construction

(42) a. SVC (lower verbs in SVC marked by homorganic nasal consonant): doubling of lower V
bin &’ nén nténd n-dW’ mbab n-sd° yi 4 s
you F; go market take meat come it Foc come
“You will go to the market and BRING the meat.’

b. Causatives: doubling of lower V
nané na’ gxit pgami 3G 4 36 ki nd a nu
Nana P6 make Ngami eat Foc eat notdrink Foc drink
‘Nana made Ngami EAT, not DRINK’

Q: What if the lower verb in SVC and causatives obligatorily moves to some functional
projection, too?
This functional projection could be marked by the homorganic nasal in SVC...

(43)  [w V1 [ n-V2 [vp OBJ 4-V2...1]]

BUT: V1in SVC, which is presumably located in a functional position (Aboh 2009), can be
focused under doubling, too!

(44)  Noné néd’ 18 pwani 4 1i'a nnén yi mé ndd 4 nend

Nana Ps take book Foc take go it to house Foc go
‘Nana TOOK the book home.’

(45) Tentative structure for (44)?
[tp N4’ V1 [ve OBJ &-V1 [ V2+F [vp OBJ P-OBJ 4-V2 ]]]]
=  The problem of infinitival/ nominal shape of 4-Vcopy persists: Why is the &-marked Vcopy
morpho-syntactically more complex if it is in the base position of the verb?

(31) nond nd’ 10° bi [4 ndd’ nd 1u%0]
Nana Pg take knife Foc only INF take
‘Nana ONLY TOOK a knife.’
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4.3 Structural Analysis: Dummy verb insertion plus feature copying

° Central claim:

Vcopy formed in syntactic derivation NOT by V-movement (= Aboh & Dyokanova’s 2009
parallel chain formation), but by feature copying of Fsem & Fppon from main verb to a
semantically/phonologically empty dummy verb

=  Subsequent deletion of Fsgm on main verb gives the impression of feature transfer.

. Resulting structure: Vcopy right-adjoined to vP

(46) a. TP
/\
DPsug; TP
/\
T (NegP)
na T
vP
/\
vP a-NP
/\ /\
<DPgyp;> vP a NP
T Vcory
V+v VP
/\
Vv DPog;

7z

b. ndné na’ f& tfap nim Nomi ds¥’ pwanmi 4 fé pgab md’
Nana P, give food to Nami at school Foc give week last
‘Nana GAVE food to Nami at school last week.’

C. TP
T
DP TP
nona /\
T vP
na’ T
vP DPremp
T ngab md’
VP 4-NP
Py Py
vP DPoc a NP
"~ dz& pwa'ni f&

<nano> vP




/\
fa+v VP
/\
DP VP
tfan T

fa PP
num Nami
Questions:
What triggers V-doubling?

What is the syntactic relation between Vg and Vcopy?

What is the internal structure of the 4-NP?

14

iv.  Why must the lower copy of the main verb be phonologically spelt out?
) Non-violable constraints on grammar-focus interface in Medumba:
(47) i. Contrastive focus must be marked on focused lexical material.
ii. Contrastive focus in Medumba is morphologically marked by focus marker &.
iii. Focus marker & c-selects for nominal/non-verbal expressions (DP, PP), only.
=  Consequences of (47i.-iii.) :
(471) and (47ii): V-focus must be morphologically marked.
(47iii): V-focus cannot be grammatically marked on finite verbs:
(48) Ungrammatical expression of V-focus in Medumba (= Guruntum, H&Z 2009)
*S & -Vene O
= Inorder to satisfy all three constraints in (39), Medumba resorts to a non-canonical structure in
the expression of V-focus : V-doubling as a last resort
. Ingredients of the analysis:
i.  Numeration must contain FM & (cf. 47i,ii)
ii.  FM & cannot combine with Vg, nor with other DP/PP-terms (cf.47iii)
= Insertion of an additional constituent: dummy V focus exponent = Vcopy
iii.  Dummy V is nominalized/infinitival: (cf. 47iii)
iv.  MainV selected for by v-head: v+V = Vg
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How does dummy V acquire its PHON/SEM feature content = Vcopy ?

General principles on feature content of lexical categories & feature spreading

(49)

Constraint on interpretation of lexical categories :
Semantic and phonological features of lexical categories (N, V) must be valuated.
(Lexical Category = arbitrary form/PHON-meaning/SEM pair)

(50)

Lexical Vs without fully specified Fsgyv and/or Fpuon (dummy Vs) require feature
valuation in the syntax!

