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Abstract

Upwards-oriented complementizer agreement raises questions about the directional-
ity and locality of agreement. Based on novel data from original fieldwork, we argue
that what has been described as an agreeing ‘say’-based complementizer in Kipsigis
(Diercks and Rao 2019; Diercks et al. 2020) is the lexical verb ‘say,” and what looks
like C-Agree is in fact agreement between this verb and its locally introduced (often
covert) subject. Our analysis highlights that ‘say’-based complementizers might be of
category V, not C, in more languages than previously thought (Koopman 1984; Major
2021), which means that some instances of what has been described as C-Agree may
instantiate standard verbal agreement. Furthermore, we provide a semantic analysis
of ‘say’-based complementation in Kipsigis along the lines of contentful eventualities
(Hacquard 2006; Kratzer 2013a).

Keywords Complementizer agreement - Complementation - ‘Say’-based
complementizers - Attitude semantics - Kipsigis - Nilotic

1 Introduction

A number of African languages have been reported to display upwards-oriented com-
plementizer agreement, where the embedded C head agrees with the matrix subject:
see for example Baker (2008) on Kinande, Idiatov (2010) on Mande languages, Dier-
cks (2013) on Lubukusu, Duncan and Torrence (2017) on Ibibio, Nformi (2017)
on Limbum, and Letsholo and Safir (2019) on Ikalanga.] This is different from

10utside of Africa, a similar phenomenon has been reported for the Trans—New Guinean language Teiwa
(Sauerland et al. 2020) and for Arapesh, spoken in Papua New Guinea (Baker 2008).
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the well-studied pattern of downwards-oriented complementizer agreement in Ger-
manic, where in embedded clauses, a C head can show covariance with the ¢-features
of the embedded subject (Shlonsky 1994; Zwart 1997; Carstens 2003; van Koppen
2005, 2012; Fu3 2008, 2014; Haegeman and van Koppen 2012). While the Germanic
pattern does not pose serious problems for standard approaches to agreement us-
ing Downward Agree (e.g. Chomsky 2000, 2001), upwards-oriented complementizer
agreement raises a number of questions about the directionality and locality of Agree,
with some studies arguing that Upward Agree (Bjorkman and Zeijlstra 2019; among
others) is necessary for the analysis of the pattern (e.g. Nformi 2017; Letsholo and
Safir 2019; McFadden and Sundaresan 2021).

Despite the theoretical significance of the phenomenon, however, both the prop-
erties of upwards-oriented C-Agree in individual languages and the extent of cross-
linguistic variation are poorly understood, primarily because most known examples
come from understudied languages. In this paper, we begin to fill this gap by care-
fully investigating the phenomenon in Kipsigis, a Nilotic language spoken in Kenya
that has been reported to display an upwards-oriented agreement pattern between an
embedded ‘say’-based complementizer—glossed neutrally in this paper as LE—and
the matrix subject (Diercks and Rao 2019; Diercks et al. 2020):%3

(1) a. a-pgén a-lé g-ri-e Kibé:t.

1SG-know 1SG-LE 3-sleep-IPFV Kibeet.NOM
‘I know that Kibeet is sleeping.’

b. irpgén il @-ri-e Kibét.
28G-know 2SG-LE 3-sleep-IPFV Kibeet.NOM
“You know that Kibeet is sleeping.’

c. i-pgen Kiplaggat ko-1é o-ri-¢ Kibé:t.
3-know Kiplangat.NOM 3-LE 3-sleep-IPFV Kibeet. NOM
‘Kiplangat knows that Kibeet is sleeping.’

Kipsigis is also the only documented case where the C-like element can show addi-
tional (optional) cross-referencing with the matrix object, in the form of a suffix:

2)  Ka-o-tjam-t-dn Tfé:béxt ko-1em-tf(i)[ -an |
PST.CURR-3-whisper-APPL-1SG Cheebeet.NOM 3-LE-APPL-1SG
ka-@-t[3ir Kiplangat rabfimik.

PST.CURR-steal Kiplangat. NOM money

2Kipsigis is the major variety of Kalenjin, a cluster of dialects of the Southern Nilotic branch of Nilo-
Saharan, and it is spoken by about two million people in western Kenya (Eberhard et al. 2020). Unless
indicated otherwise, data in this paper come from the authors’ fieldwork. The authors had a series of
Skype and Zoom elicitations in 2020-2024 with seven native speakers (male, age range: 22-32) living in
Nairobi, while some data come from the second author’s fieldwork conducted in Nairobi and Kilifi over
four trips to Kenya between 2017 and 2022. The speakers who were consulted on questions about C-Agree
all grew up in monolingual Kipsigis regions (two speakers in Narok County and five speakers in Bomet
County). All of them are also proficient in English and Swahili, the official languages of Kenya.

3Glossing abbreviations follow the Leipzig Glossing Rules with the addition of C = complementizer, IM-
PRS = impersonal, IT = itive, PST.CURR = current past, PST.DIST = distant past, PST.REC = recent past,
SBJVI = subjunctive Type I, SBIVII = subjunctive Type II, and VENT = ventive. Tone is transcribed when-
ever possible, but some transcriptions are incomplete because of sound difficulties in Skype elicitations.
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C-Agree is local subject-verb agreement in Kipsigis

‘Cheebeet whispered to me that Kiplangat stole the money.’

Based on novel data from original fieldwork, we argue that what has been described as
an (agreeing) ‘say’-based complementizer in Kipsigis is in fact the lexical verb ‘say,
not a complementizer (see also Koopman and Sportiche 1989; Ozyildiz et al. 2018;
Major 2021; Major and Torrence 2021; Major et al. 2022 for verbal analyses of such
complementizers). Furthermore, we show that prefixal agreement is not always with
the matrix subject (contra Diercks and Rao 2019); the pattern is best characterized as
agreement with the source of information. We therefore present an analysis according
to which what looks like C-Agree in (1) is an instance of agreement between the lex-
ical verb ‘say’ and its locally introduced (often covert) subject. Downward Agree can
straightforwardly account for instances of subject-verb agreement, and our analysis
thus solves the locality and directionality problems posed by the (apparent) upwards-
oriented nature of C-Agree. We also provide a semantic analysis in which the verbal
category of the “complementizer” is reflected in its semantics, building on recent
eventuality-based models of attitude and speech reports (e.g. Kratzer 2013b; Elliott
2016, 2017; Moulton 2019).

The remainder of the paper is structured as follows. In Sect. 2, we provide an
overview of previous theories of upwards-oriented complementizer agreement; in
Sect. 3, we present some background on complementation in Kipsigis and provide
a description of the pattern of upwards-oriented complementizer agreement in the
language. We then develop our analysis in three steps: in Sect. 4 we argue that the
Kipsigis “complementizer” is the lexical verb ‘say,” which agrees with a local sub-
ject; in Sect. 5 we motivate the syntactic structure that we assume for complementa-
tion; and in Sect. 6 we provide a semantic analysis, which will account for some of
the distributional restrictions we find with le and clausal embedding predicates more
generally. In Sect. 7, we conclude.

2 Previous theories of upwards-oriented C agreement

Since the theoretical analysis of upwards-oriented complementizer agreement in
Lubukusu by Diercks (2013), there has been a growing body of literature on the
implications of this pattern of C agreement for theories of Agree (e.g. Carstens 2016;
Diercks et al. 2020; McFadden and Sundaresan 2021). There are two questions that
are regularly discussed within the literature on upwards-oriented C-Agree: first, the
direction of Agree and, second, the nature of the goal. We address each question in
turn.

While a number of accounts implement upwards-oriented agreement directly via
Upward Agree between the embedded C head and the matrix subject (Nformi 2017,
Letsholo and Safir 2019; McFadden and Sundaresan 2021), other approaches main-
tain a Downward Agree analysis with an additional (covert) movement step of the
embedded complementizer prior to Agree (Carstens 2016; Diercks and Rao 2019;
Diercks et al. 2020). The two types of analyses are illustrated in (3) and (4), respec-
tively. Reasons for the lack of downward probing of C into the embedded clause in-
clude the position of the complementizer with respect to a phase boundary (Carstens
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2016; McFadden and Sundaresan 2021) and cross-linguistically determined parame-
ter settings (Baker 2008).

A3) Upward Agree account
[vp SUBJECT[¢] - - - [ForceP FOFCC[M¢] o [Finp .. [TP SUBJECT ... ]]]]

“4) Downward Agree account
[vp Forlce[mp] [vp SUBJECT[g] ... [Forcep (Force) ... [Finp ... [TP SUBJECT ... ]]1]]
~ - Agree - -

For Lubukusu, Carstens (2016) proposes an approach involving Downward Agree
between the moved complementizer and the matrix subject: the Force head carries
u¢-features and moves into the matrix clause, where it adjoins to the vP, from which
position it can undergo Agree with the ¢-features of the matrix subject. Diercks and
Rao (2019) and Diercks et al. (2020), in their analyses of Kipsigis and Lubukusu,
adopt similar mechanics as Carstens (2016), but make the additional assumption that
movement of the complementizer is triggered by anaphoricity requirements instead
of a phase boundary. Thus, the complementizer moves to the matrix clause to check
anaphoric ¢-features. Diercks et al. (2020, 378) argue against Carstens’s account
based on the fact that Lubukusu allows raising to object, past the agreeing Force head,
which is incompatible with the assumption that Force introduces a phase boundary.
Crucially, the raised object can trigger object marking, which indicates that such rais-
ing constructions are A-movement. This excludes an analysis where the object only
moves to the specifier of ForceP (Bruening 2002). Hence the raising facts point to
the absence of a phase boundary, while Carstens’s account of C-Agree relies on the
presence of a phase boundary.

As for Upward Agree accounts, they generally cannot capture the observation
that it is often the matrix subject that is solely targeted for C-Agree. Languages like
Lubukusu and Ibibio always show agreement of the C head with the matrix subject
even in the presence of a matrix object, though see Nformi (2017) for intervention
effects that are triggered in such cases for at least certain matrix verbs in Limbum. As
Diercks and Rao (2019) point out, Kipsigis constitutes a notable exception since the
C-like element can show additional (optional) cross-referencing with the matrix ob-
ject in the form of a suffix. However, Diercks and Rao still reject the Upward Agree
analysis, based on the observation that the suffixal marker shows properties of a clitic
instead of an agreement marker. Since clitic doubling is clause-bound, they argue
that the C head must move into the matrix clause to act as a host for the clitic. Note,
however, that this movement takes place covertly most of the time.

