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Abstract

This study undertakes a comparative morphological analysis 

of derivation and inflection in EkeGusii (a Bantu language) 

and English (an Indo-European language). It aims to 

uncover how each language encodes grammatical and 

lexical meaning through morphological processes, while 

exploring theoretical and typological implications. 

Employing a descriptive-analytical approach and grounded 

in Morpheme-based Morphology and Typological 

Linguistics, the paper examines corpus data and native 

speaker elicitation to analyze affixation, reduplication, noun 

class systems, and verb inflection. Findings reveal that while 

English exhibits a relatively poor inflectional system, 

EkeGusii shows a highly agglutinative and morphologically 

rich system, especially in verbs. The study concludes that 

morphological complexity is structurally motivated and 

carries important implications for linguistic theory, language 

learning, and documentation of African languages. 
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1. Introduction 

1.1 Background 

Morphology, the branch of linguistics concerned with the internal structure of words, plays a fundamental role in the 

description and comparison of languages. Morphological theory distinguishes primarily between inflection, which modifies a 

word to express grammatical relations (such as tense, number, or case), and derivation, which creates new words by altering a 

word’s category or meaning (Bauer, 2003; Aronoff & Fudeman, 2011) [4, 2]. These processes are realized through morphemes 

the smallest units of meaning or grammatical function. 

Languages across the world exhibit striking differences in how they employ morphology. Some languages, like English, show 

limited morphological complexity and are considered relatively analytic, relying heavily on word order and auxiliary 

constructions to convey grammatical information. Others, such as many Bantu languages, are agglutinative and synthetic, 

meaning that they attach multiple affixes to a root to convey a broad range of grammatical and semantic information in a single 

word (Comrie, 1981; Hyman, 2003) [9, 14]. 

EkeGusii, a Bantu language spoken primarily in southwestern Kenya by the AbaGusii community, exhibits a rich 

morphological system characteristic of the Bantu family. It features an elaborate noun class system, verbal extensions, and 

subject-object agreement markers, making its morphology highly productive and structurally dense (Cammenga, 2002) [7]. 

English, in contrast, has lost much of its inflectional richness over time and now depends largely on derivational morphology 

and syntactic devices for grammatical expression (Plag, 2003) [22]. 

Given these typological contrasts, a comparative examination of derivation and inflection in Ekegusii and English can yield 

significant insights into both universal and language-specific morphological processes. While existing studies have described 

these languages individually (e.g., Crystal, 2003 for English; Cammenga, 2002 for EkeGusii) [10, 7], few have examined their 

morphological systems side-by-side. This study seeks to fill that gap by conducting a detailed analysis of derivational and 

inflectional morphology in both languages. 

 

1.2 Statement of the Problem 

Despite the clear typological divergence between EkeGusii and English, there has been limited scholarly work aimed at 
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comparing their morphological systems. Existing literature 

has largely focused on describing these systems within their 

respective linguistic traditions without examining how 

derivational and inflectional mechanisms operate in contrast. 

This lack of comparative data obscures our understanding of 

morphological diversity and limits the broader theoretical 

insights that can be drawn from cross-linguistic analysis. 

Specifically, there is a dearth of studies that systematically 

explore how word formation and grammatical encoding are 

handled differently in these two languages one agglutinative 

and Bantu, the other analytic and Indo-European. 

 

1.3 Research Objectives 

This study is guided by the following core objectives, aimed 

at advancing the understanding of morphological structures 

across typologically distinct languages: 

1. To identify and categorize the range of derivational and 

inflectional morphemes attested in EkeGusii and 

English, with particular attention to their morphological 

position, semantic functions, and productivity. 

2. To examine and compare the morphological processes 

involved in the construction of words and the marking 

of grammatical features in both languages, including 

affixation, reduplication, and morphotactic ordering. 

3. To analyze the typological implications that arise from 

the observed morphological strategies in EkeGusii and 

English, with the goal of situating each language within 

broader morphological typology frameworks (for 

example., analytic vs. agglutinative) and highlighting 

cross-linguistic variation and convergence. 

 

1.4 Research Questions 

In pursuit of the objectives outlined above, the study seeks 

to address the following research questions: 

1. What specific derivational and inflectional morphemes 

are employed in EkeGusii and English, and how are 

they morphologically structured? 

2. How do derivational and inflectional processes 

contribute to word formation and grammatical 

expression in the two languages, particularly within 

nominal and verbal domains? 

3. In what ways do the similarities and differences in 

morphological behavior reflect the typological profiles 

of EkeGusii and English, and what theoretical 

implications can be drawn from this comparison? 

 

1.5 Significance of the Study 

The significance of this comparative study lies in its 

multifaceted contribution to linguistic theory and empirical 

language documentation. First, it offers a systematic cross-

linguistic analysis of morphological strategies in two 

structurally divergent languages one a Bantu language 

characterized by agglutinative morphology and extensive 

inflectional paradigms, and the other an Indo-European 

language with a more isolating and derivationally driven 

system. By juxtaposing these linguistic systems, the study 

deepens our understanding of the functional load of 

morphology and its role in syntactic realization, lexical 

expansion, and communicative economy. 

Second, the study contributes to the under-explored domain 

of comparative Bantu-Indo-European morphology, 

providing fresh empirical data that can refine typological 

classifications and inform the ongoing development of 

morphological theory, including morpheme-based and post-

syntactic models such as Distributed Morphology. 

