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The Kenyan Bantu language Kitharaka (E.54) has a biclausal construction in 
which a verb with an athematic subject takes a finite complement. A referential 
NP in the matrix subject position may acquire its thematic role through linkage 
with an argument at a lower level of embedding. The paper presents evidence that 
this construction, referred to as Empty Operator Raising, involves empty operator 
movement, although it is also semantically similar to Raising-to-Subject. If the 
matrix subject is distinct from the subject of the nearest embedded clause, this 
clause must contain a clefted NP. The author proposes that this clefting is a 
distancing strategy to prevent an empty operator in SPEC/CP from binding the 
embedded subject position, to avoid forming an illicit chain with the matrix 
subject 
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o. Introduction 

Kitharaka, a Bantu language spoken in the Tharaka Division of Tharaka-Nithi 
District in Kenya, has a biclausal construction in which a verb with an athematic 
subject takes a finite complement. A referential NP in the athematic matrix subject 
position may receive its thematic role through linkage with any argument at a 
lower level of embedding. This construction will be referred to as Empty Operator 
Raising (EOR) in anticipation of an analysis which involves empty operator 
movement and because of the semantic similarity of EOR predicates to Raising to 
Subject (RS) predicates in English and other languages. 

The paper consists of the following sections. Section 1 describes EOR. Sections 
1.1 and 1.2 discuss, respectively, thematic transmission and c1efting in EOR. 
Section 2 proposes an analysis of EOR. Section 2.1 compares EOR to constituent 
questions in Kitharaka, while section 2.2 compares it with WH-movement. Section 
3 concludes. 

1. EOR in Kitharaka 

This section describes EOR in Kitharaka. This construction, like similar 
constructions in other Bantu languages [cf. Perez (Harford) 1985], takes a finite 
complement in both its non-"Raised" and "Raised" variants, as seen in examples 
(la) and (lb).l A non-finite complement is possible only if "Raising" has taken 
place;2 this variant will not be discussed in this paper. 

I The examples in this paper are rendered using the standard orthography of Kimeru, the dialect 
cluster whose members are the closest relatives of Kitharaka, with one exception: I have 
borrowed the symbol "-" from Gikuyu to distinguish the seven vowels common to all of these 
languages. Although detailed phonetic work has yet to be done on Kitharaka, ''i'' may be 
tentatively identified as [e], "e" as [e], "u" as [0], "0" as [::>]. Also, "b" may be identified with 
[~], "g" with [V], and "th" with [6]. Tones are marked where available. Acute accent indicates 
high tone; grave accent low tone. Ungrammatical examples are not marked for tone. 

The following abbreviations are used throughout: 
CONT continuous OM object marker 
FV verb final vowel PASS passive 
HAB habitual PRF perfect 
INF infinitive PR predicative 
LOC locative PST past 
NPST near past REC reciprocal 

RPST 
RS 
SM 
ST 
VS 

remote past 
raising-to-subject 
subject marker 
stative 
verb stem 

A slash in the glosses indicates fusion of morphemes in this otherwise agglutinative language. 
Numbers in all examples are noun class numbers and follow the numbering system for Bantu 
noun classes originated by Bleek [1862] and now referred to as the Bleek-Meinhof system. 
2 An example of a non-finite complement when "Raising" has taken place: 

mil-nta 6y6 n-a-iy-lk-een-e i-kil-iy-a m-bilrl 
I-person this.I PR-SM.I-know-ST-REC/PRF-FV PR-I-steal-FV lO-goats 
'This person is known for stealing goats.' 
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(1) a. 
"" .......... " <it. 3 i-kW-ly-lk-een-e an mu-ntii ii-yii n-aa-ij-rr-e m-brJrl 

PR-SM.I7-know-ST-REC/PRF-FVthat I-person this-I PR-SM.I-steal-PST-FV to-goats 

'It is known that this person stole goats.' 

b. mu-nta 6-y6 n-aa-iy-lk-een-e an n-aa-ij-rr-e m-bOrl 
I-person this-I PR-SM.I-know-ST-REC/PRF-FV that PR-SM.l-steal-PST-FV lO-goats 

'This person is known to have stolen goats' 

The embedded clauses in both examples (la) and (lb) contain a tensed verb 
whose subject marker (SM) agrees obligatorily with the noun class of the matrix 
subject.4 In examples such as (lb), it is not possible to have distinct referential 
subjects in the matrix and embedded clauses. Thus, example (2), in which the 
subject antii 'people' of the matrix verb is distinct from muntii iira 'that person', 
subject of the embedded clause, is ungrammatical. 