Another way to derive upwards-oriented agreement with C is to posit a silent
element in the specifier of CP, which then acts as an intermediary between the ¢-
probe on C and the antecedent in the matrix clause. This indirect Agree analysis was
originally put forth by Diercks (2013) for Lubukusu, where the complementizer first
agrees with an anaphor in its specifier via Spec-Head Agree and this anaphor is sub-
sequently bound by the matrix subject; see also Duncan and Torrence (2017) for a
similar C-Agree analysis in Ibibio, as well as Gluckman (2022) on Nyala East. Given
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C-Agree is local subject-verb agreement in Kipsigis

that anaphors are often subject-oriented, this type of analysis provides a straightfor-
ward explanation for why the C head always cross-references the subject, at least
in C-Agree languages like Lubukusu, Ibibio, Kinande, and Ikalanga. The suffixal
agreement pattern in Kipsigis, however, is not captured by this analysis since, across
languages, object-oriented anaphors are not found to our knowledge. Baker (2022)
discusses the Kipsigis pattern as one of the motivations for analyzing the silent el-
ement in Spec,CP as a close relative of PRO rather than an anaphor and as being in
turn in a control relation with the antecedent in the matrix clause. After all, we do find
subject control predicates as well as object control predicates across languages. Baker
takes agreement with matrix T as the decisive factor for the C-Agree patterns found
across languages. He argues that what determines the antecedent for C-Agree is the
ability to agree with matrix T, termed the T/Agree Condition. Evidence comes from
constructions involving a thematic subject that nevertheless does not enter an Agree
relation with matrix T, such as by-phrases of passives and causees in morphological
causative constructions. In such environments, the thematic subject never triggers C-
Agree in Lubukusu, Ibibio, Kinande, and Ikalanga. In Baker (2022), the dependency
between embedded C and matrix T is derived by splitting the Agree mechanism into
Agree-Link and Agree-Copy, where the former creates a pointer from probe to goal
and only the latter copies ¢-features (cf. Arregi and Nevins 2012; Marusic et al.
2015). Baker proposes that certain heads, such as T, undergo Agree-Link and Agree-
Copy, whereas other heads, like C, only undergo Agree-Link. Once one head agrees
via Agree-Copy, all heads in the chain created previously via Agree-Link copy the
same ¢-features. We see an illustration of C-Agree with the matrix subject in (5). The
embedded C head, dubbed Eval, introduces a PRO-like DP (SOK = seat of knowledge)
in its specifier. SOK is in an obligatory control relation (Landau 2013) with the near-
est argument that best matches the theta role given to it by Eval; in most cases this
is the matrix subject. First, Eval creates an Agree-Link to SOK. As a consequence
of the control relation, SOK creates an Agree-Link with the controller in a second
step. At this point, no ¢-features have been copied. This only happens in the last step,
when matrix T undergoes Agree-Link and Agree-Copy with the controller of SOK.
Since ¢-feature copying to all heads in the Agree chain including Eval can only be
triggered by Agree-Copy between the controller and matrix T, we find C-Agree only
with antecedents that show agreement with matrix T (T/Agree Condition).

(®)] Agree-Link and Agree-Copy account
— Control B
[Tp Tl[mp] ... [vP SUBJECT[g] ... [cp SIOK[M¢] Eval[u¢] [Tp SUBJECT ... ]]1]
v - Link/Copy -~ ~---Link ---7 '~ Link -7

Note that Baker’s (2022) account, as it has been presented so far, does not extend
to the additional cross-referencing of the matrix object via a suffix on the comple-
mentizer that we find in Kipsigis. Baker proposes that in Kipsigis, Eval can introduce
both SOK and OOK (= object of knowledge). The latter is then controlled by the ma-
trix object. As for the obligatory presence of prefixal subject agreement with suffixal
object agreement on the C-like element in Kipsigis, Baker draws an analogy to the
‘say,” which can similarly only introduce a goal if it has also introduced an agent.
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This is particularly interesting with respect to our own analysis, as we will claim that
the C-like element simply constitutes the verb ‘say’ in Kipsigis.

The pattern of complementizer agreement in Kipsigis poses a challenge for all
existing accounts. Even with the addition of OOK in Baker’s account, it is unclear why
there is no true object agreement in Kipsigis matrix clauses, as would be expected
based on the T/Agree Condition (Baker 2022, 50). Recall that Diercks and Rao (2019)
identify object markers as clitics instead of agreement markers, the result of (optional)
clitic doubling. Hence, the suffixal cross-referencing on the complementizer violates
Baker’s T/Agree Condition. Additionally, we will show that even prefixal agreement
on the C-like element can cross-reference the matrix object, in the absence of cross-
referencing of the matrix subject. More generally, we will provide several arguments
in favor of analyzing the C-like element as a verbal category, questioning C raising
accounts that have been proposed for Kipsigis (Diercks and Rao 2019; Diercks et al.
2020).

3 Complementation in Kipsigis

In this section, we describe the pattern of C agreement in Kipsigis, based on previous
descriptions as well as our own fieldwork. Before proceeding to details, we note that
the language is pro-drop, with a VSO unmarked order (Bossi and Diercks 2019) and
the typologically rare marked nominative system (Kouneli 2019; Kouneli and Nie
2021).

We start by describing complementation strategies in the language more generally,
for which a short detour into mood inflection is needed. All verbs in Kipsigis inflect
for tense, aspect, and mood, and previous literature has identified three moods: indica-
tive, subjunctive, and imperative (Toweett 1979; Rottland 1982; Creider and Creider
1989). The language lacks infinitives of the European type.* Morphologically, the
subjunctive differs from the indicative in the vowel length of the subject agreement
prefix and in the tonal melody of the stem (see Toweett 1979 for detailed conjugation
paradigms). Thus, we see that in (6) below, the verb ru ‘sleep’ has a short-voweled
subject agreement prefix in its indicative (matrix) form in (6a) but a long-voweled
prefix in its subjunctive (embedded) form in (6b).> For third person subjects, the pre-
fix is @- in most cells of the paradigm, while it is always ko(:)- in the subjunctive.®

4While various tense and aspect distinctions are made in the indicative, only two aspect forms are dis-
tinguished in the subjunctive: the perfective and imperfective. It is also worth noting that Toweett (1979)
and Rottland (1982) call this inflection of the verb the governed verb form and the abhdngige Verbform
(dependent verb form), respectively. We adopt the term “subjunctive” used in the description of Nandi and
Kipsigis inflection in Creider and Creider (1989).

5In the remainder of the paper, subjunctive inflection will always be indicated in the glosses, while indica-
tive will be left unglossed.

6The exact shape of the subject agreement prefix, as well as the tonal melody of the stem, varies not only
by mood but also by the tense-aspect combination of the verb; it also depends on which conjugation class
a given verb belongs to, Class I or II (not to be confused with Type I and Type II subjunctives, introduced
below). The examples given in this section (including /e itself) belong to Class I. The interested reader is
referred to Toweett (1979), Rottland (1982), Creider and Creider (1989), and Kouneli (2022) for a complete
description and sample conjugation paradigms.
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6 a  Kadilr.
PST.CURR-2SG-sleep(IND)
“You slept.’
b [-mdtf-¢ ([t J-ra).
2SG-want-IPFV 2SG-sleep.SBJV
“You want to sleep.’

The specific syntactic and semantic environments in which the subjunctive is used
will be discussed shortly (see also the Appendix), but we note here that in the first
person singular, there is a morphological distinction between two types of subjunc-
tive in the (unmarked) perfective. An example can be seen in (7), where the lexical
verb ru has a long vowel in its 1SG agreement prefix when it appears as the main verb
in the second conjunct of a coordination (an environment that requires subjunctive in
Kipsigis) but a short vowel when embedded under a volitional predicate (compare to
the long vowel in (6b) above). There is no such morphological difference for other
person-number combinations or for 1SG in the imperfective, where the vowel is al-
ways long. We will be calling the former type of subjunctive Type I and the latter
subjunctive Type II, glossed henceforth as SBIVI and SBIVII. We assume that there
is syncretism between the two types in all cells of the paradigm except 1SG in the
perfective.

@) a. Ka-o-patf Tfébért kdait  (ak) tf('lp tfamfik.
PST.CURR-3-sweep Cheebeet house and 1SG-make.SBIVI tea
‘Cheebeet swept the house and I made tea.’
b.  G-mdtf-é ([ a|ra).
1SG-want-IPFV 1SG-sleep.SBIVII
‘I want to sleep.’

As has already been mentioned, Kipsigis lacks infinitives, which means that the
subjunctive is widely used in complementation contexts. The subjunctive used in
complementation is Type II, with subjunctive Type I being restricted to coordina-
tion contexts (as in (7a)), temporal adjunct clauses, and conditionals (see Appendix
for details and examples). Thus, we find various verbs—most prominently, volitional
predicates—that always select for a subjunctive Type II complement. In this case,
there is no complementizer present, as already seen in (6b). This is the only comple-
mentation strategy for these verbs.

A second class of verbs always selects for a clausal complement where the verb is
inflected in the indicative. The most prominent verbs in this class are factive verbs,
with two examples seen in (8). In (8a), we see that sitir ‘to pass’ is inflected for
indicative mood when embedded under the adjectival attitude pdjpdj ‘to be happy.’
Similarly, in (8b) na:l ‘to lie’ is inflected for indicative under nere:tf ‘to be angry.’
For verbs that select for indicative complements, the presence of the complementizer
is obligatory.

®) a.  Arpdjpaj [w-lé  ko-@-siir Kiplaggat].

1SG-happy 1SG-LE PST.REC-3-pass Kiplangat. NOM
‘I'm happy that Kiplangat passed (the exams).’
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b. a-nere:tf-i [a:-le  ko:-@-pail-an Kibé:t].
1SG-angry-IPFV 1SG-LE PST.REC-3-lie-1SG Kibeet.NOM
‘I’'m angry that Kibeet lied to me.’

Finally, many verbs can select for either a subjunctive complement or an indicative
complement, with interpretive differences. For example, when communication verbs
select for indicative, the reading of the complement clause is an assertive/reportative
one, while a directive meaning arises if subjunctive II is used. This is illustrated in
(9) for the verb tfazm ‘to whisper.” We see #/dp ‘to make’ inflected for indicative in
(9a) but for subjunctive II in (9b).

(&) a. Ka-g-tfam Kibé:t [ko-1€ ka-a-tfap kimpé:t].
PST.CURR-3-whisper Kibeet.NOM 3-LE PST.CURR-3-make ugali
‘Kibeet whispered that he made ugali.’

b. Ka-g-tfd:m-i-dn Kibé:t [a-tfap
PST.CURR-3-whisper-VENT-1SG Kibeet. NOM 1SG-make.SBIVII
kimpé:t].
ugali

‘Kibeet whispered to me to make ugali.’

To summarize, in a similar fashion as mood selection in European languages, lex-
ical verbs in Kipsigis are divided into those that only select for subjunctive comple-
ments, those that only select for indicative complements, and those that can select
either. While a complete investigation of the lexical semantics of the verbs that select
for subjunctive versus indicative is beyond the scope of the paper, Table 1 provides
a list of all predicates that we have tested so far. The table is to be read as follows:
v means that a complement of the given mood (indicative or subjunctive) is possi-
ble, and X means that it is impossible. X ? indicates that we have never encountered
a use of the given predicate with a complement of the given mood, but do not have
actual ungrammatical examples at hand. Nevertheless, the data we do have indicate
that those predicates with a X* for one of the moods are likely to either prohibit or
at least strongly disprefer complements of that mood. The table is organized into
three blocks: in the first block, we present the verbs that can select for either mood
(for these verbs, we also include a column explaining the difference in meaning);
in the second block, we present the verbs that predominantly appear with indicative
complements; in the third block, we present the verbs that select for subjunctive com-
plements.

As was already mentioned, the complementizer is required whenever there is
an indicative clausal complement. In other words, the complementizer is never op-
tional (see also Diercks and Rao 2019).” We now turn to the core properties of the
complementizer—the focus of our paper.