Third, the research holds practical relevance for applied 

linguistics, particularly in language pedagogy, translation, 

and language revitalization. It enhances the visibility of 

EkeGusii within academic literature, thereby contributing to 

the preservation of linguistic diversity and supporting efforts 

in African language documentation and curriculum design. 

 

1.6 Scope and Limitations 

This study is confined to a morphological analysis of nouns 

and verbs, which are selected due to their central role in 

hosting both derivational and inflectional morphology in the 

two target languages. These categories provide a robust 

basis for examining morphological productivity, morpheme 

ordering, and semantic functions. 

The scope excludes phonological and syntactic analysis, 

except where such information is indispensable for 

morphological parsing or for disambiguating 

morphosyntactic alignment. Furthermore, while the study 

engages with theoretical frameworks, it adopts a descriptive-

analytical methodology rather than an experimental or 

computational one. The linguistic data utilized are drawn 

from existing descriptive grammars, corpora, and field 

elicitation from native speakers, ensuring that both standard 

and contextually nuanced morphological constructions are 

represented. 

Due to time and resource constraints, the analysis focuses on 

Standard English and Central EkeGusii, thereby excluding 

regional dialectal variation or historical diachronic 

perspectives, which could be considered in future research. 

 

2. Literature Review 

Morphology: Key Concepts 

Morphology is the branch of linguistics that studies the 

structure of words and the internal rules that govern their 

formation. It examines how morphemes the smallest 

meaningful units of language combine to form complex 

words (Aronoff & Fudeman, 2011) [2]. Morphemes are 

broadly classified as free (those that can stand alone, such as 

book or run) and bound (those that must attach to another 

morpheme, such as -ed, -s, or un-). 

A central distinction in morphology lies between inflection 

and derivation. Inflectional morphemes serve a grammatical 

function, modifying a word’s tense, number, aspect, mood, 

or case without changing its lexical category or core 

meaning. For example, in English, the morpheme -s in 

books denotes plural number, while -ed in walked marks 

past tense (Haspelmath & Sims, 2010) [12]. 

In contrast, derivational morphology involves the creation of 

new words by changing the base word’s meaning or lexical 

category. For example, adding -ness to happy forms the 

noun happiness, and un- added to kind results in unkind. 

Derivational affixes are often semantically rich and less 

predictable than inflectional ones (Bauer, 1983) [3]. 

Common morphological processes include: 

Affixation: The addition of prefixes, suffixes, infixes, or 

circumfixes to roots. 

Compounding: The combination of two or more words to 

form a new word, such as toothbrush or rainfall. 

Reduplication: the repetition of a morpheme or syllable, 

often to mark plurality, intensity, or iterative action. While 

rare in English, reduplication is prominent in many Bantu 

languages, including EkeGusii (Marlo, 2014). 
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Derivational Morphology in English 

Derivational morphology in English is predominantly 

achieved through prefixation and suffixation, with a rich 

inventory of affixes that contribute class-maintaining to 

semantic change or category shift. English prefixes are 

usually, such as un-, re-, and dis-: 

un+happy → unhappy 

re+write → rewrite 

dis+agree → disagree 

On the other hand, suffixes are frequently class-changing. 

Examples include: 

-ness (adj → noun): dark → darkness 

-able (verb → adj): read → readable 

-tion (verb → noun): inform → information 

Bauer (2003) [4] notes that English derivation is both 

semantically productive and diachronically rich, drawing 

from Latin, Germanic, and French origins. However, not all 

derivational processes are productive. For example, while -

ness remains a productive suffix for forming abstract nouns, 

suffixes like -th (warm → warmth) are no longer productive 

in contemporary English (Plag, 2003) [22]. 

 

Derivational Morphology in EkeGusii 

EkeGusii, a Bantu language spoken by the AbaGusii of 

Kenya, exhibits a rich and productive system of derivational 

morphology, particularly within the verbal domain. 

Derivational extensions, commonly known as verbal 

extensions, modify the valency and argument structure of 

verbs. Some of the most salient derivational extensions 

include: 

Causative (-i-, -es-): indicates that the subject causes 

someone else to perform the action. 

Example: ruga "to cook" → rugera "to cause to cook" 

(Bosire, 2006) [5]. 

Applicative (-er-): introduces an additional argument, 

typically a beneficiary or location. 

Example: nacha "to cut" → nachera "to cut for someone." 

Reciprocal (-an-): indicates mutual action among subjects. 

Example: aka "to hit" → akana "to hit each other." 

Nominalizers (-se, -re): transform verbs or adjectives into 

nouns or agentive forms. 

Example: seka "to laugh" → amaseko"laughter." 

derivation is often less overt, and many derivational changes 

do not involve clear affixation: 

Nominalization may not change the form: 

etengo (dance [noun]) ← root go-teng-a (to dance) 

Verbal extensions (applicative, causative, reciprocal, etc.) 

modify verb meaning through suffixes: 

rera (cry) → reera (cry for someone) 

inchwo (come) → inchwo komo (come with each other) 

Unlike English, the root often remains stable, and derivation 

involves morpheme stacking within the verb complex. 

 

Theoretical Explanation 

Derivation in EkeGusii can be explained using Non-

Concatenative Morphology and Template Morphology, 

where changes are not always affixal but involve internal 

modification or extended affix templates, especially for 

verbal derivation. 

Such derivational processes demonstrate the morphological 

richness and valency-changing flexibility of EkeGusii verbs. 

They also underscore the semantic and functional centrality 

of verbal extensions in Bantu morphosyntax (Hyman & 

Mchombo, 1992) [15]. 