(2) * a-ntii i-ba-iy-1k-een-e an mu-ntii ii-ra 
2-people PR-SM.2-know-ST-REC/PRF-FV that I-person I-that 

n-aa-raa-um-ir-e nja ya n-tb1 igoro 
PR-SM.I-NPST-Ieave-PST-FV outside of 9-country day before yesterday 

'People are known that that man left the country the day before yesterday' 

There is an exception to this generalization. The matrix and embedded subjects 
may be distinct, but two conditions must be met, as listed in (3) and illustrated by 
the example in (4). 

3 I refer to the first morpheme of both the matrix and embedded verbs as the predicator (PR), a 
term lowe to Patrick R. Bennett. Bergvall [1987] uses the term "assertion marker" for a cognate 
morpheme in Gikuyu. Clements [1985] refers to this morpheme as the focus particle. The PR 
takes the form i- preceding a consonant and n- preceding a vowel, with lengthening of the vowel. 
It appears on both verbs and nouns, with significant syntactic effects, as will be seen below. 

The stative extension in examples (la, b) is a verbal morpheme which intransitivizes a verb, in 
a way similar to the passive. In this verb, and in another in the examples in this paper, it is found 
in combination with the reciprocal extension, which carries no meaning in this context. This 
"spurious reciprocal" phenomenon, in which the reciprocal occurs meaninglessly with the 
stative, is also found in Kiswahili [Cf. Mchombo [1990] on the stative extension in Chichewa.] 
4 Kitharaka is similar in many respects to Bantu languages already described in the generative 
literature (cf., for example, Bennett [1970], Bergvall [1987], Bokamba [1981], Bresnan and 
Mchombo [1987], Bresnan and Moshi [1990], Clements [1984], [1985], Demuth and Johnson 
[1989], Demuth and Gruber [1994], Perez (Harford) [1985]), and readers are referred to these 
sources and the references therein for further information. Other sources on this language include 
Mbeeria [1979,1981] and Lindblom [1914]. 
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(3) a. The matrix subject must be linked to an embedded position other 
than the subject. 

b. There must be a clef ted preverbal NP in the embedded clause which 
is linked to the embedded subject (represented by the subject marker 
on the verb). 

(4) mu-ntO a-yO n-aa-iY-lk-een-e n-aa-nJaru 
I-person this-I PR-SM.I-know-ST -REC/PRF-FV PR-14-illness 

bO-ftm-TIt-e a-uuth-a 
SM. 14-cause-PRF-FVSM. I-become thin-FV 

'This person is known that it is an illness that made him/her thin. ' 

In example (4), the preverbal NP niiiiriiaru 'illness' is clef ted and linked to the 
subject marker brJ- of brJtmllite 'cause', the causative verb, via class 14 agreement 
between the noun rJriiaru 'illness' and brJ-. The matrix subject muntr1 rJyrJ 'this 
person' is linked to the subject of the verb auutha 'became thin', also via noun 
class agreement (class 1), in the clause embedded under brJtlmTIte. Example (5) 
shows that the clef ted preverbal NP is obligatory. 

(5) *mu-ntr1 ii-yO n-aa-lY-lk-een-e bii-tun-l1t-e 
I-person this-I PR-SM.I-know-ST-REC/PRF-FV SM.14-cause-PRF-FV 

a-uuth-a 
SM. I-become thin-FV 

'This person is known that it made him thin.' 

The subject marker of brJtlmTIte is class 14, which could refer to the class 14 
noun iiriiaru 'illness', omitted here, as any preverbal subject NP may be in this 
language. However, the subject marker of a verb immediately embedded under an 
EOR verb may not receive such a pronominal interpretation, but must be 
coreferential with the matrix subject in the absence of a clefted preverbal NP.5 

BrJtlmTIte must be linked to an overt NP; hence, example (5), which has omitted 
this NP, is ungrammatical. 

Not only is this preverbal NP obligatory, but it must also be clefted. An 
embedded subject which is not clef ted, such as iiriiaru 'illness' in example (6), is 
ungrammatical. 

5 In this respect these data may be compared to the Kiruundi data presented in Perez (Harford) 
[1984], in which the same coreference requirement on the embedded subject holds for finite 
verbs embedded under Control verbs. They may also be compared to English examples such as 
John wants Mary to leave and John wants to leave, in which the absence of Mary forces the 
subject of the infinitive to want to be coreferential with John. 
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(6) *mu-nta ii-yii n-aa-ly-lk-een-e ii-riiaru bii-tlm-11t-e 
I-person this-l PR-SM.I-know-ST-REC/PRF-FV 14-illness SM.14-cause-PRF-FV 

a-uuth-a 
SM. I-become thin-FV 

'This person is known that an illness made him/her thin' 

There are two other observations to be made about the EOR variant in which 
the matrix and embedded subjects are not linked to each other. First, the 
requirement for a clefied preverbal NP cannot be exclusively due to the change of 
subject between the matrix and embedded clauses, because it is possible to have an 
overt pronoun preceding the embedded verb which is linked to the matrix subject, 
as in (7a), as long as it is clefied. The example in (7b) is ungrammatical because 
the preverbal pronoun in the embedded clause is not clefied. 