TFor completeness, we note that there are, to our knowledge, two verbs that select for an indicative com-
plement where the use of the complementizer is prohibited: le ‘to say’ and par ‘to think (with negative
bias).” The former provides evidence for the verbal analysis of this “complementizer” and will be discussed
in Sect. 4.1, while the latter is discussed in detail in Bossi (2023a).

We also note that, modulo matrix uses of /e that will be discussed in Sect. 4, we are not aware of
any uses of /e outside of complementation of the type discussed here (i.e. matrix predicate followed by
indicative complement).
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C-Agree is local subject-verb agreement in Kipsigis

Table 1 Mood selection

Predicate Indicative Subjunctive Meaning difference (IND vs. SBJV)
(+le) (Type 1)

mwa ‘say’ v v Assertive/reportative vs. directive

tfa:m ‘whisper’ v v Assertive/reportative vs. directive

siir ‘write’ v v Assertive/reportative vs. directive

tep ‘ask’ v v Assertive/reportative vs. directive

mar) ‘expect’ v v No clear difference

kas ‘hear’ v v Hear that ... vs. hear (someone) Xing

ke:r ‘see’ v v See that ... vs. see (someone) Xing

nen ‘know’ v v Know that ... vs. know how to ...

pwa:t ‘think/remember’ v v Think/remember that ... vs. remember

(someone) Xing

N

o ‘complain’ v X
Jjan ‘believe’ v x?
ta:m ‘falsely accuse’ v X
rua:tit ‘dream’ v X
po:r ‘show’ v x?
naj ‘realize’ v x?
ra:gin ‘worry’ v X
nereitf ‘be angry’ v X’
pajpaj “happy’ v x
matf ‘want’ X v
Jjaj ‘make/do’ X v
mje ‘good’ X v
kara:ran ‘good/beautiful’ X’ v
Jja ‘bad’ x? v

The Kipsigis complementizer consists of the root of the lexical verb le ‘say’ and a

person/number agreement prefix:

(10) a. arpgén @-lé g-ri-e Kibé:t.
1SG-know 1SG-LE 3-sleep-IPFV Kibeet.NOM
‘I know that Kibeet is sleeping.’
b. Ka-5-mwid orle  @-ri-e Kibé:t.

PST.CURR-2PL-say 2PL-LE 3-sleep-IPFV Kibeet.NOM

“You (PL) said that Kibeet is sleeping.’

c. Kir-ggen ke:-1¢ -rd-¢ Kibé:t.
IMPRS-know IMPRS-LE 3-sleep-IPFV Kibeet.NOM
‘It is known that Kibeet is sleeping’ (impersonal).®

8The impersonal construction in Kipsigis is syntactically active. Morphologically, it is expressed by com-

bining a first person plural subject agreement prefix with third person tonal melody.
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Table2 Agreement prefixes on

le (= subjunctive subject SG PL
prefixes)
1 - ke:-
2 ii- o1-
3 ko-
IMPRS ke:-

Based on work with two native speakers, Diercks and Rao (2019) report an addi-
tional, nonagreeing ‘say’-based complementizer for Kipsigis, illustrated in (11).°

an a-ngen  *(a-le/kole) ko-@-ruuja tuya amut.
1SG-know  1SG-C/that PST-3-sleep cows yesterday
‘I know (that) the cows slept yesterday.’

(Diercks and Rao 2019, 372)

The native speakers that we consulted all found the nonagreeing complementizer
in sentences like (11) ungrammatical. We therefore conclude that our speakers only
have an agreeing complementizer. It is possible that there is speaker variation, with
the nonagreeing complementizer reported by Diercks and Rao only available in the
grammar of a subset of speakers.'” Table 2 gives the paradigm for the agreement
prefixes on le. The prefixes are identical to the agreement prefixes of lexical verbs in
subjunctive Type I, a fact that we discuss in detail in Sect. 4.1.

Diercks and Rao (2019) argue that the Kipsigis complementizer can only agree
with the matrix subject. It is clear from our data, however, that the complementizer
may agree with nonsubject DPs in the matrix clause, a possibility that is not fully
explored in Diercks and Rao (2019). Whenever matrix objects can qualify as the
source of information reported in the embedded clause, agreement with /e becomes
an option, as shown for a PP object in (12) and an applied object in (1 3).11

90ur [ATR] and vowel length transcriptions sometimes differ from those in Diercks and Rao (2019). Their
transcriptions possibly contain some typos, since they display mismatches in the [ATR] values of vowels
within a single word, which is prohibited in Kipsigis due to the language’s dominant [ATR] vowel harmony
system (Hall et al. 1974; Halle and Vergnaud 1981; Bakovi¢ 2000; Nevins 2010). In this paper, we have
maintained the original transcriptions and glosses for examples from Diercks and Rao (2019).

10Mike Diercks (p.c.) informs us that the speakers that they worked with came from Nakuru and Kericho,
while our speakers all come from Bomet and Narok (these are all counties in western Kenya). It is therefore
possible that there is dialectal variation.

Un (12), we assume that the form kolé reflects agreement with the third person subject. An anonymous
reviewer asks whether in this case kolé could instead be the nonagreeing complementizer reported in
Diercks and Rao (2019). This is in principle a possibility, since the third person agreeing form and the
nonagreeing form are claimed to be morphologically identical (Diercks and Rao, however, do not provide
tonal transcriptions, so this claim cannot be fully evaluated). Nevertheless, our speakers always reject the
use of kole in contexts without possible third person targets, unlike the speakers consulted by Diercks and
Rao. This is why we conclude that our speakers do not have the nonagreeing form in their grammar, as we
discussed above.
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(12) Ka-@-kas Kiplaggat kobiin ipé: ko-1é/i:-1e
PST.CURR-3-hear Kiplangat.NOM from 2SG 3-LE/2SG-LE
ka-@-t[5ir Kibé:t rabf:nfk.

PST.CURR-3-steal Kibeet. NOM money
‘Kiplangat heard from you that Kibeet stole the money.’

(13) Ko:-d-mwdaj-té:-tfi Tfebé:t & tojéit  ar-lé/ko-1€
PST.REC-1SG-say-IT-APPL Cheebeet at meeting 1SG-LE/3-LE
kd:-@-tfair Kibé:t rabfintk.

PST.REC-3-steal Kibeet.NOM money
‘At the meeting, I said on Cheebeet’s behalf that Kibeet stole the money.’

Another example of agreement with nonsubject DPs can be seen in (14). The verb
wu:t ‘to forget’ appears in a syntactic frame in which the grammatical subject is
invariably third person, and the experiencer is expressed as an indirect object intro-
duced by the applicative.'? In this case, le agrees with the experiencer—indirect object,
not with the grammatical subject.

(14) Ka-g-wiit-u-an a-lé ko-o-kér Kibé:t
PST.CURR-3-forget-VENT-1SG 1SG-LE PST.REC-3-close Kibeet.NOM
kurgé:t.
door

‘I forgot that Kibeet closed the door.’

Furthermore, impersonal agreement on the complementizer (see (10c) above) is also
available for a wide range of fully inflected lexical verbs in the matrix clause, in
which case a hearsay or rumor interpretation arises; this is illustrated in (15) below.

(15) Ka-o-kas Kiplaggat ke:-1¢ ka-@-tf3ir
PST.CURR-3-hear Kiplangat.NOM IMPRS-LE PST.CURR-3-steal
Kibé:t rabfinik.

Kibeet.NOM money
‘Kiplangat heard (a rumor) that Kibeet stole the money.’

Diercks and Rao (2019) additionally report a pattern of what they call object
agreement, where the complementizer (optionally) agrees with the indirect object
of the matrix verb, in addition to agreement with the subject. In this case, the prefix
on the complementizer tracks the ¢-features of the subject, while the suffix tracks the
¢-features of the object:

(16) Ko-a-mwaa-un a-le-ndzin ko-g-1t tuya amut.
PST-1SG-tell-2SG.OBJ 1SG-C-2SG.OBJ PST-3-arrive cows yesterday
‘I DID tell you (SG) that the cows arrived yesterday.’

(Diercks and Rao 2019, 371)

12This type of syntax for the verb ‘forget’ is attested in other languages as well (e.g. it is one of the possible
case frames for olvidarse ‘to forget’ in Spanish; Rivero 2004).
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We henceforth term this pattern “suffixal agreement” since our data reveal two types
of object agreement: prefixal object agreement for objects that act as the source of
information (as in (12) and (13)) and suffixal object agreement for indirect objects of
communication verbs. Diercks and Rao report that suffixal agreement is associated
with a verum focus interpretation, reflected in their translations of such examples.
However, we have not reliably replicated this finding for all of our speakers, and it
will thus not play a role in our analysis.

4 C agreement is verbal agreement

We first argue in Sect. 4.1 that what has been described as a ‘say’-based complemen-
tizer in Kipsigis is, in fact, the lexical verb ‘say’; in other words, it is of category
V, not C. In Sect. 4.2, we present novel data from the language showing that the ¢-
features on le track the source of the information reported in the embedded clause,
not necessarily the matrix subject (contra Diercks and Rao 2019).

4.1 Leisaverb

Even though ‘say’-based complementizers have been linked to verbal properties be-
fore (e.g. Lord 1976; Giildemann 2008; Grimshaw 2015; Ozylldlz et al. 2018; Halpert
2019; Letsholo and Safir 2019; Moulton 2019; Bondarenko 2020b; Demirok et al.
2020), analyses of these complementizers as elements of category V, not C, have
not always been pursued in the literature (though see Koopman 1984; Koopman and
Sportiche 1989; Kinyalolo 1993; Knyazev 2016; Major 2021; Major and Torrence
2021; Major et al. 2022 for exceptions). We provide here four main arguments in fa-
vor of analyzing the Kipsigis complementizer as a lexical verb ‘say’: it can be used
as a matrix verb, it inflects for mood and aspect, it can host applicative and reflexive
verbal morphology even when used in complementation, and it can be modified by
adverbs.

We begin with the observation that /e ‘say’ can act as a matrix verb, as shown in
(17). Crucially, the “complementizer” is ungrammatical in this case.

(17)  Ka-o-1é Kibé:t (*ko-16) @-ri-¢ lazkwe:t.
PST.CURR-3-LE KibeetNOM 3-LE 3-sleep-IPFV child.NOM
‘Kibeet said that the child is sleeping.’

The VSO word order of the language makes it clear that le occupies the position of
the lexical verb in (17). Matrix uses of le are also reported in Diercks and Rao (2019),
but Diercks et al. (2020) take this as evidence in favor of an analysis in which the C
head (le) overtly raises to the matrix clause. More specifically, they argue that a silent
speech verb occupies the matrix verb position and that le, which is base-generated
in C, moves to this position (see (4) in Sect. 2 for details on this type of analysis
for upwards-oriented C-Agree). Such an analysis, however, faces certain challenges
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once additional data about the morphology of le in matrix versus complementation
uses are considered.