Comparative Summary Table (Derivation) 

 
Category English EkeGusii 

Word Class Change Common Minimal/often none 

Affix Position 
Prefixes and 

Suffixes 

Primarily suffixes (verbal 

extensions) 

Lexical Example 
dance → 

dancer 

etengo (noun) ← -teng- 

(verb root) 

Productivity 
High (many 

affixes) 

Lower (reliant on verb 

extensions) 

Example of Extension N/A 
-er- (applicative), -an- 

(reciprocal) 

Morphological 

Transparency 
Often opaque Highly transparent 

 

Typological Implications 

Word Formation Strategy: 

English uses derivational compounding and affixation more 

frequently. 

EkeGusii uses inflectional agreement and derivational 

extensions, especially in verbs. 

Morphosyntactic Alignment: 

EkeGusii's noun class system integrates syntax with 

morphology more tightly than English. 

Complexity: 

English has semantic opacity in derivation (e.g., understand 

≠ stand under), while EkeGusii maintains semantic 

transparency via root + affix composition. 

Direction of Morphological Change: 

English: Derivation > Inflection 

EkeGusii: Inflection > Derivation 

The morphological comparison between English and 

EkeGusii illustrates contrasting typological characteristics: 

suffixal fusional inflection and rich derivation in English vs. 

prefixal agglutinative inflection and root-based derivation in 

EkeGusii. These differences reflect underlying grammatical 

architectures shaped by linguistic history, typology, and 

morphosyntactic interaction. The analysis underscores how 

the same morphological goals such as tense marking or class 

creation are achieved through different structural paths in 

distinct language families. 

 

Inflectional Morphology in English 

Suffixal Inflection 

In English, inflection is predominantly suffixal. This is 

typical of fusional languages, where inflectional morphemes 

are affixed to word stems to indicate grammatical categories 

such as: 

Number: egg → eggs 

Tense: walk → walked 

Aspect: eat → eating 

Comparative/Superlative: tall → taller, tallest 

These inflections do not change the word class of the stem 

but indicate grammatical relationships in a sentence. 

 

Theoretical Explanation 

English inflection aligns with the Lexicalist Hypothesis and 

Word-and-Paradigm Morphology, where inflectional rules 

operate at the word level, without changing syntactic 

categories. 

English has a relatively limited inflectional system 

compared to agglutinative languages. It inflects primarily 

for tense, number, person, and comparison. The following 

are the most common inflectional morphemes in English: 
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-s for plural (cats), and 3rd person singular present (he 

walks) 

-ed for past tense (jumped) 

-ing for present participle (jumping) 

-er, -est for comparative and superlative (taller, tallest) 

The inflectional system in English is considered fesional, 

meaning a single morpheme may express multiple 

grammatical categories (Matthews, 1991) [18]. For example, 

walked contains a single morpheme -ed, which indicates 

both tense and aspect. This contrasts sharply with the 

agglutinative tendencies in Bantu languages, where multiple 

distinct affixes may mark each grammatical category 

independently. 

 

Inflectional Morphology in EkeGusii 

EkeGusii’s inflectional system is both complex and regular, 

especially within the verb phrase. It uses prefixes for 

inflection. Inflectional morphology in EkeGusii is 

agglutinative, where multiple prefixes are used to mark:  

Noun class (gender/number): omw-ana (child) → aba-na 

(children) 

Verb subject agreement: nko-ruga (I cook) → ba-koruga 

(they cook) 

Tense/aspect: na-gen-d (he/she will leave), nko-genda are 

(he/she is leaving) 

These prefixes reflect agreement markers, noun class, and 

tense/aspect, essential for syntax in Bantu languages. 

 

Comparative Summary Table (Inflection) 

 
Category English EkeGusii 

Morphological Type Fusional Agglutinative 

Inflection Position Suffix Prefix 

Grammatical 

Categories 

Number, Tense, 

Case, Aspect 

Noun class, Number, 

Tense, Agreement 

Example egg → eggs regena → amagena 

Change of Word 

Class? 
No No 

Typological 

Implication 

Low morpheme-per-

word ratio 
 

 

Theoretical Explanation 

This fits the Item-and-Arrangement model, where affixal 

morphemes (especially prefixes) are clearly segmentable 

and attached in fixed positions. Bantu inflection also aligns 

with Distributed Morphology, where morphology is tightly 

linked to syntactic structure. 

The language employs a system of concordial agreement 

markers, reflecting subject, object, tense, aspect, mood 

(TAM), and noun class. The basic verb structure is 

characterized by: 

 

Subject Prefix + TAM Marker + Verb Root + Extensions 

+ Final Vowel 

 

Example: 

mba-ruger-ane 

 

3SG-FUT-cook-APPL-RECIP-FV = "He/she will cook for 

each other" 

(Source: Cammenga, 2002) [7] 

Inflection in nouns is also marked by noun class prefixes, 

which encode number and class agreement. For example: 

Om-onto (person, Class 1) → aba-nto (people, Class 2) 

e-mesa (table, Class 9) → chi-mesa (tables, Class 10) 

Each noun class controls agreement on adjectives, verbs, 

and pronouns, creating a network of morphosyntactic 

concord that permeates the entire sentence (Katamba, 2003) 
[17]. These features place EkeGusii within the typological 

class of agglutinative, concordial languages. 

 

Theoretical Approaches to Morphology 

Various theoretical models have been developed to analyze 

morphological phenomena. Three prominent frameworks 

applicable to this study are: 

 

a. Morpheme-Based Morphology 

This traditional model treats words as sequences of 

morphemes. The Item-and-Arrangement model (Hockett, 

1954) [13] views morphology as a linear string of discrete 

elements, suitable for agglutinative languages like EkeGusii. 