Two ways of valuating Fsgm & Fpyon ON 'V in the syntax :

i. Structural valuation by c-commanding v [+activity DO] after V-to-v movement

ii. Feature copying (in the absence of c-commanding v-head)

[[vP \ [VP V[+sem] ]] [NP V[usem]] ] = [[vP \ [VP V[usem] ]] [NP V[+sem] ]]

(51)

Constraints on feature copying between lexical verbs:

Two Vs can share semantic and phonological feature content within the same vP- cycle/
phase (not necessarily subject to c-command!): interface-driven?

= copying of Fsem/Fpron from Viain t0 Vaummy
Fsem can only be interpreted once within a vP-cycle/phase for reasons of interpretability:

=  deletion of Fsgm on main V (= feature transfer)

(52)

Feature copying under V-focus in Medumba :
a. [vP [vP \ [VP V[+phi, +phon, +sem] ]] [a [NP NO V[+phi, uphon, usem]]]]

U

b- [vP [vP \" [VP V[+phi, +phon, usem] ]] [a [NP NO V[+phi, +phon, +sem]]]]

unvalued semantic feature content on main V in (44b) structurally licensed by c-commanding
v: semantic spell out as activity DO; see section 5

Restrictions on feature copying?

Locality restriction to the same vP-cycle/phase (correctly) blocks the following instantiations
of feature spreading:

no feature spreading between causal core (vP) and the periphery :

Verbal copying in Gungbe [roce V ... [PV ... [vp ... [vp V ... 111
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= copying plus movement of lower V(P)?
but see Aboh & Dyokanova (2009) on parallel chain formation
no feature-copying across clausal boundaries

Interpretive restriction to one instance of Fsgm per vP blocks the following configuration:

(53) [w Voummypsem*V [ve ... Virsem.. ]l = [ve VoummyssemitV [ve .. Viusemi---1]
= N0 Vi ex> Vpummy Within the same clausal vP-core: *Mary ran do/done
= base generation in (53) without feature spreading is fine: Mary did run
. Cross-linguistic variation:
Cross-linguistically, languages chose between the two feature valuation strategies in (421,
structural v-licensing) and (42ii. V-copying) in the expression of VV-focus, dividing them
into subgroups :
i DummyDo-languages: English, Hausa (Newman 2000, Hartmann & Zimmermann 2007)
(54) Biya-n haraaji-n (nee) Tanko ya yi.
paying-of taxes-DET PRT T. 3SG.PERF.REL do
‘It was [pay(ing) the TAXES]/ what Tanko did.’
ii.  Vcopy-languages: Medumba, Vata (Koopman 1984), Yoruba (Manfredi 1993), cf. (55a),
possibly Gungbe (Aboh & Dyokanova 2009), cf. (55b).
(55) a. Rira ni  Ajé ra iweé. b. Bu (%we) Séna  du bledi 15
buying FM Ajé buy book cook FM Sena cook bread DET
‘Aje BOUGHT a book.’ ‘Sena COOKED yam.’
ilii.  DummyDO & Vcopy (in vP-external modal domain)? German Vaux-topicalisation?
(56) a. MUSSEN tut er das nicht. b. MUSSEN muss er das nicht.
must does he that not must must he that not
‘He doesn’t HAVE to do it.’ ‘He doesn’t HAVE to do it.
=  The possibility of extending the analysis to other types of verb copy languages gives it a

greater degree of generality, going beyond the mere description and analysis of Medumba.

Conclusion:

Verb doubling under focus in Medumba receives a principled account given a process of
feature copying (and deletion) of Fsem and Fpron between lexical categories in a local (and
semantically relevant) domain: vP
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4.4  Further predictions & a further question
The analysis of V-doubling under focus makes a number of further correct predictions:
. Vcopy is a [+nominal] vP-adjunct, and as such should allow for clefting v/
i Clefting in affirmative clauses:
(57) a br 4 lab 1la =zd noanad cwéd gyh 1a
it be FOC beat that RM Nana PROG do  Def
‘It is BEATING that Nana does’

ii.  Clefting in negated clauses
(58)

/

nané nad’ kit lab 1 &  laba
Nana Ps Neg beat him Foc beat
‘Nana did not BEAT him.’

o

b.and’bét 4 ni 1lab 1d 2> ndné na’ka gwd 1 14
It P6 be FOC to beat that RM Nana Ps Neg do him Def
‘It was BEATING that Nana did not do to him’

. Expression of VV-additivity without focus marking: Due to EXH-interpretation of 4?

(59) bdag na’ zun mbab nftld
we P6 Dbuy meat eat
intended: “We bought the meat and (also) ate it’

. Further question: Why must the main verb be spelt out in Medumba?