(7) a. mil-nta ii-yO n-aa-ly-ik-een-e ad n-we a-lJ-lI-e m-bdrl 
I-person this-l PR-SM.I-know-ST-REC/PRF-FV that PR-PRO.I SM.I-steal-PST-FV 10- goats 

'This person is known that it is s/he who stole the goats.' 

b. *mu-ntii ii-yii n-aa-ly-lk-een-e ali we a-lj-lI-e m-biirJ 
I-person this-l PR-SM.I-know-ST-REC/PRF-FVthat PRO.I SM.I-steal-PST-FV lO-goats 

'This person is known that s/he stole the goats.' 

The only way for a bare NP to appear in preverbal position in the embedded 
clause is for it to be linked to a clefied pronoun marked with the PR, as illustrated 
in (8). In this example, the independent pronoun bu is the clefied preverbal NP and 
iiriiaru is a topic linked to it. 

(8) mil-nta ii-yO n-aa-ly-1k-een-e ii-niaru 
I-person this-l PR-SM.I-know-ST-REC/PRF-FV 14-illness 

i-bii ba-tlm-llt-e a-ililth-a 
PR-PRO.14 SM.14-cause-PRF-FV SM. I-become thin-FV 

'This person is known that an illness, it is it that made him/her sick. ' 

Second, it is also possible for the matrix subject to be coreferential with the 
object of the embedded clause rather than with a subject at a deeper level of 
embedding. As before, there must be a clefied preverbal NP. Examples (9a) and 
(9b) together show that non-clefiing is ungrammatical. Examples (lOa) and (lOb) 
show that the object marker (OM) on the verb is optional and does not affect the 
requirement for a clefied preverbal NP. 
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(9) a. ?mu-nta 6-yil n-aa-ly-lk-een-e aa i-dngau oorag-ir-e 
I-person this-l PR-SM.I-know-ST-REC/PRF-FV that PR-Cingau SM.I-kill-PST-FV 

'This person is known that it is Cingau that killed.' 

b. *mu-ntii ii-yO n-aa-JY-lk-een-e ali cmgau oorag-lI-e 
I-person this-l PR-SM.I-know-ST-REC/PRF-FV that Cingau SM.I-kill-PST-FV 

'This person is known that Cingau killed. ' 

(10) a. mu-nta 6-y6 n-aa-iy-lk-een-e aa i-cmgau a-m6-6rag-ir-e 
I-person this-l PR-SM.I-know-ST-REC/PRF-FV that PR-Cingau SM.I-QM.I-kill-PST-FV 

"This person is known that it is Cingau that killed him/her.' 

b. *mu-ntii ii-yO n-aa-JY-lk-een-e ali cmgau a-mii-iirag-lI-e 
I-person this-l PR-SM.I-know-ST-REC/PRF-FV that Cingau SM.I-QM.I-kill-PST-FV 

, This person is known that Cingau killed him.' 

Note the contrast with RS in a language like English, in which examples such as 
*This person seems that John killed (him) and *This person seems John to have 
killed (him) are impossible.6 

To summarize at this point, in EOR, the matrix and embedded subjects are 
obligatorily coreferential, unless the matrix subject is linked to another embedded 
position and the embedded clause contains a clef ted preverbal NP modified by a 
relative clause. The embedded subject is never interpreted as a pronoun. 

1.1. Thematic Transmission. In the examples in the previous section, the matrix 
subject is not assigned a thematic role by the matrix verb, but receives one by 
being coreferential with an argument in the embedded clause. The evidence for 
thematic transmission in this construction comes from expletive subjects, idioms, 
and the obligatoriness of the embedded clause. 

6 Examples in (9)-(10) do not cover all of the possibilities for the linking of the matrix subject in 
this construction, such as indirect object, possessor of an object, etc. There are two reasons why I 
prefer to confine the data to the possibilities presented here. First, the most important 
characteristic of this construction, on which the analysis to be presented below is based, is that 
the matrix subject need not be linked to the immediately embedded subject. The matrix subject 
must be linked to receive a thematic role, but the range of possible sources for this thematic role 
is tangential to the obligatory linking of the embedded subject. Second, the examples given 
already push the limits of the elicitation method, which requires reasonably natural and 
pragmatically plausible utterances to be fully reliable. Beyond a certain point, data become so 
artificial and pragmatically implausible that consultant judgements are unreliable. For these 
reasons, I will assume that there are no purely syntactic limitations on the linking of the matrix 
subject, since the analysis of this construction does not hinge on there being any. 
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1.1.1. Expletive Subjects. In example (1a), repeated here as (11), muntii iiyii 
appears as the subject of the embedded clause and the EOR verb has the Class 17 
locative subject marker. The locative subject marker kw- is used here as an 
expletive, parallel to the use of English there in non-thematic positions. It may not 
be the subject marker of a verb with a thematic subject, as illustrated in (12). 