The Item-and-Process model, meanwhile, accounts for 

changes that are not strictly concatenative (for example, 

internal vowel changes). 

 

b. Lexeme-Based Morphology 

Championed by Aronoff (1994) [1], this approach 

emphasizes the centrality of the lexeme, the abstract unit of 

meaning. Morphological operations are viewed as rules 

applied to whole words rather than smaller units. 

 

c. Distributed Morphology 

Proposed by Halle and Marantz (1993) [11], this post-

syntactic model integrates morphology with syntax. 

Morphemes are inserted after syntactic operations, allowing 

for flexibility in languages with rich inflectional systems 

like EkeGusii. This framework is particularly relevant for 

analyzing concord systems and morphotactic ordering. 

 

Relevant Comparative Studies 

Comparative morphological studies between Bantu and 

Indo-European languages remain relatively scarce, though 

some foundational works have highlighted the typological 

contrast. Hyman (2003) [14] and Nurse & Philippson (2006) 
[20] emphasize the agglutinative and prefix-heavy nature of 

Bantu languages, contrasting them with the inflection-light 

and derivation-heavy profiles of Indo-European languages 

like English. Zwicky & Pullum (1983) [23] discuss universals 

of inflection and derivation, which offer a comparative lens 

for studying languages of differing morphological types. 

Studies such as Bresnan & Mchombo (1995) [6] on 

Chichewa and Bosire (2006) [5] on EkeGusii provide 

valuable data on verb morphology that can be juxtaposed 

with English morphology for analytical clarity. While much 

of the research on English derivation is Eurocentric, 

integrating Bantu linguistic data into comparative 

frameworks helps broaden typological generalizations and 

supports more inclusive theoretical models of morphology. 

 

Theoretical Framework 

This study adopts an integrated theoretical approach that 

draws from three interrelated linguistic frameworks: 

Typological Linguistics, Morpheme-Based Morphology 

(specifically the Item-and-Arrangement model), and the 

Lexicalist Hypothesis. These theories provide 

complementary perspectives on the nature, structure, and 

location of morphological processes, and together they offer 

a robust foundation for analyzing derivational and 

inflectional morphology in the typologically distinct 
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languages of EkeGusii (a Bantu language) and English (an 

Indo-European language). 

 

Typological Linguistics 

Typological Linguistics classifies languages based on their 

structural features, particularly how they handle 

morphological and syntactic information. A core typological 

distinction lies between agglutinative languages, which 

build words through the linear combination of discrete 

morphemes (for example, EkeGusii), and analytic or 

fusional languages, which rely more on syntactic 

constructions and fewer morphemes per word (for example, 

English). 

In this study, typological theory serves three key functions: 

1. Categorization: It helps situate EkeGusii and English 

within broader morphological types, revealing how 

form reflects function across languages. 

2. Comparison: It guides the cross-linguistic analysis of 

derivation and inflection by highlighting expected 

structural tendencies based on typology. 

3. Interpretation: It explains why certain morphological 

strategies are more productive or frequent in one 

language over another, rooted in their typological 

makeup. 

By employing Typological Linguistics, the study accounts 

not just for how words are formed, but why certain 

morphosyntactic structures prevail in each language. 

 

Morpheme-Based Morphology: The Item-and-

Arrangement Model 

The second theoretical lens is Morpheme-Based 

Morphology, specifically the Item-and-Arrangement (IA) 

model. This model views morphological structure as a 

sequence of discrete, linearly ordered morphemes, the 

smallest meaning-bearing units of language. 

In this study, the IA model is employed to: 

1. Segment and Analyze: Words are decomposed into root 

and affix components (e.g., subject prefixes, 

derivational extensions, tense markers). 

2. Classify: Each morpheme is classified as either 

inflectional (grammatical function) or derivational 

(lexical formation), enabling systematic analysis. 

3. Compare: The model facilitates side-by-side 

comparison of morphological complexity, regularity, 

and productivity in EkeGusii and English. 

This approach is especially suitable for agglutinative 

languages like EkeGusii, where morpheme boundaries are 

clear and predictable. Although English is less transparent 

morphologically, the IA model still provides a structural 

basis for analyzing affixation patterns. 

Overall, the IA model enhances the precision and 

consistency of morphological description across the two 

languages, making it an ideal tool for comparative analysis. 

 

The Lexicalist Hypothesis (Chomsky, 1970) [8] 

The third framework is the Lexicalist Hypothesis, which 

draws a principled distinction between derivation and 

inflection in the architecture of grammar. According to this 

hypothesis: 

Derivational morphology is a lexical process that creates 

new words or changes their grammatical category. It 

operates within the lexicon, before syntax. 

Inflectional morphology is a syntactic process that marks 

grammatical relationships (e.g., tense, number, agreement) 

and is typically applied post-lexically, at the interface 

between syntax and morphology. 

This hypothesis is especially useful in this study because: 

1. It provides a clear theoretical boundary for classifying 

morphemes as either derivational or inflectional. 

2. It explains where in the grammatical system these 

processes occur, helping to frame structural differences 

between EkeGusii and English. 

3. It supports analysis of morphological productivity and 

category change, particularly in understanding why 

some affixes combine freely while others are 

syntactically constrained. 

While EkeGusii may blur the lines between derivation and 

inflection due to its rich verbal morphology, the Lexicalist 

Hypothesis still offers a useful baseline for evaluating the 

degree of integration between lexicon and syntax across 

languages. 