= main verb serves as the phonological host for the abstract inflectional features located in v
(and I), which feed the semantic meaning components of activity, agentivity, finiteness into
to the semantic derivation (Collins & Essizewa 2007)

= main verb (= lower V) functions as a resumptive element saving the feature chain from
incurring a violation of the empty category principle (e.g. Koopman & Sportiche 1986,
Collins 2004): Lower V is not c-commanded by higher V

4.5 Against other V-movement accounts

o Against parallel VV-chains — empirical differences to Gungbe (Aboh & Dyokanova 2009)

(60) a. Bu (%we) Séna  du blédi 15
cook FM Sena cook bread DET
‘Sena COOKED yam.’

b. [Foce V... [P V...[vp <V>]]]
L ]

i. Gungbe: Both copies in c-commanding position to the left, no intervening N-structure!

ii. Gungbe: Verbal copy formally identical to morphologically finite verb
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Against multiple spell-out of V-movement chain — empirical differences to Nupe
(Kandybowicz 2007, 2008)

(61) a. Musaé gi  bise gi. [Nupe]
Musa PROG eat hen eat
‘Musa IS eating the hen.’
b. [tp Musa € gi [vp heny [roep gi+FoC [ ...<V>...]]]
i. Nupe: Verb doubling under polarity/verum focus, not focus on lexical verb meaning
ii. Nupe: Object movement to case-position independently attested: OV, VO-orders
iii. Nupe: verb reduplication blocked with perfective aspect
iv. Nupe: no morphological focus markers preceding the focused constituent
v. Nupe: No segmental or tonal differences between the two copies
vi. Nupe: No copying of lower verbs in SVC constructions...
o Against rightward movement to the vP-adjunct]
= lllicit chain-relations, no c-command:
(62) [Vp [Vp V+v [Vp <V>] [Np a-— [Np N V]] ]
= but licit derivation in terms of sidewards movement (Nunes 2001) possible...
63) [vp...<V>...] [ne@d=[ne N V)
| |
5.  Semantic Interpretation of verb doubling
. Central Claim:
The proposed syntactic structure for verb doubling in terms of vP-adjunction of a nominalized
verb can be interpreted in compositional fashion, using a Neo-Davidsonian event semantics
(Davidson 1967, Parsons 1990, Kratzer 2000, Champollion 2010, a.0.)
(2) a nond nd’ 13" bi a 1lu'u
Nana Pg take knife Foc take
‘Nana TOOK the knife.” (... she did not steal it)
(64) a. [rpnd’ vp [ndné v [vp 10 em 1]l & 107
b. [[18" ey o1 1] = )e. TH(the_knife, e)
c. [[vl] = AP AXAe.AG(X.e) & P(e) (event identification)

d. [[v 14" bi]]

Ax.ae. AG(x,e) & TH(the_knife, e)
Le. AG(nana,e) & TH(the_knife, €)
e. taking(e); [[& 1u'u]]" = ALT([[1a*u]])}

e. [[nané v 14" bi]]

f. [[& 1u'u]]
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g. [[nané v 14 bia 1u'a]] = ie. AG(ndnd.e) & TH(the knife, e) & taking(e);
U existential closure

= 1iff 3e[AG(nand,e) & TH(the_knife, e) & taking(e)];
defined iff 3C={)e. AG(nand,e) & TH(the_knife, e) & ec ALT([[1au]]%)}

= 1 iff there is an activity of taking acted out by Nana on the knife against a contextual
background containing salient alternatives to Nana taking the knife, such as Nana stealing,
giving, burning, stabbing with the knife etc.

6. Conclusions & Outlook

The investigation of formal focus marking in Medumba has yielded the following results:

o Focus is consistently marked with a morphological FM & preceding the focused constituent.
o Focus marker c-selects for nominal/non-verbal constituents only

. This leads to a complication in the case of V-focus = insertion of Vcopy as focus exponent

3 Vcopy IS formed in the syntactic derivation by means of a process of feature copying between
two Vs within the same vP.

Cross-linguistic outlook:

o Categorical restriction of FMs to nominal constituents quite widespread in natural language;
cf. Zimmermann (2012).

. Marking of V-focus problematic in many languages, leading to a number of ‘repair strategies’:
i No marking: Bura , Duwai, Ngizim (all Chadic)

ii.  V-Copying: Medumba, Yoruba (Kwa), Gungbe (Kwa), ...

iii.  Shift of FM to adjacent object constituent: Guruntum (Hartmann & Zimmermann 2009)

. What looks like a unified process of V-doubling (to postverbal position) across languages may
involve different underlying structures: Kabiye vs Nupe vs Medumba
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	Nana     P6     take  foc knife
	foc   Ngami       P6 come
	nana      F1+F3  cook    fufu    tomorrow
	nana      F1+F3   cook   fufu   foc  tomorrow
	they  F0    eat    with spoon
	they  F0   eat  foc with  spoon
	They will eat WITH A SPOON.’ (… and not with their hands)
	it   is  foc  Ngami    P6    come
	it   is   foc tomorrow  that  nana    F1+F3  cook   fufu    def