(11) 'i-kw-lY-lk-een -e ad mu-ntfi r1-.r6 n-ifif-'ij-'ir-e m-bdrl 
PR-SM.17-know-ST-REC/PRF-FVthat I-person this-l PR-SM.I-steal-PST-FV lO-goats 

'It is known that this person stole goats.' 

(12) *i-kw-a-cam-ir-e u-curu 
PR-SM.17-RPST-taste-past-FV 14-gruel 

'There tasted gruel.' 

The possibility of an expletive subject indicates that the subject of this verb is 
athematic. The reader should consult Perez (Harford) [1983], Perez (Harford) 
[1985], and Bresnan and Kanerva [1988] for further discussion ofthe expletive use 
of locative morphology in Bantu languages.7 

1.1.2. Idioms. Evidence that the matrix subject is thematically the subject of the 
embedded clause comes from idioms. The following sentence (13) means that an 
initiation candidate has completed the first stage of initiation. The idiomatic 
meaning is preserved when the subject of the idiom is the subject of kiiiylkana, as 
in (14). 

(13) ld-fimo i-ld-a-mer-ir-i-e8 mu-ntii ii-yii 
7-anirnal PR-SM.7-RPST-swallow-PST-VS-FV I-person this-l 

'The "kirimo" swallowed this person.' 
[= This person has completed the first stage of initiation.] 

(14) ld-fimo i-ld-iy-lk-een-e ali i-ld-a-mer-ir-i-e 
7-anirnal PR-SM.7-know-ST-REC/PRF-FV that PR-SM.7-RPST-swallow-PST-VS-FV 

mu-ntii ri-yii 
I-person this-I 

'The "kirimo" is known to have swallowed this person.' 

7 This pattern also occurs with the verbs kiim~nyek;ina 'to be known' and grTItigwa 'to be 
thought'. 

8 Certain morphemes, including the past morpheme -iT- and the habitual morpheme -ag- are 
infixed into verb stems ending in the vowel [i), as in this example and in examples (19a, b) that 
follow. 
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The observation that idiomatic meaning is preserved indicates that klfimo is the 
thematic subject of the embedded verb, not of the matrix verb kiiiylkana. 

1.1.3. Obligatory Presence of Embedded Clause. An apparent counterexample 
to the proposal that the thematic role of the matrix subject comes from the 
embedded clause is found in examples such as that in (15). The subject of this 
sentence must bear a thematic role, yet there is no embedded clause for this role to 
come from, indicating that the role comes from the matrix clause. This in tum 
suggests that the thematic role of the subject also comes from the matrix clause in 
the examples where there is an embedded clause. In that case, the matrix and 
embedded subjects would be bound without thematic role transmission. 

(15) mu-ntii ii-yii n-aa-iy-lk-een-e bweega mono 
I-person this-l PR-SM.I-know-ST-REC/PRF-FVwell very 

'This person is very well known. ' 

However, the verb in example (15) represents a distinct subcategorization for 
the same lexical item in whose predicate argument structure the subject bears a 
thematic role not derived by any thematic role assigning process. Unlike the verb 
which is followed by an embedded clause, this verb may not bear expletive 
concord, as shown by the ungrammatical example in (16). 

(16) *i-kw-iy-lk-een-e mu-ntii ii-yii bweega mono 
PR-SM.17-know-ST-REC/PRF-FV I-person this-l well very 

'There is known this person very well' 

It is possible for a predicate whose subject thematic role has been suppressed by 
a process such as passivization to bear expletive concord, as in (17). Therefore, the 
example in (16) is not ungrammatical because of a failure of Case assignment 
following an intransitive verb. Rather, it is ungrammatical because the embedded 
clause is an obligatory constituent of the verb, which does not assign a thematic 
role to its subject. It is this verb that is the EOR verb. 

(17) i-kw-aand-ag-w-a mp-eempe mii-nda-ni ii-ra 
PR-SM.17-plant-HAB-PASS-Fv9-maize 3 -field-LOC 3-that 

'There is maize planted in that field.' 