 

Rationale for Theory Selection 

The choice of these three frameworks is both strategic and 

complementary: 

Typological Linguistics captures the macro-level structural 

patterns that distinguish the two languages. 

The Item-and-Arrangement model provides a micro-level 

analytical tool to describe and compare word formation in 

both languages. 

The Lexicalist Hypothesis bridges morphology and syntax, 

helping to locate processes within the broader grammatical 

system and clarify the distinction between word creation and 

grammatical marking. 

Together, these theories ensure that the study is grounded in 

both cross-linguistic comparison and structural analysis, 

making them especially well-suited for a detailed 

exploration of derivational and inflectional morphology in 

two typologically distinct languages. 

 

3. Methodology 

Research Design 

This study adopts a qualitative, descriptive, and comparative 

linguistic design, suitable for capturing the complexity of 

morphological structures across two typologically distinct 

languages, EkeGusii (a Bantu language with agglutinative 

tendencies) and English (an Indo-European language with 

more analytic structure). The study is framed within the 

Typological Linguistics tradition, which enables systematic 

comparison based on structural features such as word 

formation, morphotactics, and degree of fusion (cf. Comrie, 

1989; Dryer & Haspelmath, 2013). 

The Item-and-Arrangement (IA) model of morpheme-based 

morphology provides the structural lens through which 

individual words are analyzed as combinations of discrete 

morphemes. This is particularly suitable for isolating 

derivational and inflectional affixes in both languages, 

enabling precise segmentation and classification of 

morphological forms. 

Additionally, the study draws on the Lexicalist Hypothesis 

(Chomsky, 1970) [8] to distinguish between derivational 

morphology, which is assumed to occur within the lexicon 

and contribute to word formation, and inflectional 

morphology, which interfaces with syntax and often reflects 

grammatical categories such as tense, number, or agreement. 

This theoretical distinction is useful in framing the contrast 

between English and EkeGusii morphological strategies. 
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As the goal is interpretive and descriptive rather than 

predictive or statistical, the methodology relies on structured 

linguistic comparison, guided by these theoretical 

frameworks, to uncover typological, structural, and 

functional patterns. 

 

Data Sources 

EkeGusii Data 

Data for EkeGusii were collected from both primary and 

secondary sources: 

Primary data were obtained through structured and semi-

structured interviews with ten fluent native speakers from 

Kisii and Nyamira counties. These sessions elicited 

derivational extensions (for example, causative -i-, 

applicative -ir-, reciprocal -an-) and inflectional variants (for 

example, tense, aspect, noun class prefixes). Analysis was 

grounded in the IA model, segmenting each form into root 

and affix components for classification and comparison. 

Secondary data from descriptive works such as Cammenga 

(2002) [7] and Bosire (2006) [5] were used to validate elicited 

forms and broaden the typological database, ensuring both 

canonical and variation-rich examples. These resources 

supported typological inferences regarding EkeGusii’s 

agglutinative morphology. 

 

English Data 

English morphological data were sourced from: 

Large corpora, including the British National Corpus (BNC) 

and Corpus of Contemporary American English (COCA), 

offer high-frequency examples of inflectional and 

derivational forms. Morpheme segmentation followed IA 

principles, isolating affixes like -s, -ed (inflectional) and -

er, -ness, ize (derivational). 

 

Sampling 

A purposive sampling strategy ensured representative 

coverage of key morphological processes in both languages. 

A total of 100 verbs and 100 nouns per language were 

selected using the following criteria: Morphological 

richness, such as verbs with multiple derivational extensions 

(for example, causative, passive, reciprocal in EkeGusii; 

nominalization and agentive in English). Frequency and 

semantic utility, ensuring common forms were 

included.Diversity across semantic domains, covering 

motion, perception, action, and abstract reference. In 

EkeGusii, particular attention was paid to noun class 

variation and agreement zones, allowing a deeper 

understanding of inflectional morphology as it relates to 

syntax, an issue central to the Lexicalist Hypothesis. 

 

Data Collection Tools and Techniques 

The following tools were used to elicit and structure the 

morphological data: 

Structured Interviews and Elicitation Tasks: Participants 

were guided through root transformation exercises to 

produce both derivational forms (for example, korora 'to 

see' → koorokia 'to show') and inflectional forms (for 

example, tense-aspect morphology). This aligns with Item-

and-Arrangement analysis, focusing on how forms are built 

from smaller parts. 

 

Grammar Texts and Dictionaries: 

For EkeGusii, resources included the forthcoming EkeGusii-

English Dictionary (Maroa et al.) and Kenya Institute of 

Curriculum Development materials. For English, key 

references included Plag (2003) [22] and the Oxford English 

Dictionary. Derivational and inflectional patterns were 

analyzed in light of lexicon-syntax distinctions articulated in 

the Lexicalist Hypothesis. Field Notes and Audio 

Recordings: Interviews were recorded and transcribed to 

ensure phonological precision and accurate morpheme 

parsing. These data supported detailed IA-style glossing and 

annotation. 

 

Data Analysis Procedure 

The analysis followed a five-step process anchored in 

typological theory, Item-and-Arrangement morphology, and 

the Lexicalist framework: 

1. Morpheme Segmentation: Words were broken down 

into roots and affixes. EkeGusii examples were 

segmented into noun class prefixes, verb roots, and 

derivational/inflectional extensions. English forms were 

segmented into base stems and suffixes. This procedure 

follows IA principles, treating morphemes as linear 

elements. 