We turn, then, to our second argument: inflection for mood and aspect. The first
observation is that le ‘say’ is inflected in the subjunctive mood when used as a “com-
plementizer” but in the indicative when used in matrix clauses. We observe in (19)
that the inflection of le ‘say’ in matrix versus complementation contexts shows the
same contrast between indicative and two types of subjunctive that we see in lexical
verbs like ru ‘sleep’ in (18). We use here perfective 1SG forms in order to illustrate the
two types of subjunctive (which are morphologically indistinguishable in other cells
of the paradigm). In (19a), we see a matrix use of le, in which case there is indica-
tive inflection (cf. (18a)). In (19b), e is used to introduce an embedded clause, and it
has Type I subjunctive, otherwise seen in—among other contexts—conditionals and
coordination (cf. (18b)). Finally, in (19¢), “matrix” le is embedded under a volitional
predicate and shows up with Type II subjunctive (cf. (18c)). From now on, we always
gloss subjunctive inflection on le.

18)  a  Kid}ri

PST.DIST-1SG-sleep(IND)
‘I slept.’

b. ingot i
if  1SG-sleep.SBIVI
‘if I sleep’

c. dmdtf-¢ [ .
1SG-want-1PFV 1SG-sleep.SBIVII
‘I want to sleep.’

(19) a. Kix—-lé ki-@-tf3ir Kibé:t rabf:nik.

PST.DIST-1SG-LE(IND) PST.DIST-3-steal Kibeet.NOM money
‘I said that Kibeet stole the money.’

b. Ki-4-mwa -lé ki-@-tfair Kibé:t
PST.DIST-1SG-say 1SG-LE.SBJVI PST.DIST-3-steal Kibeet. NOM
rabfintk.
money
‘I said that Kibeet stole the money.’

c. G-matf-é —lé ki:-@-t[3ir Kibé:t rabfinik.

1SG-want-IPFV 1SG-LE.SBJVII PST.DIST-3-steal Kibeet.NOM money
‘I want to say that Kibeet stole the money.’

In a C raising account (Diercks and Rao 2019; Diercks et al. 2020), it is an accident
that the complementizer is inflected in the subjunctive. The mood inflection follows
naturally, however, if le is a verb.

The C raising account also faces problems when it comes to matrix uses of le
in the imperfective (so far, we have mostly seen perfective examples). As can be
seen in (20), the imperfective form of le ‘say’ is le:len, which exhibits irregular stem
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Table 3 Suffixal agreement

(Diercks and Rao 2019, Table 3) G PL
-le-ndz-an -le-ndz-etf
2 -le-ndz-in -le-ndz-o1y
3 -le-nd3-i

allomorphy.'? In the verbal analysis pursued here, le is a lexical verb and is thus
predicted to inflect for aspect. In a C raising account, on the other hand, le is a C
head that raises into a matrix verb position. It is unlikely, however, that an element of
category C would show irregular stem allomorphy conditioned by aspect.

(20)  Le:lén ydjwek  kd-@-t[Sir Kibé:t rabf:nik.
LE.IPFV(IND) news.NOM PST.REC-3-steal Kibeet. NOM money
“The news says that Kibeet stole the money.’

In (20), le is in the matrix verb position. What is more striking, however, is that le can
inflect for aspect even when used in complementation contexts (as a reminder, verbs
in the subjunctive only make a perfective vs. imperfective distinction). We see in (21)
that when the matrix verb is inflected in the past imperfective, le can appear in either

its perfective or imperfective form.'#

21) Kd-a-mwd-é a-lé/a:-1e:lén
PST.CURR-1SG-say-IPFV 1SG-LE.SBJVI/1SG-LE.IPFV.SBJVI
ka-o-tf3ir Kibé:t rabfintk.

PST.CURR-3-steal Kibeet. NOM money
‘I was saying that Kibeet stole the money.’

The third argument in favor of a verbal analysis of le ‘say’ comes from a reeval-
uation of the suffixal agreement data presented in (16), which are repeated below as
(22). Diercks and Rao (2019) give a table of le forms with object agreement, repro-
duced as Table 3.

22) Ko-a-mwaa-un a-le-ndzin ko-@-1t tuya amut.
PST-1SG-tell-2SG.OBJ 1SG-C-2SG.OBJ PST-3-arrive cows yesterday
‘I DID tell you (SG) that the cows arrived yesterday.’
(Diercks and Rao 2019, 371)

Looking at Table 3, we observe that all forms share not only /e but also a [nd3] conso-
nant sequence. This indicates the possibility (acknowledged by Diercks and Rao 2019
themselves) that there is a hidden morpheme present between /e and the person/num-
ber suffixal agreement. We argue here that this is indeed the case, with the forms
reported in Table 3 being decomposable into an allomorph of le—Ile:n—followed
by the applicative suffix -tfi, followed by the regular object clitics in the language.

3The imperfective is usually expressed via a suffix, whose exact form is determined by a number of
factors, including TAM and conjugation class. We again refer the interested reader to Toweett (1979),
Rottland (1982), Creider and Creider (1989), and Kouneli (2022) for details on Kipsigis conjugation.

14Only imperfective—the morphologically marked aspect in Kipsigis—will be indicated in the glosses.
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Table 4 Suffixal agreement

decomposed into APPL and SG PL
object clitics
-lem-tfi-an [le:ndza:n] -lemn-tfi-e:xtf [le:ndze:tf]
2 -lem-tfi-in [le:nd3in] -lem-tfi-ak [le:ndzazk]
3 -lemn-tfi [lemndsi]
Table5 Object clitics
SG PL
1 -an -eitf
-in -atk
3 %}

Regular phonological processes (e.g. voicing of obstruents after nasals and vowel co-
alescence rules; Kouneli 2019, Chap. 2) give the surface forms that we see in Table 3.
The decomposition of the suffixal forms is given in Table 4, with surface phonological
forms in brackets.

The morphemes making up the forms in Table 4 are independently attested. The
suffix -#/i is the most common applicative morpheme in the language (Toweett 1979;
Rottland 1982; Creider and Creider 1989), used to introduce applied arguments with
a variety of thematic roles (e.g. recipient, beneficiary).!>> 16 An example is given in
(23).

(23) a. Ka-o-tfap Kibé:t kimpé:t.
PST.CURR-3-make Kibeet.NOM ugali
‘Kibeet made ugali (type of food).’
b. Ka-g-tfap-tfi Kibé:t Tfembéit kimpé:t.
PST.CURR-3-make-APPL Kibeet.NOM Cheebeet ugali
‘Kibeet made ugali for Cheebeet/on behalf of Cheebeet.’

The object clitics that we have postulated in Table 4 are simply the regular object
clitics in the language, summarized in Table 5, which was constructed with data from
Toweett (1979, 209).!7 The last piece of the reanalysis is the claim that the verb le
has an allomorph /e:n. In Kalenjin languages, there are at least 10 CV verbs that have
a CV:(n/l/r) allomorph when followed by other morphemes, with /e being such a
verb (e.g. Zwarts 2004, 116 reports the allomorphs le and le:l for the cognate word
in Endo-Marakwet). To see that this is not unique to le in Kipsigis, consider the

I5There is another applicative suffix -e:n, which is mostly used for instruments and sources (Toweett 1979;
Rottland 1982).

16The applicative -tfi has an allomorph - /i when attached to verbs ending in an alveolar obstruent. It also
has the allomorph -u for first/second person applied arguments for most (but not all) lexical verbs. This has
been analyzed as a specialized use of the ventive suffix -u in Kalenjin/Southern Nilotic languages (Rottland
1982; Creider and Creider 1989; Zwarts 2004; Mietzner 2009).

7 The clitics take the [ATR] value of the stem. Additionally, the vowel of 1SG and 2SG clitics is lengthened
in the presence of a local person subject (not indicated in the table; Toweett 1979; Creider and Creider
1989).

@ Springer



I. Driemel, M. Kouneli

allomorphy displayed by the verb jio ‘to come’ in (24): the root has the form o when
in stem-final position in (24a) but the form po:n when followed by the applicative in
(24b). The surface phonological form in (24b) is the same as that found on le with
1SG suffixal agreement (see Table 4), further strengthening the point that those forms
include an applicative suffix followed by an object clitic.

24) a. Ka-o-no kazt.
PST.CURR-3.IND-come home
‘He/she came home.’
b. pom-tfi-an. [né:ndzd:n]
come-APPL-1SG
‘Come to me!’

Further evidence for the presence of an applicative suffix on the complementizer
comes from reflexives and reciprocals. Kipsigis has a verbal suffix -ke: used to form
reflexives and reciprocals, illustrated in (25) below.!8

(25) Ki-ké:r-e-ké:.
1PL-look-IPFV-REFL
‘We are looking at ourselves/at each other.’

The suffix -ker can appear after the applicative -zfi, in which case it takes scope over
the applicative. With (at least) communication verbs, when the applied argument po-
sition is occupied by -ke:, suffixal agreement on /e can include both the applicative
and the reflexive/reciprocal suffix, as shown in (26).

(26)  Ké-@-tfam-tfi-ké: Kibé:t ko-lem-tfi-ké:
PST.REC-3-whisper-APPL-REFL Kibeet.NOM 3-LE-APPL-REFL.SBJVI
pam.
clever

‘Kibeet whispered to himself that he’s clever.’

Finally, our fourth argument: if /e is indeed a verb, it is predicted that it should
in principle be compatible with adverbial modification. As can be seen in (27), this
prediction is borne out: the adverb mu:tja ‘slowly’ can appear after (the imperfective
form of) le, which is the expected position if the adverb modifies /e but not if it modi-
fies the matrix verb. It is not clear at this point whether there are semantic differences
depending on the position of the adverb (following the matrix predicate vs. following
le).

27) [Ka-o-mwd-é Kibé:t [ko-1&:1én mu:tja
PST.CURR-3-say-IPFV Kibeet. NOM 3-LE.IPFV.SBJVI slowly
[ka-@-t[ir Kiplaggat rabimik]]].

PST.CURR-3-steal Kiplangat. NOM money
‘Kibeet was saying slowly that Kiplangat stole the money.’

18This suffix is unique in being outside of the [ATR] harmony domain of the verb.
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Summarizing, data that were not explored in Diercks and Rao (2019) and Diercks
et al. (2020) strongly support the analysis of le as a verb: it inflects for mood and
aspect, it can host applicative and reflexive/reciprocal morphology (even when used
in complementation), and it can be modified by adverbs.

The analysis of le as a verb implies that clauses introduced by /e (in a descriptive
sense) will differ from European CPs in at least some of their distributional properties.
This is borne out. For example, when a le clause is placed in subject position, all of
our speakers provide a translation that involves the verb ‘say,’” as shown in (28); they
insist that such a sentence cannot mean ‘That Kibeet stole the money is bad.” When
asked to translate that English sentence into Kipsigis, they give the paraphrase in
(29), which involves two separate clauses (and no copy of le).

(28) Ja [ke:-1é/ko-1é/a:-1é ka-@-tfor Kibé:t
bad IMPRS-LE.SBJVI/3-LE.SBIVI/1SG-LE.SBJVI PST-3-steal Kibeet. NOM
rabfinik].
money

#‘That Kibeet stole the money is bad.’

‘It is bad for people/him/her/me to say that Kibeet stole the money.’
29) Ka-g-tf3ir Kibé:t rabimik. Ja.

PST.CURR-3-steal Kibeet.NOM money bad

‘Kibeet stole the money. (This) is bad.’