To summarize at this point, this section has developed arguments for thematic 
transmission in EOR on the basis of evidence from expletive subjects, idioms, and 
the obligatoriness of the embedded clause. 
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1.2. elefting. This section presents evidence that a clef ted NP is clef ted by the 
addition of the assertion marker (PR), which removes it from the clause it is linked 
to.9 There are two kinds of evidence that the PR removes an NP from a clause. 
First, an NP marked with the PR appears at the left periphery of the clause, as in 
(18). 

(18) i-ka-iji ga-ka baaba a-gwat-ir-e ga-kl-iy-ag-a 
PR-13-boy this-I3 l.Father SM.I-catch-PST-FV SM.I3-CONT-steal-HAB-FV 

'This boy, Father caught him stealing.' 

Second, the clause following an NP marked with the PR is a relative clause. 10 
Evidence that this is the case comes from an alternation in the class 1 subject 
marker: it takes the form a- in main clauses and object relative clauses, but may 
appear as u- in subject relative clauses (w- before vowels), as illustrated by the 
examples in (19).11 This alternation is not possible in non-relatives (20). 

(19) a. i-mb-on-rr-e mu-nta a-ra w-eend-ag-l-a ma-aa. 
PR-I-see-PST-FV I-person I-that REL.SM.I-sell-HAB-VS-FV 6-flowers 

'I saw the person who sells flowers.' 

b. n-w-iJ1 mu-nta a-ra eend-ag-l-a ma-aa? 
PR-you-know I-person r-that SM.I/sell-HAB-VS-FV 6-flowers 

'Do you know the person who sells flowers?' 

(20) a. maita oon-JI-e baaba 'Mother saw Father.' 
l.Mother SM.I/see-PST-FV l.Father 

b. * maltii w-on-ir-e baaba 
l.Mother REL.SM.I-see-PST -FV l.Father 

9 This being one of several functions of the PR. Note that this assumption applies only to NPs 
marked with the PR, not to verbs. 
10 Other Bantu languages in which clefts are followed by relative clauses include Chichewa 
[Bresnan & Mchombo 1987], Kihung'an [Takizala 1972], Gikuyu [Clements 1985] and Kiruundi 
~Sabimana 1986]. 

1 This alternation is optional for my consultants, all of whom are younger speakers. I suspect 
that it is obligatory for older speakers. It is presented as obligatory in descriptions of Gikuyu. 
Note also that two other potential types of evidence for relative c1ausehood in the Thaagicu 
subgroup and in Bantu languages in general are not available for Kitharaka. There is no tonal 
evidence that I know of; that is, no evidence of an initial high tone, although not enough work 
has been done on the tonal system of this language to be sure. Also, the distinction between the 
-ti- and -ta- negative markers, which may be used to distinguish relative from non-relative 
clauses in Gikuyu [Barlow 1951, Bergva1l1987, Clements 1984], may not be used in Kitharaka, 
since -ti- and -ta- are attested in both relatives and non-relatives. 
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The alternate fonn is possible in clauses following NPs marked with the PR, 
providing evidence of their relative status, as in (21). The example in (22) provides 
a sample of its occurrence in EOR. 

(21) i-mu-ntii u-yii u-raa-ij-ir-e m-biiri 
PR-I-person this-l REL.SM.I-NPST-steal-PST-FV lO-goats 

'It is this person who stole goats.' 

(22) mu-nffl ii-yO n-aa-iy-lk-een-e ad n-we 
I-person this-l PR.SM.l-know-ST-REC/PRF-FV that PR-PRO.l 

a-raa-ij-u-e m-bOrl 
REL.SM.I-NPST -steal-PST -FV lO-goats 

'This person is known that it is s/he that stole goats.' 

A second property of relative verbs, unrelated to noun class, is that a relative 
verb may not bear the PR (23), nor maya verb in a clause following an NP which 
is marked with the PR (24). Significantly, the EOR case (25), as well, does not 
pennit PRo 

(23) *i-mb-on-ir-e mu-ntii u-ra n-w-eend-ag-i-a ma-ua 
PR-I-see-PST-FVI-person I-that PR-REL.SM.I-sell-HAB-VS-FV 6-flowers 

'I saw the person who sells flowers.' 

(24) * i-ka-lfi ga-ka baaba n-aa-gwat-ir-e ga-ld-iy-ag-a 
PR-13-boy this-13 l.Father PR.SM.I-catch-PST -FV SM.13-CONT -steal-HAB-FV 

'This boy, Father caught him stealing.' 

(25) *mu-ntu u-yii n-aa-iy-lk-een-e n-uu-ruaru 
I-person this-l PR-SM.I-know-ST-REC/PRF-FVPR-14-illness 

i-bu-tim-Iit-e a-uuth-a 
PR-SM.14-cause-PRF-FV SM. I-become thin-FV 

'This person is known that it is his/her illness which made him/her thin.' 