2. Classification: Morphemes were identified as 

inflectional (for example, EkeGusii TAM markers or 

English -s, -ed) or derivational (e.g., causative -i-, 

applicative -ir-, or English -ness, -ity), following 

Haspelmath & Sims (2010) [12]. The Lexicalist 

distinction informed which forms were seen as lexical 

(word-forming) and which as syntactic (grammar-

marking). 

3. Functional Comparison: Morphemes were compared 

across languages in terms of semantic scope and 

grammatical function. For example, EkeGusii’s 

prefixal, agglutinative strategies were contrasted with 

English’s suffixal, analytic forms, using a typological 

lens to explain the structural divergence. 

4. Glossing and Annotation: Examples were annotated 

using Leipzig Glossing Rules, ensuring transparency in 

how IA-based morpheme structure was presented and 

interpreted. 

5. Typological Interpretation: Findings were interpreted 

using Typological Linguistics, identifying EkeGusii as 

highly agglutinative with complex verbal morphology, 

and English as more analytic with simpler inflectional 

paradigms. This interpretation supports cross-linguistic 

generalizations and highlights language-internal 

morphological tendencies. 

 

Ethical Considerations 

This study adhered to standard ethical guidelines for 

linguistic fieldwork: 

Informed Consent: All EkeGusii participants gave verbal 

and written consent after being informed of the study's 

objectives and data use. 

Confidentiality and Anonymity: Participant names were 

replaced with pseudonyms in all transcriptions and analyses. 

Community Reciprocity: Participants were compensated, 

and results were shared with interested educators and 

activists involved in language revitalization, especially those 

concerned with preserving typologically rich and under-

documented morphologies like that of EkeGusii. 

Ethical protocols were aligned with Bowern (2008) and the 

Linguistic Society of America's Code of Ethics. 
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4. Findings and Discussions 

Derivational Morphology 

Derivational morphology in both EkeGusii and English 

reflects their distinct typological profiles, as interpreted 

through Typological Linguistics. EkeGusii, a Bantu 

language, exemplifies agglutinative morphology where 

verbs incorporate multiple derivational extensions within a 

single morphological word. In contrast, English, a more 

analytic/fusional language, demonstrates a more linear and 

isolated derivational strategy, primarily using prefixes and 

suffixes attached to base lexemes. 

 
Feature EkeGusii English 

Verb 

Derivation 

Causative: -i- 

Applicative: -er- 

Passive: -w- 

Prefixes: re- (rewrite), 

un- (undo) 

Suffixes: -ify, -ate 

Noun 

Derivation 

Nominalization: -se (e.g., 

amaseko "laughter") 

Agentive: -ri 

Suffixes: -ness, -er, -

tion 

Reduplication 
Emphatic/plural: gogogo 

(“many things”) 

Rare and non-

productive: bye-bye, 

go-go 

 

Using the Item-and-Arrangement model, EkeGusii 

morphology can be analyzed as a layering of morphemes 

within a single verbal structure. For example: 

a-ka-nyor-er-an-a 

3SG-FUT-sweep-APPL-RECIP-FV 

 

“He/she will sweep for each other.” 

 

This word exhibits multi-extension derivation, where both 

the applicative (-er-) and reciprocal (-an-) morphemes are 

linearly arranged onto the verb root (nyora), consistent with 

IA principles. Each morpheme contributes a distinct 

semantic and grammatical function, preserving morpheme 

boundaries—hallmarks of agglutinative morphology. 

From the Lexicalist Hypothesis perspective, these 

derivational extensions are treated as lexical operations. The 

stacking of derivational morphemes (for example, -er- and -

an-) occurs within the lexicon, forming complex verb stems 

before syntactic realization. 

By contrast, English derivation is lexeme-based and 

typically does not allow such internal stacking: 

 

beauty + -ify → beautify 

re + write → rewrite 

 

While these processes can change grammatical category (for 

example, noun → verb), they reflect one-at-a-time affixation 

and rarely form tightly integrated morpheme chains. English 

derivational morphemes thus align well with the Lexicalist 

Hypothesis, where derivation is word-based and occurs pre-

syntactically in the lexicon. 

 

Inflectional Morphology 

Inflectional processes further illustrate the typological 

divergence between the two languages. According to 

Typological Linguistics, Ekegusii is a highly inflecting-

agglutinative language, while English displays features of a 

fusional-analytic system. 

 
Feature EkeGusii English 

Noun 

Inflection 

Noun class prefixes: 

o-mo-te (“tree”, CL3) → e-me-

Plural -s: tree → trees 

Possessive: boy’s 

te (“trees”, CL4) 

Verb 

Inflection 

Complex verbal morphology: 

ni-nko-mo-kwanerie = “I will 

greet for” 

Tense -ed: walked 

3rd person -s: walks 

Agreement 

Verb agrees with the 

subject/object in noun class, 

person, and number 

Limited subject-verb 

agreement (3rd 

person) 

 

The IA model is particularly effective here: each Ekegusii 

verb is composed of discrete slots for tense, subject 

agreement, object agreement, derivation, and final vowel: 

 

ni-nko-mo-kwanerie 

1SG-FUT-OM-greet-APPL-FV 

 

“I will greet (someone).” 

 

Each morpheme corresponds to a unique grammatical 

function, and their linear arrangement supports IA analysis. 

EkeGusii’s inflectional system clearly favors prefixation, 

with internal agreement morphology handled within the verb 

complex. This aligns with agglutinative typology. 