Similarly, /e is incompatible with specificational uses of CPs, as shown in (30).19

30) Context: We are organizing an event (for which we need money), but Kibeet
stole the money and so we cannot organize it. Cheebeet (who doesn’t know
that Kibeet stole the money) comes in and asks: Why didn’t the event take
place? What was the problem?

Taibuit ko (*ko-le) kdi-@-tfdir Kibé:t rabimik.
problem TOP  3-LE.SBJVI PST.REC-3-steal Kibeet.NOM money
“The problem was that Kibeet stole the money.’

Before closing this section, it is worth examining a negation-related argument that
Diercks et al. (2020) provide against a verbal analysis. The negative morpheme ma-
can attach to /e when it is used as a matrix verb, as in (31a), but not when /e is used in
complementation, irrespective of whether there is matrix negation present, as shown
in (31b) and (31c). Diercks et al. (2020) argue that the ungrammaticality of negation
in complementation uses indicates that le is a complementizer, not a verb.

(31) a. Md-a-le J-ri-¢ lazkwe:t.
NEG-1SG-LE(IND) 3-sleep-IPFV child.NOM
‘I didn’t say that the child is sleeping.’
b. Maia-a-mwa (*ma-)a-1é J-ri-¢ latkwe:t.
NEG-1SG-say NEG-1SG-LE.SBJVI 3-sleep-IPFV child.NOM
‘I didn’t say that the child is sleeping.’

1911 this example, the noun fa:bu:t ‘problem’ appears in a preverbal topic position (this position is further
discussed in Sect. 5.1).

@ Springer



I. Driemel, M. Kouneli

c. *Ka-a-mwi ma-a:-1€ J-rd-¢ lazkwezt.
PST.CURR-1SG-say NEG-1SG-LE.SBJVI 3-sleep-IPFV child.NOM
Intended: ‘I didn’t say that the child is sleeping.’

However, what (31) shows is an asymmetry between matrix and complementation
uses of le with respect to the availability of negation. While this is something that
needs to be explained, the data do not suggest that the explanation lies in the ver-
bal versus complementizer status of /e. While we do not have a concrete explanation
at this point (though see Fn. 41 for a suggestion), evidence against Diercks et al.’s
argument comes from data like (32) below. What we see in (32) is a lexical verb em-
bedded under a matrix predicate, and interestingly, we observe in this case the same
pattern as in (31) with respect to negation: the negative prefix ma- is ungrammatical
when attached to the embedded verb, as shown in (32b) and (32¢).2° Thus, we see
that there are embedded verbs in the language that do not tolerate negation. Whatever
the reason for this might be, what data like (32) show is that unavailability of negation
in complementation uses of /e does not constitute an argument against its analysis as
a verb.?!

(32) a. arpggén  a-pir pé:k.
1SG-know 1S8G-hit.SBIJVII water
‘I know how to swim’ (lit. ‘to hit water’).

b. Ma-a()-ggén (*ma)-a-pir péik.
1SG-know NEG-1SG-hit.SBIVII water
‘I don’t know how (not) to swim.’

c. *a-pgén  ma-a-pir péik.

1SG-know NEG-1SG-hit.SBJVII water
Intended: ‘I don’t know how to swim’ or ‘I know how not to swim.’

Furthermore, if the explanation for the ungrammaticality of negation in (31b) and
(31c) is the C status of le, as argued by Diercks et al. (2020), then it is not clear
why negation is possible in matrix uses, where Diercks et al. (2020) acknowledge
that le behaves like a verb. In our analysis, on the other hand, le is uniformly a verb,
and differences in behavior between matrix and complementation uses arise from
differences in the syntactic position of le (matrix verb vs. embedded under another
verb), a view that is supported by data like (32).

20The examples in (32) are reminiscent of control clauses with subjunctives in Greek and other Balkan
languages (e.g. Iatridou 1988; Terzi 1992; Varlokosta 1993; Krapova 2001; Landau 2004; Roussou 2009).
Preliminary data suggest that we find control in (32) too, but a more detailed investigation is needed to
confirm the behavior of such structures in Kipsigis. The question that arises, however, is whether com-
plementation with /e might involve control, especially since Baker (2022) has recently advocated for an
analysis of complementizer agreement that involves control, as discussed in Sect. 2. We will show in the
next sections, however, that there is evidence for the presence of a structural subject of /e that behaves like
pro (not PRO), which argues against control as the right analysis (irrespective of whether one adopts a pred-
icational or propositional analysis). It is left as a question for further research, though, why le structures
and control clauses pattern alike with respect to negation.

21t is also worth noting that negation is impossible with restructuring infinitives (Wurmbrand 2001; among
others) in European languages despite their verbal status; this is another argument in favor of dissociating
the (un)availability of negation from the lexical category of the “complementizer.”
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4.2 Agreement with the source of information

In Sect. 3, we showed that le in Kipsigis does not always agree with the matrix sub-
ject. Rather, agreement with other DPs in the matrix clause is possible, if those DPs
act as the source of the information reported in the embedded clause (recall (12) and
(13)). In this section we provide two further arguments in favor of the claim that
agreement is sensitive to the source of information and four arguments in favor of
treating the local subject of /e ‘say’ as a pronoun that establishes coreference with a
matrix or discourse antecedent.

First, agreement on le is usually subject to an animacy restriction, as shown by
the contrast in (33).22 In both (33a) and (33b) there are two possible antecedents for
agreement on le: the 1SG (animate) subject and a third person source of information,
introduced by the applicative -e:n. The source of information is animate in (33a), but
inanimate in (33b), and what we observe is ungrammaticality of agreement with the
source DP in the latter case. Interestingly, one of our consultants made the following
comment: “Kole is bad here [in (33b)] because the door cannot talk and kole is for
living things.” This is in line with our arguments in favor of /e being the lexical verb

‘say.’23

(33) a. Ka-a-kas-émn Alice a:-1é/ko-1é
PST.CURR-1SG-hear-APPL Alice 1SG-LE/3-LE.SBJVI
ka-kd>-o-it la:goik.

PST.CURR-PRF-3-arrive children.NOM
‘I heard from Alice that the children have arrived.’

b. Ka-a-kds-éin kirgé:t a:-1é/*ko-1é
PST.CURR-1SG-hear-APPL door 1SG-LE/3-LE.SBJVI
ka-ko>-o-it la:gdik.

PST.CURR-PRF-3-arrive children.NOM
‘I heard from the door that the children have arrived.’

Second, /e can agree with benefactive arguments introduced by the applicative -tfi,
but only if they can act as the source of information. Thus, we see that agreement is
possible in (13), repeated here as (34), but not in (35), where the benefactive argument
of the predicate kas ‘hear’ cannot be construed as a source.

(34) Ko:-d-mwaj-té:-tfi Tfebé:t & toyéut
PST.REC-1SG-say-IT-APPL Cheebeet at meeting
a-1¢/ko-1é kd:-o-tf3ir Kibé:t rabfnik.

1SG-LE.SBIVI/3-LE.SBJVI PST.REC-3-steal Kibeet.NOM money
‘At the meeting, I said on Cheebeet’s behalf that Kibeet stole the money.’

22The only exceptions to this generalization that we are aware of are inanimate nouns of the repository
of information type (e.g. book, radio, news). See Anand et al. (2019), among others, for discussion on the
ability of those nouns to act as subjects of speech act predicates.

23For some speakers, agreement with DPs denoting the source of information is sensitive not only to
animacy but also to how reliable the source is judged to be by the speaker (Culy 1994; Speas 2004). For
example, in a context where Alice in (33a) is known to be an unreliable person (e.g. someone who lies
often), one consultant reports that third person agreement on /e is no longer possible. Thanks to Deniz
Ozyildiz for creating the “unreliable Alice” context.
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(35) *Ka-a-kasi Kibé:t ko-1é g-jaitf-€  ko-wd
PST.CURR-1SG-hear-APPL Kibeet 3-LE.SBIJVI 3-must-IPFV 3-go(SBJV)
Nairobi.

Nairobi

Intended: ‘I heard on Kibeet’s behalf that one should go to Nairobi.’

The data presented so far show that ¢-features encoded on /e result from agree-
ment with the source of information, which does not always coincide with the matrix
subject (contra Diercks and Rao 2019). Since we analyze le as a lexical verb, the
analysis that suggests itself is one in which le agrees with a locally merged subject.
Since the subject is covert, however, further investigation is needed regarding its sta-
tus and the cause for coindexation with a matrix antecedent. In the following, we will
thus explore whether the local subject is an anaphor or a pronoun and, in the latter
case, whether the relation is established via coreference or binding.

A binding relation is brought into question by the fact that c-command is not
necessary for agreement. The verb /e can agree with the source even if the source is
embedded in a PP:%*

(36)  Kdé-r-kas [pp kobun Kiplaggat] ko-1é/i:-le
PST.CURR-2SG-hear = from Kiplangat 3-LE/2SG-LE.SBJVI
ka-o-t[5ir Kibé:t rabfinik.

PST.CURR-3-steal Kibeet. NOM money
“You heard from Kiplangat that Kibeet stole the money.’

Further support for this claim comes from /e clauses that take the impersonal form
ke:-1¢ indicating a rumor interpretation, as we saw in (15), which receives a natural
explanation if the pronominal subject corefers with an impersonal antecedent in the
discourse.” Here, we provide two additional scenarios in which /e can agree with an
antecedent that is (saliently) present only in the preceding discourse, not in the matrix
clause: (37) is a third person example, and (38) is a second person example.>°

(37 Context: You are an investigative journalist and you have one informant. No
one knows your informant but the people you talk to (including your editor)
know you only get your information from him. So, you go to your editor and
say:

241 (36), as well as (71a) later in the paper, the transcription for 2SG past forms shows the underlying
representation of the morphemes, but a regular phonological process of vowel coalescence (Kouneli 2019,
Chap. 2) applies to ka- and 1-, resulting in the form ke:- on the surface. Similarly, we give underlying forms
in (58), where vowel coalescence applies between the ventive and 2SG object clitic.

Bwe acknowledge that a pronominal analysis is not the only way to analyze impersonals in Kipsigis.
Alternatively, existential closure could provide an appropriate paraphrase for a rumor interpretation, along
the lines of I heard that someone says ... , as suggested by a reviewer. A detailed investigation of the
impersonal outside of complementation contexts would be needed to decide which one of the derivations
of the ke:-I¢ form is more likely to derive a rumor interpretation. Also note the parallelism to evidential
marking on the ‘say’-based complementizer in Nyala East (Gluckman 2022, Sect. 3.3).

20There is variation in our consultants’ judgments regarding these examples. Three speakers find (38) but
not (37) acceptable, while one speaker shows the opposite pattern, accepting (37) but not (38).
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Ka-a-kas ko-1é ka-o-tf3ir Kibé:t rabfinfk.
PST.CURR-1SG-hear 3-LE.SBJVI PST.CURR-3-steal Kibeet. NOM money
‘I heard that Kibeet stole the money.’

(38) Context: We are having an argument about who stole the money. You have
presented convincing arguments that it is Kibeet who stole the money, and I
say to you:

@ai-jdmn-1 i-le ka-o-tf3ir Kibé:t rabfinik.
1SG-believe-IPFV 2SG-LE.SBJVI PST.CURR-3-steal Kibeet. NOM money
‘I believe you that Kibeet stole the money.’