To summarize, an NP is clefied by the PR, which removes it from its clause. 
Two kinds of evidence for this removal are: 1) the clef ted NP appears at the left 
periphery of the clause; 2) the clefied NP is followed by a relative clause. Evidence 
that this clause is a relative comes from the observations that it may take the class 1 
relative subject marker u- and that it may not bear the predicator marker. Both of 
these types of evidence indicate that the clefted preverbal NP in the embedded 
clause of a EOR verb has been removed from its clause. 
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2. Analysis of EOR 

In this section, I propose an analysis of EOR using the Principles and Parameters 
(P & P) framework [Chomsky 1981, Haegeman 1994]. The properties of the EOR 
construction illustrated in the previous section may be summarized as in (26). 

(26) Properties of the EOR construction 
a. Its matrix subject position is athematic. (§ l.1) 

b. Its embedded complement may be finite or non-fInite. (examples (la-b) 

c. A "raised" matrix subject corefers with the subject or a non-subject of 
an embedded fInite clause. (examples (lb), (9a), (lOa» 

d. If there is a subject NP in the embedded clause, it must be clefted. 
(examples (4), (5» 

e. If there is no subject NP in the embedded clause, the matrix subject 
corefers with the empty embedded subject. (examples (4), (6» 

I assume that properties (26a-b) are stipulated as part of the lexical entries of 
EOR verbs. Property (26c) raises the question of how coreference is established 
between the matrix subject and a position in the embedded clause. Pursuing a 
familiar strategy, one could propose that the matrix subject is moved to the matrix 
clause from the embedded clause, establishing coreference through the linkage 
between the two positions. This proposal encounters two problems. 

First, interclausal movement is ruled out in this context by several principles of 
P & P theory. The theory recognizes two types of movement: WH-movement and 
NP-movement. WH-movement between the two clauses of an EOR construction is 
ruled out by the reasonable assumption that the matrix subject occupies an A
position (an argument position), not an A'-position (a non-argument position). WH
movement takes place only to an A'-position. NP-movement is also ruled out, by 
two separate requirements which interact to restrict NP-movement to the subjects 
of non-finite clauses. Movement between finite clauses violates Principle A of the 
Binding Theory. In addition, the subject and object positions of finite clauses are 
both Case-marked positions, and traces of NP-movement are required to be 
Caseless. 

Second, the proposal sheds no light on properties (26d-e), the properties of EOR 
which crucially distinguish it from constituent question formation, which may be 
straightforwardly analyzed as involving WH-movement (see §2.2). There is no 
way I know of for either type of movement to force the clefting of an intervening 
subjectNP. 
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However, the theory provides another way of accounting for coreference which 
does not involve interclausal movement and which also offers a way to account for 
properties (26d-e). Consider the Tough Movement construction in English (27). 

(27) Mary is tough to cheat. 

The meaning of this sentence entails that Mary is the object of the verb cheat, but it 
does not occupy the canonical object position, the position immediately following 
cheat, to which it assigns a theta role and Case. Instead, in accordance with the 
Projection Principle [Chomsky 1981], this position is occupied by an empty 
category, which must be linked to Mary to establish coreference. However, for 
reasons just discussed, this linkage cannot be established directly through 
interclausal movement. Instead, a non-overt element, referred to as an empty 
operator, is base-generated in the object position in the embedded clause and 
moved to the immediately embedded SPEC/CP, following standard assumptions 
about empty operator movement (Chomsky [1977], Contreras [1993], Lasnik and 
Stowell [1991]); for a contrary view about the landing site of the empty operator, 
see Authier [1989]. The matrix subject is base-generated in its surface position and 
coindexed with the empty operator in SPEC/CP, establishing coreference. In this 
way, the idea of accounting for coreference by movement is retained, but in a way 
that avoids violating theoretical principles that are otherwise well-established. 12 

These ideas may be extended to EOR in Kitharaka. Recall example (lb), 
repeated here as (28). In this example, I propose that an empty operator (0i) has 
been base-generated in the embedded subject position, satisfying the Extended 
Projection Principle [Chomsky 1981], which requires all sentences to have 
subjects. It has then been moved to the embedded SPEC/CP, leaving behind a 
coindexed trace (ti). The empty operator is coindexed with the matrix subject, 
which is linked in this way to the embedded subject and accordingly inherits its 
theta role. The example in (28) may then be represented as in (29). 

(28) mu-nta 6-y6 n-aa-ly-lk-een-e aa n-aa-lj-rr-e m-br1rl 
I-person this-l PR-SM.I-know-ST-REC/PRF-FVthat PR-SM.I-steal-PST-FV lO-goats 

'This person is known to have stolen goats' 

(29) Muntu uyui naiylkeene ati [0i [~ naiijire mbiiri]] 
I I IL.J 

'This person is known to have stolen goats.' 