From the Lexicalist perspective, inflection differs from 

derivation in that it is added post-lexically, often at the 

syntax-morphology interface. In EkeGusii, this distinction is 

somewhat blurred, as inflectional morphemes (for example, 

ni-, -nko-) integrate tightly into the morphological word. 

However, they still function to express syntactic 

relationships (person, tense, agreement), justifying their 

status as inflectional under Lexicalist assumptions. 

In English, inflectional morphology is minimal and suffixal: 

 

walk + -ed → walked 

she + walk + -s → she walks 

 

Inflection occurs late in the morphological process, 

supporting the Lexicalist division of labor between the 

lexicon (derivation) and syntax (inflection). English uses 

auxiliaries and periphrastic constructions to encode much of 

the grammatical information that in EkeGusii is compacted 

into the verb: 

 

EkeGusii: Ni-nko-mo-kwanerie 

English: I will greet him. 

 

Illustrative Examples 

EkeGusii Examples (IA + Typological + Lexicalist Lens) 

1. Mbaa-bus-e-rane (okwabusa) 

3SG-FUT-sweep-APPL-RECIP-FV 

 

“He/she will sweep for each other.” 

 

→ Demonstrates multiple derivational morphemes stacked 

linearly (IA), consistent with agglutinative typology. 

Morphologically formed in the lexicon (Lexicalist view). 

2. Omo-gor-i (okogora) 

AGT-buy 

“Buyer” 

→ Agentive derivation via suffix -ri (Lexicalist derivation), 

applied pre-syntactically. 

3. Seka → amaseko 

laugh → laughter 

Nominalization via suffix -se 
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→ Root-to-noun transformation (Lexical derivation), 

exemplifying Bantu noun class interaction. 

 

English Examples (Lexicalist and IA view) 

1. Re+write → rewrite 

Prefixal derivation, lexeme-based, no morpheme stacking 

supports Lexicalist derivation. 

2. Walk+ed → walked 

Inflectional suffix analyzed through IA as root + suffix, 

occurs post-lexically (inflection). 

3. Kind+ness → kindness 

Derivational suffix, lexical category change, processed in 

lexicon under Lexicalist model. 

 

Summary of Theoretical Applications: 

 
Theory Role in Analysis 

Typological 

Linguistics:: 

Identifies EkeGusii as agglutinative and English 

as analytic; explains structural divergence. 

Item-and-

Arrangement: 

Morphemes treated as linear, segmentable units; 

key to understanding verb/noun structure. 

Lexicalist 

Hypothesis: 

Helps distinguish derivation (in the lexicon) from 

inflection (syntax interface) in both languages. 

 

Discussion  

Overview 

This chapter interprets the comparative findings from the 

previous analysis through the lenses of Typological 

Linguistics, Item-and-Arrangement (IA) Morphology, and 

the Lexicalist Hypothesis, with the goal of articulating the 

deeper morphological, cognitive, and theoretical 

implications of the contrasts between EkeGusii and English. 

These frameworks jointly allow us to explain not only the 

structural organization of morphemes in each language but 

also the broader typological patterns and theoretical 

significance of how derivation and inflection function across 

language families. 

 

EkeGusii and English in Typological Perspective 

EkeGusii and English exemplify divergent typological 

categories: EkeGusii aligns with the agglutinative language 

type, while English fits within the analytic-fusional 

spectrum. In EkeGusii, morphemes are linearly arranged, 

morphologically transparent, and capable of combining into 

dense verbal complexes that encode multiple grammatical 

functions. For instance, derivational extensions such as -er- 

(applicative), -an- (reciprocal), and -i- (causative) stack 

predictably and independently onto the verb root.In contrast, 

English derivation is lexeme-focused and morphologically 

lean, with affixes often serving ambiguous or overlapping 

roles, and without recursive stacking within single words. 

This supports the typological hypothesis that agglutinative 

languages tend to maximize morphological structure, while 

analytic languages externalize grammatical information 

through syntax or auxiliary constructions. 

 

Morpheme Structure and Sequencing 

The Item-and-Arrangement model was instrumental in 

analyzing both languages by segmenting morphological 

forms into identifiable items (roots and affixes) arranged in 

a fixed linear sequence. In EkeGusii, this approach revealed 

a high degree of slot-based regularity: subject prefixes, 

TAM markers, derivational extensions, and final vowels 

appear in structurally fixed positions across verb forms. This 

morpheme stacking adheres closely to the IA model, 

exemplifying clear one-to-one correspondence between 

morpheme and meaning. 

English morphology also benefits from IA analysis, 

particularly in inflectional cases (for example, walked = 

walk + -ed), but derivational processes often resist neat 

linear decomposition due to morpheme fusion, allomorphy, 

and lexical idiosyncrasies (for example, receive, conceive, 

deceive all with -ceive but no productive base). This shows 

that English exhibits more structural opacity, and IA 

analysis is less effective at capturing productivity and 

regularity in derivation than it is for EkeGusii. 

 

Lexicalist Hypothesis: Derivation vs. Inflection 

The Lexicalist Hypothesis (Chomsky, 1970) [8] provided a 

critical distinction between derivational and inflectional 

processes. In both languages, derivation was shown to be 

lexicon-internal, responsible for forming new lexemes or 

altering lexical category (e.g., laugh → laughter in English; 

seka → amaseko in EkeGusii). Inflection, by contrast, was 

more syntactically conditioned and did not affect word class, 

as seen in tense and agreement markers. 