Since the contexts given in (36)—(38) do not ensure the necessary locality rela-
tions, we exclude an analysis involving a direct binding relation between the local
subject and its antecedent. This leaves open the possibility of an account in which the
subject is bound indirectly by a covert binder that itself is coreferent with the matrix
antecedent. Such analyses are for example prominently pursued within the literature
on long distance reflexives (Anand and Hsieh 2005; Anand 2006; Charnavel 2020)
and logophoric pronoun systems (Koopman and Sportiche 1989; Safir 2004; Speas
2004; Anand 2006).

There is reason to doubt an anaphoric status for the subject. Since it serves as the
goal for agreement with le, we would expect anaphor agreement effects (Rizzi 1989;
Woolford 1999; Sundaresan 2016; Murugesan 2022). As was shown in (25), reflex-
ivization in Kipsigis takes place through the ¢-invariant verbal suffix -ke:, a strategy
that is in complementary distribution with cliticization in nonanaphoric contexts, as
shown in (39).

(39)  Ka-a-kexr-(*an)-ke:. / Ka-a-keir-ke:-(*¥an).
PST.CURR-1SG-see-1SG.OBJ-REFL PST.CURR-1SG.OBJ-see-REFL-1SG
‘I saw myself.’

Since this effect arguably qualifies as a case of anaphoric agreement (Woolford 1999,
264) and is absent with prefixal agreement on /¢, we conclude that the subject does not
instantiate an anaphor. Instead we propose that agreement takes place between le and
a covert pronoun introduced by le. This pro is coindexed with the matrix/discourse
antecedent via the assignment function, thereby avoiding the need for c-command by
the antecedent. More details will be given in the next section.

A final argument in favor of the pro analysis comes from the fact that the subject
of le can be overtly realized under certain discourse conditions:?’

(40) Context: We are having a conversation, and I keep saying that Kibeet stole
the money, but you don’t want to believe me. So finally, I say:

Ka-a-mwa ac-1é ane: ka-@-t[oir
PST.CURR-1SG-say 1SG-LE.SBJVI 1SG.NOM PST.CURR-3-steal
Kibé:t rabfintk.

Kibeet.NOM money
‘I said that Kibeet stole the money.’

27The exact conditions that license the overt realization of the subject of /e are not clear. We have only
been able to elicit overt subjects when the matrix predicate is a speech verb.
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Having argued for the presence of a local subject and the status of le as a verb, we
turn to the syntactic analysis in the next section.

5 Syntactic analysis

In our analysis, le is a verb, and its agreement morphology reflects agreement with
a pro subject. Thus, any embedded clause that appears with le in reality consists of
two clauses: the clause headed by [e itself and the embedded proposition. For a full
syntactic analysis, there are two questions that remain to be answered: (i) what is the
size of those clauses, and (ii) how do they combine with each other and with the ma-
trix predicate? Our answer to the first question is that the clause containing le is a TP,
while the embedded proposition is a CP. We give arguments for this analytical choice
in Sect. 5.1. Regarding the second question, we argue that all embedding makes use
of a complementation structure, where the TP containing le is a sister to the matrix
verb and the indicative CP complement is a sister to le. Arguments for this type of
structure are presented in Sect. 5.2.

Our complete analysis, including the different agreement options, is presented in
(41b), which is the structure for the sentence in (41a). We choose a verb of percep-
tion, since such verbs most naturally allow both an agent and a source of information,
making agreement possibilities on /e more transparent. We assume that Voice intro-
duces the external argument of /e (Kratzer 1996), while the source argument of the
matrix predicate kas ‘hear’ enters the derivation via a high Appl head (Marantz 1993;
Pylkkinen 2008).2% To account for the verb initiality of Kipsigis, we assume that V
moves via Voice and Asp to T (or a higher projection; see Bossi and Diercks 2019),
shown by the arrows in (41b). The dashed arrows indicate Agree between T and the
subject, respectively. Of special interest is the subjunctive T head probing for the ¢-
features of the agent of the saying event—a free pronoun serving as a goal for Down-
ward Agree. Prefixal agreement on /e follows straightforwardly, as the ¢-features of
pro vary with its denotation. The form i:le is chosen if pro points to the addressee of
the utterance, whereas kolé appears if pro is coindexed with Kiplangat, which is the
source argument from the matrix clause. Another option is the impersonal form ke:lé,
which leads to a rumor interpretation: recall (15). In this case, pro corefers with an
impersonal antecedent in the discourse.

41 a. Kaé-r-kas-ém Kiplaggat ke:-1é/i:-1e/ko-1¢é
PST.CURR-2SG-hear-APPL Kiplangat IMPRS-LE/2SG-LE/3-LE.SBJVI
ka-@-tf3ir Kibé:t rabfinik.

PST.CURR-3-steal Kibeet.NOM money
“You heard from Kiplangat that Kibeet stole the money.’

281 Pylkkdnen (2008), source arguments are introduced by a low applicative. We choose here a high
applicative for presentation purposes, but this is not crucial for the analysis. Further work on the behavior
of arguments introduced by -e:n, which is also used to introduce instruments, is needed to determine
whether it should be best analyzed as a high or low applicative in Kipsigis.
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5.1 The size of clausal complements

In the syntactic structure we provide, le clauses are TP sisters to the matrix verb,
while /e itself takes a CP complement: see (41b). In this section, we provide empirical
arguments in favor of this choice for the size of the clauses involved.

Starting with the indicative CP complement of e, we discuss data showing that /e
can generally introduce a CP. Kipsigis has a topicalization strategy where a DP topic
moves to the left periphery and is followed by the overt topic marker ko (Driemel and
Kouneli 2022); this is illustrated in (42). Following previous work on Nilotic (van
Urk 2015), we assume that the preverbal topic position in Kipsigis is Spec,CP.

(42) Kibé:t ké ka-@-dm kimpé:t.
Kibeet TOP PST.CURR-3-eat ugali
‘Kibeet ate ugali.’

As shown in (43), le can introduce clauses with an overt topic marker, indicating that
the embedded clause is a CP.

43) aw-ggén  a-lé [Kibé:t ké ka-@-tfSr rabiinik].
1SG-know 1SG-LE.SBJVI Kibeet TOP PST.CURR-3-steal money
‘I know that Kibeet stole the money.’

A similar argument can be made on the basis of embedded questions. Kipsigis is
generally wh-in-situ, as shown in (44), which displays the standard VSO order.?

29However, the language has extensive scrambling, with focused elements showing a preference for the
immediately postverbal position (Bossi and Diercks 2019). Since wh-words are inherently focused, they
often scramble to that position.
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(44) Ka-g-tf5ir na: rabf:nik?
PST.CURR-3-steal who.NOM money
‘Who stole the money?’

We see in (45) that embedded wh-questions are introduced by le. Under the standard
assumption that interrogative clauses are CPs, these data show that /e can take a CP
complement.

45) Ma-a(:)-ngén  @:-1é [ka-o-t[3ir na: rabimik].
NEG-1SG-know 1SG-LE.SBJVI PST.CURR-3-steal who.NOM money
‘I don’t know who stole the money.’

Summarizing, le can combine with clauses that are clearly CPs, and its behavior in
these cases is identical to its behavior with indicative complements (e.g. it displays
the same morphology and agreement possibilities). We therefore conclude that the
most straightforward assumption for the category of the indicative complement in
(41b)is a CP.

Moving on to the category of the le clause itself, it is clear that it contains at least
a VoiceP and an AspP: as has been extensively argued, /e has a thematic subject
(which can even be overt: see (40)), and it can inflect for aspect. Nevertheless, /e
clauses also display certain properties that point towards a reduced clausal structure.
First, we never see an overt complementizer co-occurring with /e in complementation
structures. Second, we see in (46) that the subject of le cannot be topicalized (in
contrast to the subject of the embedded proposition, as shown in (42) above).

(46) *Ka-a-mwa [ané: k6 -1€ [ka-@-t[ir
PST.CURR-1SG-say 1SG TOP 1SG-LE.SBJVI PST.CURR-3-steal
Kibé:t rabf:nik]].

Kibeet.NOM money
Intended: ‘I said that Kibeet stole the money.’

Given these properties, we conclude that there is no evidence for the presence of
a C layer, and we follow previous work according to which (at least some) sub-
junctives are TPs (e.g. Alexiadou et al. 2012; Pietraszko 2017, 2020).30’ 31 Accord-
ing to the same work, however, the languages under investigation (Greek, Roma-
nian, and Ndebele) distinguish between CP and TP subjunctives. As was already
mentioned in Sect. 3, Kipsigis does distinguish between two types of subjunctive,
which are morphologically different in perfective 1SG only (see Appendix for fur-

307¢ does not show tense distinctions, and it is incompatible with negation, as discussed in Sect. 4. In
some theories, these properties could be explained if the T layer is also absent (e.g. Wurmbrand 2001).
Nevertheless, the presence of subject agreement on the verb (which is standardly associated with T) points
towards the presence of T in Kipsigis /e clauses.

311n their grammar of the related dialect Nandi, Creider and Creider (1989) claim that full clauses cannot
be coordinated in the language, and we have already seen in (7a) that the verb of the second conjunct
in what could be clausal coordination must inflect for subjunctive Type I (not indicative) in Kipsigis. An
investigation of clausal coordination is beyond the scope of this paper, but if CP coordination is disallowed
in Kipsigis, examples such as (7a) could be interpreted as evidence for the lack of a C layer in subjunctive
Type L.
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ther discussion). It is thus possible that while subjunctive Type I is a TP subjunc-
tive, subjunctive Type II is a CP subjunctive. Type II subjunctives are used (with-
out an overt complementizer) as clausal complements to a variety of lexical verbs,
as was discussed in Sect. 3, which is consistent with their analysis as CP comple-
ments.

While we leave a complete investigation of the subjunctive as a topic for further
research, we provide here a sketch of a morphological analysis for the relationship
between subjunctives Type I and Type II. As a reminder, the two subjunctives are
syncretic in all cells of the paradigm except for perfective 1SG. In most morpho-
logical frameworks, this would be analyzed in terms of a shared feature. Such an
analysis, however, is not trivial if one assumes that the difference between the two
types of subjunctive lies in the size of the clause. A possible solution is an anal-
ysis along the lines of Pietraszko (2017), where subjunctive morphology does not
spell out mood features, but is rather determined positionally. More specifically, sub-
junctive morphology could be spelling out agreement features on a deficient T head
(as a reminder, there are no tense distinctions in the subjunctive in Kipsigis). The
two subjunctives would then not be sharing any specific mood feature, but rather
they would have in common the presence of a deficient T head. In subjunctive Type
II—but not Type I—there is a C head present above T, and one could posit an allo-
morphy rule where a deficient 1SG T head is spelled out differently in the context
of C.

