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Discussions of the complement structure of Bantu clauses is dominated by the notion of a syntactic object which is discussed in detail by among others the following: Bresnan and Mchombo (1987), Bresnan and Moshi (1990), Baker (1990) and (1992), Rugemalira (1991), Mchombo (2004). Yet the notion of a syntactic object in Bantu languages remains unclear despite many attempts to definite it. The reason for the lack clarity is the unreliability of the diagnostics for objects/objecthood. Some of the problems encountered with the diagnostics are that they contradict each other (c.f.Rugemalira (1991); and in some languages they do not apply. Further, it is not even clear if the diagnostics indeed tell us anything about objecthood (c.f. Schadeberg (1993). 

In this paper we propose that the syntax of Bantu languages does not make reference to the notion ‘syntactic object’. That is, there is no linguistic category of objects in the syntax of Bantu languages which is the target of syntactic rules. Instead we propose that Bantu syntax broadly distinguishes complements from adjunct (we do not discuss subjects).  Crucially we argue that Bantu languages are typologically special in that the class of complements can be expanded beyond the sub-categorisation of the verb root by a valency increasing applicative suffix. As a result, Bantu languages have a much expanded notion of ‘complement’ than other languages. The complement structure of Bantu languages consists of two types of complements: namely, inherent complements, which are the subcategorised by the lexical verb, and derived complements, which are licensed by the applicative suffix. We will show that the behaviour of the so-called objects is a characteristic of complements generally. Differences in the syntactic behaviour of nominal complements and non-nominal complements will be shown to follow from general parameter settings as well as language specific parameter-settings. 

The paper is organised as follows.  In Section 1: we review the object criteria and illustrate their inadequacies. In Section 2 we show that Bantu languages distinguish only between complements and adjuncts. And that nominal complements behave like their non-nominal counterparts. In Section 3 We discuss the parameters that account for the differences in the complement structure of Bantu languages. We illustrated the efficacy of the parameters by accounting  for Kinyarwanda, Ruyambo, Chichewa, KiSwahili and SiSwati. Section 4 is the conclusion. 