EkeGusii's rich verbal morphology challenged the clear-cut 

boundary proposed by the Lexicalist Hypothesis. 

Inflectional morphemes (e.g., person, tense, agreement) 

integrate tightly into the verb, often blurring the line 

between lexical formation and syntactic marking. This may 

call for a more flexible interpretation of the hypothesis for 

agglutinative languages, where the interface between 

morphology and syntax is more compact and less modular 

than in English. 

In English, the Lexicalist division remains robust: 

derivational processes (e.g., -ness, -ize, un-) clearly belong 

to the lexicon, while inflectional suffixes like -s, -ed, and -

ing are applied as post-lexical rules, often dependent on 

syntactic context (e.g., subject-verb agreement, tense). 

 

Cross-Linguistic Implications 

This comparative analysis demonstrates that language 

typology significantly influences the location, productivity, 

and complexity of morphological processes. Agglutinative 

languages like EkeGusii pack meaning into morphological 

words, with clearly segmentable affixes and a productive 

inventory of derivational extensions. Analytic languages like 

English distribute meaning more across syntactic 

constructions, and their derivation often involves lexical 

idiosyncrasy and lower productivity. 

The differences also suggest implications for language 

processing and acquisition: speakers of agglutinative 

languages may rely more on morpheme parsing and pattern 

generalization, while speakers of analytic languages may 

depend more on syntactic cues and lexical memorization. 

 

Theoretical Synthesis 

Together, the three theoretical frameworks complement each 

other: 

Typological Linguistics explains why EkeGusii and English 

structure their morphology differently. 

Item-and-Arrangement shows how those structures are built 

and sequenced at the morpheme level. 

The Lexicalist Hypothesis clarifies where morphological 

processes are located within the grammar either in the 

lexicon or at the syntax interface. 
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By applying all three, this study achieves a multi-

dimensional account of morphological behavior, capturing 

both cross-linguistic diversity and language-internal 

structure. 

 

5. Conclusion 

Summary of Findings 

This study set out to conduct a comparative morphological 

analysis of derivation and inflection in EkeGusii and 

English, guided by three core theoretical frameworks: 

Typological Linguistics, Item-and-Arrangement 

Morphology, and the Lexicalist Hypothesis. The findings 

reveal that the two languages demonstrate marked 

typological divergence, with EkeGusii exemplifying a 

morphologically rich, agglutinative structure and English a 

morphologically leaner, analytic/fusional system. 

In derivational morphology, EkeGusii employs a productive 

set of verbal extensions (for example, -er-, -an-, -i-) that can 

be recursively combined, while English relies more on 

prefixes and suffixes (for example, re-, -ness, -ify) applied in 

more isolated, lexeme-based derivations. In inflectional 

morphology, EkeGusii encodes extensive grammatical 

information within the verb (person, number, tense, mood, 

and voice), whereas English distributes this information 

more through auxiliaries and syntactic constructions, with 

limited agreement. 

These patterns were illuminated by: 

1. Typological Linguistics, which explained the structural 

profiles of each language. 

2. The Item-and-Arrangement model, which enabled 

detailed morpheme segmentation and comparison. 

3. The Lexicalist Hypothesis, which clarified the different 

roles of the lexicon and syntax in shaping derivational 

and inflectional forms. 

 

Theoretical Implications 

The study confirms the relevance of typological 

classification in morphological analysis. It shows that 

agglutinative languages like EkeGusii support the 

productivity and transparency of morpheme stacking, while 

analytic/fusional languages like English reflect tighter 

fusion, reduced inflection, and greater reliance on syntax. 

The effectiveness of the Item-and-Arrangement model was 

particularly evident in EkeGusii, where affix order and 

segmentation are regular and predictable. While it remains 

somewhat applicable to English, IA analysis is less effective 

in explaining semantic irregularity and non-compositional 

derivations. 

The Lexicalist Hypothesis proved valuable in distinguishing 

between derivation and inflection, especially in English. 

However, EkeGusii’s morphological compactness 

challenges the neat separation between lexical and syntactic 

processes, suggesting that in highly agglutinative languages, 

lexical and grammatical morphology are more 

interdependent than previously theorized. 

 

Contribution to Linguistic Scholarship 

This study contributes to the field of comparative 

morphology by: 

1. Providing one of the few systematic contrasts between a 

Bantu language (EkeGusii) and a Germanic language 

(English) at both the derivational and inflectional levels. 

2. Demonstrating how typological, structural, and lexical 

frameworks can be synthesized to yield a richer 

understanding of word formation processes. 

3. Highlighting morphological diversity and the 

importance of incorporating under-documented 

languages like EkeGusii into theoretical discussions. 

 

6. Recommendations for Future Research 

Future studies may consider: 

1. A diachronic perspective on how EkeGusii and English 

morphological processes have evolved over time. 

2. Broadening the sample to include other Bantu and Indo-

European languages for deeper typological 

generalization. 

3. Exploring psycholinguistic and cognitive processing of 

complex morphology in agglutinative versus analytic 

languages. 

4. Investigating how these morphological structures affect 

language acquisition, especially for bilingual speakers 

of EkeGusii and English. 

 

Final Reflection 

This comparative analysis underscores the value of 

combining typological theory, formal morphological 

modeling, and theoretical grammar in studying natural 

languages. While EkeGusii and English differ significantly 

in structure and strategy, each system reflects internally 

coherent principles of word formation, shaped by historical 

development, grammatical needs, and communicative 

function. Morphology, as this study shows, is not only a 

system of forms but a window into how languages organize 

thought, action, and relationship. 
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