5.2 Complementation versus adjunction

The most common assumption in the syntactic literature on complementation is that
a CP headed by the complementizer (e.g. that in English) is merged as a sister to
the matrix verb. In Kipsigis, however, the element mediating the relationship be-
tween the matrix verb and the embedded proposition is the verb /e, not C. Thus
the embedded indicative CP is a sister to /e, not the main verb. This has conse-
quences for the analysis of mood selection in the language, which was discussed
in Sect. 3: we argued that predicates in Kipsigis can select for indicative comple-
ments, subjunctive (Type II) complements, or both. We are now in a position to re-
vise this description. Predicates can select for subjunctive complements, as shown in
(47), but the nature of indicative “selection” is indirect: under our analysis, verbs
select for a le clause that then introduces the indicative complement, as in (48).
What this means is that le is possibly the only lexical verb in Kipsigis that can
directly merge with an indicative CP (see Major 2021 for a similar claim for the
verb ‘say’ in Uyghur). In Sect. 6.1, we provide a semantic explanation for this
fact.

@7 SBJVII mood selection
VPmatrix

/\

V  CPsvin

ZAN
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(48) Indicative mood selection
VPmatrix

What is less clear is the nature of the relationship between the clause containing
le and the matrix predicate in (48). While we have argued for a complementation
structure, where the le clause is a sister to the verb of the matrix clause, there are
two plausible alternatives to this view: the le clause could combine with the matrix
predicate via either adjunction or coordination. These alternatives are motivated by
existing analyses of ‘say’ complementation in other languages (e.g. Major 2021) and
by the presence of subjunctive Type I on le, which is also seen in adjunct clauses
and in coordination structures in Kipsigis. In this section, we discuss, and eventually
reject, these two alternatives.

Starting with adjunction, Major (2021) argues for Uyghur that ‘say’ is part of a
converbial clause that is adjoined to the matrix predicate (see also Major et al. 2022
on Lubukusu). This is illustrated in (49). In our structure, we have included a TP
since T is necessary to account for agreement in Kipsigis, but converbial clauses are
usually more truncated in other languages.

(49) VPiatrix

VP ConP

A\

T AspP

N

Asp VoiceP
pro Voice
Voice VP

/\
leé
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The structure in (49) is partly motivated by the presence of converbial morphology
on the Uyghur verb ‘say’ when used as a complementizer. The same morphology is
used in the language for converbial adjuncts that add a manner modification to a VP
(e.g. the equivalent of sentences like ‘I entered the house running’). At first glance,
we find a parallel in Kipsigis: as Bossi (2023b) argues, subjunctive can be used for
this type of adjunct clause in Kipsigis as well, illustrated here with the example in
(50).

(50)  Ka-a-we kd: [-labat-*(i)].
PST.CURR-1SG-g0.1SG house 1SG-run-IPFV.SBJV
‘I entered the house running.’

Nevertheless, we find three important differences between adjunct clauses like
(50) and /e clauses. First, imperfective morphology is obligatory in converbial clauses
like (50), indicating that aspect plays an important role in the syntactic and semantic
makeup of these clauses. Le, on the other hand, is primarily used in the perfective;
even though imperfective is possible in some cases (see (21)), its use is restricted, and
we have not encountered any context where it is obligatory. Also note that subjunctive
Type I and Type II are syncretic in the imperfective (even for 1SG), which means that
it is impossible to deternine the type of subjunctive that converbs appear in. It is
therefore not even clear that the verb in converbial clauses in Kipsigis has exactly the
same morphology as le.

Second, while converbial clauses like the one in (50) can be used to answer a
‘how’ question, /e clauses can never do so. This is illustrated by the contrast in (51)
and (52) below, which indicates that le clauses differ from converbial clauses in not
acting as manner modifiers.?

(28 A: Ka-@-wemndi-ta  ano ka:  T[é:bé:t?
PST.CURR-3-go-IT how home Cheebeet.NOM
‘How did Cheebeet enter the house?’

B: Ko-labat-i.
3-run-1PFV.SBJV
‘Running.’
(52) A: Ka-g-tfaim-ta ano T[é:bé:t?

PST.CURR-3-whisper-IT how Cheebeet.NOM
‘How did Cheebeet whisper?” (With the intended meaning ‘What did
Cheebeet whisper?’)
B: #Ko-1é ka-@-tfdir Kibé:t rabf:nik.
3-LE.SBJVI PST.CURR-3-steal Kibeet.NOM money
‘(Saying) that Kibeet stole the money.’

Crucially, Kipsigis differs in this respect from languages like Uyghur, where ‘how’
questions can target clauses headed by the ‘say’-based complementizer, as shown in

32Kipsigis ‘how’ questions require the presence of the itive suffix on the verb, for reasons that are currently
not understood (see also Bossi and Diercks 2019).
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(53).33 Major (2024) takes these data as evidence for a converbial analysis of ‘say’
clauses in that language.

(53) A: Mahinur néme/kim*(-ni) qandaq oyla-y-du?
Mahinur what/who-ACC how  think-NONPST-3
‘What does Mahinur think about what/who?’
B: Mabhinur Tursun-ni  ket-t-i de-p oyla-y-du.
Mahinur Tursun-ACC leave-PST-3 say-CNV think-NONPST-3
‘Mabhinur thinks something, saying that Tursun left.’
(Adapted from Major 2024, 24-25)

The third difference lies in extraction possibilities. As was discussed in the previ-
ous section, Kipsigis has a topic position in the left periphery. Topicalization exhibits
island effects, which indicates that movement is involved. Illustrative examples are
given in (54) and (55) below.

54 Complex NP island

*Kibe:t; ko ka-@-soman T[ébé:t [kitabs:t ne
Kibeet TOP PST.CURR-3-read Cheebeet.NOM book REL.SG
ki:-@-sir-e iné:ndet;/ ;1.

PST.DIST-3-write-IPFV 3SG.NOM
Intended: ‘Kibeet, Cheebeet read the book that he wrote.’
(Driemel and Kouneli 2022, 14)

(55) Adjunct island
*Kibe:t; ko ka-kr-sundan-e:tf [amun ma-@-po:  _ ;].
Kibeet TOP PST.CURR-1PL-win-1PL(IMPRS) because NEG-3-come
Intended: ‘Kibeet, they beat us (at the race) because he didn’t come.’
(Driemel and Kouneli 2022, 14)

Topicalization out of converbial clauses as in (50) is impossible, as shown in (56).
This is consistent with their status as adjuncts, which generally behave as islands
in the language (see e.g. (55)). For what follows, we also provide the contexts used
during elicitation for extraction because speakers often reject fronting to the topic
position if not presented with an appropriate pragmatic context (in this case, that of a
contrastive topic—see Driemel and Kouneli 2022 for details).

(56) Context: Multiple people enter the house holding different things. What was
everyone holding? Who was holding the flower?

33Readers might wonder at this point how questions involving attitude predicates are formed in the lan-
guage. The wh-word ne: ‘what’ is used, with agreeing /e being optionally present, as shown in (i). It is
not clear yet whether there are semantic differences associated with the presence versus absence of /e.
The presence of le in questions, however, is another argument in favor of its verbal analysis; if it were a
complementizer, its presence would be quite surprising.

() fr-ngén (i-1&) né:?
2SG-know.IPFV 2SG-LE.SBJVI what
‘What do you know?’
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*Mavwa:t; k6 ka-a-we kda: [ar-nam-e il
flower TOP PST.CURR-1SG-go.1SG house 1SG-hold-IPFV.SBJV
Intended: ‘The flower, I entered the house holding (it).’

Extraction out of /e clauses, on the other hand, is always possible, as illustrated in
(57)—(59) below for a variety of matrix predicates: a communication verb in (57), a
communication verb with a goal argument in (58), and a doxastic predicate in (59).34

57) Context: We are at an event with multiple people attending and multiple
dishes available. Who ate what? What did Kibeet eat? (What did Cheebeet

eat?)

Kibé:t; k6 ka-a-mwa [a:-le ka-@-am i
Kibeet TOP PST.CURR-1SG-say 1SG-LE.SBJVI PST.CURR-3-eat
kimpe:t].

ugali

‘Kibeet, I said that he ate ugali.’

(58) Context: We are at an event with multiple people attending and multiple
dishes available. Who ate what? Who ate ugali? (Who ate meat?)

Kimpé:t; k6 ka-a-mwa-u-in [a-lemn-tfi-in
ugali TOP PST.CURR-1SG-say-VENT-2SG 1SG-LE-APPL-2SG.SBJVI
ka-@-am Kibé:t il

PST.CURR-3-eat Kibeet. NOM
‘Ugali, I told you that Kibeet ate it.’

(59) Context: We are at an event with multiple people attending and multiple
dishes available. Who ate what? What did Cheebeet eat? (What did Kibeet

eat?)

Tfebéit; k6 a-jdm-i [a:-16 ka-@-am L
Cheebeet TOP 15G-believe-IPFV 1SG-LE.SBJVI PST.CURR-3-eat
pe:ndal.

meat

‘Cheebeet, I believe that she ate meat.’

Data like (57)—(59) indicate that le clauses do not have the same structure as conver-
bial clauses in the language, and they point away from an adjunct analysis along the
lines of (49).%

34Bossi (2023b) reports that extraction is impossible (only) when the matrix predicate is a speech verb;
the only example she provides is the equivalent of (58), that is, an example where a goal argument is
also present. Our speakers, however, confidently judged such examples as grammatical. While we cannot
explain this discrepancy from Bossi’s findings, we note the following: (i) in her handout, Bossi is not
explicit about the pragmatic context used to elicit those data, and speakers often reject topic fronting if
the context is not salient, and (ii) her speakers also have a nonagreeing form of /e (absent in our speakers’
grammar), indicating the possibility of dialectal differences.

351t is well-known that adjunct islands can sometimes be violated in English and other languages, provided
that the events denoted by the matrix predicate and the predicate inside the adjunct meet certain semantic
conditions (roughly, when the main event and the adjoined event form an integrated semantic unit; Truswell
2007; among others). One could therefore argue that extraction out of /e clauses is possible because the
saying event forms an integrated semantic unit with the matrix predicate. Note, however, that the English
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The extraction data above also provide evidence against the other alternative anal-
ysis of /e clauses: an analysis according to which these clauses are adjoined to the
matrix predicate via coordination. Such an analysis might appear attractive in light of
data like (7a), repeated here as (60), where subjunctive Type I is used for the inflection
of the second conjunct and the conjunction marker ak can be omitted.

(60) Ka-g-putf Tfébért kit  (dk) a-tfdp tfarfk.
PST.CURR-3-sweep Cheebeet house and 1SG-make.SBIVI tea
‘Cheebeet swept the house, and I made tea.’

However, extraction out of the second conjunct of examples like (60) is impossible
irrespective of whether the conjunction marker is present or not, as shown in (61).
This is not surprising, since movement in such cases would violate the Coordinate
Structure Constraint, which is otherwise active in the language.

(61) Context: Different people were assigned tasks of making different beverages
for the guests. Who made what? What did Cheebeet make?

*Tfembért; k6 ka-a-puitf kda:t [(dk) ko-tfap i
Cheebeet TOP PST.CURR-1SG-sweep house and 3-make.SBIVI
tfafik].
tea

Intended: ‘Cheebeet, I swept the house, and she made tea.’