12 Other constructions for which empty operators have been proposed include that-relatives and 
parasitic gaps in English. See Haegeman [1994] for a discussion of empty operators in that
relatives. 
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As the representation indicates, the matrix subject is linked to the embedded 
subject via the empty operator without interclausal movement. The case in which 
the matrix subject is linked to an embedded non-subject receives the same analysis 
(30). 

(30) Munro iiyfi; naiy'ikeene aft [~ [niiiiriiaruj [t; [~iijtim1ite [t; a;uutha]] 
I II I II It=l I I 

'This person is known that it is an illness that made him/her thin.' 

The empty operator also provides an account of properties (26d-e), the 
constraints on the immediately embedded subject. The property which is the key to 
the analysis is (26d), the obligatory clefting of an embedded subject NP which is 
not coreferential with the matrix subject. Why is clefting of such a subject 
obligatory? Recall from section 1.2 that the effect of clefting is to remove an NP 
from its clause. Why is removal of this NP obligatory in this context? One 
possibility, suggested by the work of Ouhalla [1993] is that it must be removed to 
maintain a certain distance from something else. What is this something else? The 
most obvious answer is that it is the empty operator in SPEC/CPo Setting aside 
examples (7 a-b) for the time being, the following descriptive generalization 
emerges from the rest of the data. 

(31) If there is no agreement between the matrix and embedded subjects, the 
empty operator must not occur in the same CP as the immediately 
embedded subject. 

This requirement on the empty operator-that it maintain a certain distance 
from the immediately embedded subject-is reminiscent of Ouhalla's [1993] Anti
Agreement Effect (AAE). The AAE describes a phenomenon in which local 
extraction of a subject forces neutral agreement on the verb of the clause it was 
extracted from. 13 Ouhalla's idea (see also Borer [1984]) is that a WH-operator in 
SPEC/CP may bind the immediately following subject position, creating unaccept
ability under certain conditions. Without adopting Ouhalla's explanation of the 
AAE (rich subject AGR licenses a resumptive pronoun in subject position, which 
then cannot be bound by the WH-operator), the basic proposal here for EOR is that 
the clefting of an embedded subject NP distinct in reference from the matrix 
subject is a strategy to create enough distance between the empty operator and the 
following subject position to prevent the former from binding the latter. This 
strategy is required precisely when there is a change in subject because the empty 

13 The AAE exists in Kitharaka, as illustrated in example (19a) above. 
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operator and the embedded subject bear different indices and therefore cannot form 
a chain. 

For example, compare (lb) and (5), represented schematically in (32) and (33), 
respectively. In (32), the SM of the embedded verb agrees in noun class with its 
subject, the trace of the empty operator, which, in turn, is coindexed with the 
matrix subject. Therefore, the three may form a chain, and the empty operator 
acceptably binds the embedded subject position. In (33), on the other hand, the SM 
of the embedded verb belongs to a noun class different from that of the matrix 
subject. Therefore, the empty operator cannot bind the embedded subject without 
creating a chain with different indices, and the example is ungrammatical. 

(32) Munro uyUj naiylkeene aft [0j [tj najijire mburi]] 
I I ILJ 

'This person is known to have stolen goats.' 

(33) *Munro uyiij naiyIkeene aft [0j [ej bUjtinffite [tj ajuutha]] 
I "U IU 

'This person is known that it made him/her thin.' 

Now compare (4) and (6), represented here as (34) and (35), respectively. The 
example in (35) is ungrammatical for the same reason as that in (33): it binds the 
embedded subject iiriiaru, which has a distinct index, as well as being an R
expression, which cannot be bound in any case, according to Condition C of the 
Binding Theory. In (34), the clefiing of firiiaru places the nearest embedded subject 
position in a relative clause modifying the focus of the cleft. Assuming that the 
empty operator is still in the highest SPEC/CP, it is no longer close enough to the 
nearest subject position to bind it. 

(34) Muntu uyiij naiylkeene aft [0j [niiuriiaru; [tj [e0ujtimnte [tj ajuutha]] 

I "!" !t:=j I I 

'This person is known that it is an illness that made him/her thin.' 

(35) * Munro uyUj naiy-Ikeene aft [0j [uruaru; bUjtimnte [tj ajuutha]] 

I " I I IU 

'This person is known that an illness made him/her thin.' 

Now consider (7a) and (7b), represented here in (36) and (37), respectively. The 
same pattern holds that was observed earlier: the overt pronoun we "s/he' cannot 
occur in the embedded clause without being clefied. However, since the pronoun is 
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coreferential with the matrix subject, (37) cannot be ungrammatical because of the 
need to avoid an illicit chain. 

(36) Muntii iiyiii naiylkeene afi [0 i [nwei [ti aiijire mbiiri]] 
I I~ LJ 

'This person is known to have stolen goats.' 

(37) * Munro iiyiii naifIkeene afi [0i [w~ ~ijire mbiiri]] 
I IL-.JLJ 

'This person is known that s/he who stole goats.' 

I propose that the ungrammaticality of (37) is similar to that of (35), which 
involves a Condition C violation as well as an illicit chain. In this instance, the 
problem with (37) is that the empty operator binds the independent pronoun we, a 
violation of Ouhalla's formulation of Aoun and Li's A'-disjointedness Require
ment, stated in (38) (See also Aoun and Hornstein [1986], Aoun and Li [1993]. 

(38) A pronoun must be free from the most local A'-binder in the smallest 
C(omplete) F(unctional) C(omplex) which contains the pronoun. 
[Ouhalla 1993:506] 

The smallest CFC is the minimal CP which contains the pronoun (ibid., p.490). 
To summarize, the obligatory clefting of an NP distinct from the matrix subject 

in an EOR construction has been argued to be a strategy to distance the embedded 
subject position from the EO in the immediately embedded SPEC/CP, to avoid 
forming an illicit chain. This strategy is also required when an independent 
pronoun occurs in the embedded clause, to avoid violating the A'-disjointedness 
Requirement. 

2.2. EOR and WH-Movement This section compares EOR with WH-movement 
in Kitharaka. The analysis in the preceding section is based on the idea that an 
empty operator in SPEC/CP binds the following subject position. However, not all 
exhibit the same behavior. For example, relative clauses, which can reasonably be 
assumed to be WH-constructions in Kitharaka, fail to show the patterns of 
coreference and clefting illustrated above for EOR. The following are examples of 
constituent questions, in which the interrogative is clefted and placed at the left 
periphery. As seen above in section 1.2, clef ted NPs are followed by relative 
clauses. 

As the examples in (39) show, the question word nuu may be linked to either 
the subject (39a) or the object (39b-c) of the embedded clause. Note, however, the 
status of the subject in the examples in which the object has been extracted. There 
is no preverbal NP in the embedded clause in (39b), but there is no obligatory link 



126 Studies in African Linguistics 26(2), 1997 

between the embedded subject and the extracted wh-word. Contrast this example 
with the examples in (33), (34), and (35) above, which show that in EOR, the 
embedded subject must be bound by the matrix subject unless it is a clef ted 
preverbal NP. Note also that in example (39c), there is a preverbal NP in the 
embedded clause, but it is not clefied. 

(39) a. n-iiii maitii a-ug-ir-e ali n-oon-ir-e baaba 
PR-who l.MotherSM.l-say-PST-FV that PR-SM.l-see-PST-FV l.Father 

mii-cemanio-ni? 
3-meeting-LOC 

'Who did Mother say saw Father at the meeting?' 

b. n-iiii maitii a-ug-ir-e ali n-oon-ir-e mii-cemanio-ni? 
PR-who l.Mother SM.l-say-PST -FVthat PR-SM.l-see-PST -FV 3-meeting-LOC 

'Who did Mother say s/he saw at the meeting?' 

c. n-iiii maim a-ug-ir-e ali baaba n-oon-ir-e mii-cemanio-ni? 
PR-who l.Mother SM.l-say-PST -FV that l.FatherPR-SM.l-see-PST -FV 3-meeting-LOC 

'Who did Mother say Father saw at the meeting?' 

Similar differences in the binding properties of WH-operators have been 
observed in other languages, particularly by Ouhalla [1993], who points out that in 
languages such as Fiorentino and Trentino, intermediate traces trigger the AAE, 
whereas in languages like Berber and Breton, they don't (p.491). Also, differences 
in the type of WH-operator (QP vs. empty operator) have been correlated with 
crossover effects in English by Lasnik and Stowell [1991]. An explanation of the 
split in binding effects found in EOR and constituent questions in Kitharaka may 
be pursued along either of these lines, but I will leave the issue open. 

3. Conclusion 

This paper has described a biclausal construction in Kitharaka, referred to as 
Empty Operator Movement (EOR), which combines an athematic matrix subject 
with a finite complement. "Raising" to the matrix subject position may take place 
from a subject or a non-subject position in this finite clause. The assumption that 
empty operator movement is possible in finite clauses in this language has been 
used to account for a syntactic property not found in any English construction, 
namely the requirement that if the subject of the immediately embedded clause is 
distinct from the matrix subject, there must be a clef ted NP in the embedded 
clause. This requirement has been attributed to the need to avoid the binding of the 
embedded subject by the empty operator in the immediately embedded SPEC/CPo 
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