Summing up, le clauses behave differently from both converbial (adjunct) clauses
and the second conjunct in coordination structures. Given these differences, we con-
clude that a structure in which /e clauses are sisters to the matrix predicate can best
account for the extraction data that we observe. As for the use of subjunctive (Type I)
on /e, we note that there is no reason why such morphology would be incompatible
with a complementation structure. According to the morphological analysis sketched
in the previous section, subjunctive morphology does not spell out specific mood fea-
tures, nor does it indicate a particular way in which a clause is merged in the syntax.
Rather, it signals the presence of a deficient T head.

While subjunctive Type I morphology on le is compatible with our analysis, what
might seem problematic is that verbs (= matrix predicates) can select for a TP just
in case this TP contains le. In other words, in our analysis, /e clauses can be comple-
ments of V, but it is not clear that TP clauses can generally act as verbal complements
in the language.’® We acknowledge that this is a potential weakness of our analysis,
but we have shown in this section that there is overwhelming evidence against adjunc-
tion of the /e clause. This means that complementation is the correct structure. While
we will unfortunately have to leave the analysis of the selection mechanism as a topic
for further research, we speculate that a shift from adjunction to complementation

equivalent of the ungrammatical Kipsigis sentence in (56) is grammatical for many speakers, indicating
that Kipsigis disallows extraction out of adjuncts irrespective of the semantics of the events involved. We
thank Malte Zimmermann for bringing this to our attention.

36we note, however, that we cannot be entirely sure that clauses of size TP are never sisters to verbs in
other contexts; complementation in Kipsigis is severely understudied, and it is possible that the relevant
constructions have not been discovered yet.
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might be a possible grammaticalization path of the verb ‘say’ into a complementizer.
For example, Balusu (2020) claims that in Stage I ‘say’ clauses are adjuncts, in Stage
II they are serial verbs, and in Stage III they are truly embedded (while still being
verbs). Such a grammaticalization path would fit well with what has been reported in
the recent literature on ‘say’-based complementation, where both adjunction (e.g. for
Uyghur) and serialization (e.g. for Avatime) have been proposed (e.g. Major 2021).
Kipsigis would, thus, constitute an example of a language in the subordination stage.
Finally, Burukina (2023) has recently analyzed the ‘say’-based complementizer in
Mari (Uralic) as a C head that can introduce an argument in its specifier. This C is at
least historically related to converbs, and could thus represent an example of the final
stage of the grammaticalization path, where ‘say’ is a C head.

We close this section by pointing out that analyzing /e clauses in terms of subor-
dination can potentially explain another prominent difference between Kipsigis and
other languages with ‘say’-based complementation: while the presence of the verb
‘say’ usually implies absence of factivity (see e.g. Major 2024 on Uyghur), agreeing
le is readily used with factive complements in Kipsigis. For example, we have already
seen that agreeing le is used with predicates like ngen ‘to know’ (1) or pajpaj ‘to be
happy (that)’ (8). Examples (62) and (63) below confirm that these predicates are
factive in Kipsigis: according to our speakers, a continuation that negates the content
of the embedded clause leads to a contradiction. This contrasts with nonfactive verbs
like pwaz:t ‘to think,” where the continuation is felicitous, as expected (64). Further-
more, emotive factives (of the type that we see in (63)) uniformly behave as factive
predicates even in those African languages that otherwise seem to lack (or have a
very small set of) factive predicates of the European type (Ken Safir, p.c.).3’

(62)  a:-pgén a-lé ko:-@-siir Kiplaggat testi,
1SG-know.IPFV 1SG-LE.SBJVI PST.REC-3-pass Kiplangat.NOM test
#koba:te:n ma:-g-siir.

but NEG-3-pass
‘I know that Kiplangat passed the test, #but he didn’t pass.’

N

(63) A:-pajpaj @-1é Kko:-g@-sir Kiplaggat #koba:te:n
1SG-happy 1SG-LE PST.REC-3-pass Kiplangat.NOM but

ma:-J-siir.

NEG-3-pass

‘T’'m happy that Kiplangat passed (the exams), #but he didn’t pass.’
(64)  Ka-a(:)-pwa:t-i a-lé kd>-@-t[5r Kibé:t

PST.CURR-1SG-think-IPFV 1SG-LE.SBJVI PST.REC-3-steal Kibeet.NOM

rabiinik, koba:te:n ma:-@-tforr (Kibé:t rabi:nik).

money but NEG-3-steal Kibeet.NOM money

‘I thought that Kibeet stole the money, but he didn’t (steal the money).’

In contrast, Uyghur exhibits factivity alternations associated with the distribution of
‘say’: as shown in (65a), the verb bil ‘to know’ has a factive interpretation when the

370n a related note, Baker (2022) reports that emotive factives are generally incompatible with the agree-
ing complementizer in African languages, with the exception of Kipsigis.
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complement clause is participial (without ‘say’), but not when the complement clause
is introduced by the converbial form of ‘say’ in (65b).

(65) a.  Mahinur Tursun-ning ket-ken-lik-i-ni
Mahinur Tursun-GEN leave-PTCP-COMP-3P0OSS-ACC
bil-i-du, #biraq u ket-mi-d-i.
know-NONPST-3 but he leave-NEG-PST-3
‘Mahinur knows that Tursun left, #but he didn’t leave.’

b.  Mabhinur Tursun-(ni) ket-t-i de-p bil-i-du, biraq u
Mahinur Tursun-ACC leave-PST-3 say-CVB know-NONPST-3 but  he
ket-mi-d-i.

leave-NEG-PST-3

‘Mahinur knows (something), saying that Tursun left, but he didn’t
leave.

(Major 2024, 26, emphasis in the original)

Building on work by Bochnak and Hanink (2021), Major (2024) argues that the lack
of factivity in (65b) is due to the adjunct status of the converbial clause headed by
‘say.” The fact that no such factivity alternations arise in Kipsigis follows straightfor-
wardly from our analysis, since /e clauses are complements and not adjuncts.

6 Semantic analysis

After an introduction to the eventuality-based framework of attitude predicates in
Sect. 6.1, we lay out the main components of the semantic analysis in Sect. 6.2,
namely the semantics of /e complementation and the Type I subjunctive, with a focus
on prefixal agreement. An extension to suffixal agreement on /e will be made in
Sect. 6.3.

6.1 Le clauses as sets of contentful eventualities

A classic Hintikkan semantics treats attitude predicates as quantifiers over worlds,
determined by the attitude verb and the attitude holder. The verb believe, for example,
quantifies over worlds compatible with the subject’s doxastic alternatives:

(66) Hintikkan semantics
[believe]”-8 = ApAx Nw' € DOXy 4 : p(w')

A shortcoming of this analysis is that attitude predicates are not analyzed as full-
fledged verbs, which come with aspect morphology and/or adverbial modification.
Hence, recent proposals in this domain have argued for the addition of an eventuality
argument to attitude predicates, as a way of combining Davidsonian event semantics
(Davidson 1967) with Hintikkan attitude semantics (Hintikka 1969). In order to make
this connection, certain eventualities must be claimed to have propositional content.
Following Hacquard (2006, 2010) and Anand and Hacquard (2008), we can define
a CONT(ENT) function from eventualities to sets of possible worlds compatible with
those eventualities. The denotation for believe under such an approach is given in
(67).
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67) Davidsonian semantics
[believe]”-8 = Apixde.believe(e) NEXP(e, x) AVW' € CONT, y : p(w')

As was shown in the previous sections, the Kipsigis /e morpheme can inflect for
aspect and come with adverbial modification, as can the matrix predicate, as shown in
(68). Thus, we adopt an eventuality-based framework for attitude predicates in Kip-
sigis, along the lines of (67), for communication verbs, attitude verbs, and crucially
also the morpheme le.

(68) a. [Kd-a-tfaim-¢ mu:tja [a-1e:1én
PST.CURR-1SG-whisper-IPFV slowly 1SG-LE.IPFV.SBJVI
[ka-@-tfir Kibé:t rabiinik]]].

PST.CURR-3-steal Kibeet. NOM money
‘I was whispering slowly that Kibeet stole the money.’

b. [Kd-a-tfa:m-& [a:-1e:1én mutja
PST.CURR-1SG-whisper-IPFV 1SG-LE.IPFV.SBJVI slowly
[ka-@-tf3ir Kibé:t rabfinik]]].

PST.CURR-3-steal Kibeet. NOM money
‘I was whispering slowly that Kibeet stole the money.’

Before we come to the semantic decomposition of a concrete example, let us
briefly address another extension of the Davidsonian account, which we will not
adopt. Given the addition of the eventuality argument, some works have pursued a
full thematic separation of the eventuality argument and the content function, where
the latter is introduced as a silent modal, a mood particle, or a complementizer in
the left periphery of the embedded clause (Kratzer 2006, 2016; Moulton 2009, 2019;
Bogal-Allbritten 2015; Grano 2016; Ozyildiz et al. 2018; Demirok et al. 2020).3
This move shifts the semantic action from the attitude predicate to the complemen-
tizer/mood of the embedded clause. We will not adopt this separation since the se-
lectional restrictions in the Kipsigis complementation patterns lead us to believe that
the content function is a crucial component of the lexical entry for le. In fact, we
propose that e is the only verb that can encode the content function, as it seems to
be the only verb that can embed an indicative clause, as was shown in Table 1 and
argued in Sect. 5.2. More concretely, we propose the lexical entry in (69a) for le. The
communication/attitude verbs le combines with, however, simply denote eventuali-
ties, shown exemplarily in (69b)—(69d) for the verbs mwa ‘to say,” ja:n ‘to believe,
and kas ‘to hear.’

(69) [le]™8 = Ap(s.yrey.say(e) AVw' € CONT(e): p(w')
[mwa]™-$ = Aey.say(e)
[jan]™-8 = rey.believe(e)

[kas]"-8 = rey.hear(e)

/oo

Under the assumption that CONT cannot be introduced by a silent complementizer or
mood operator in Kipsigis, all communication/attitude verbs other than le necessarily

38 Another line of approach takes the content function to be encoded via an additional thematic role (Elliott
2016, 2017; Portner and Rubinstein 2020).
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combine with /e to introduce indicative complement clauses, as they do not encode
CONT themselves. This explains why le is obligatory with indicative complementa-
tion, as was shown in Sect. 3. An immediate prediction of the lexical entry in (69a) is
that /e should not be able to take a nominal argument as a complement. This predic-
tion is borne out, as is shown with the content nouns in (70a). Note that content nouns
are possible with verbs that do not have this built-in restriction, which is shown for
mwa in (70b).%°

(70) a. *Ka-@-le(:n-tfi-an) Kibé:t sa:eit/loyojwek/atimndaipa:t.
PST-3-LE-APPL-1SG Kibeet.NOM prayer/news/story
Intended: ‘Kibeet told (me) a prayer/the news/a story.’
b. Ka-g-mwa:-(v-an) Kibé:t satert/loyojweik/atimdapact.
PST-3-say-VENT-1SG Kibeet.NOM prayer/news/story
‘Kibeet told (me) a prayer/the news/a story.’

In this section, we introduced the framework of contentful eventualities and uti-
lized it to explain the uniqueness of /e in being able to combine with other matrix
predicates to introduce indicative complement clauses, as one of the two main com-
plementation strategies in Kipsigis. We derived the special status of le via the dis-
tribution of the content function. The next section will provide the fully fleshed-out
analysis of /e complementation in Kipsigis.

6.2 The semantic components of Je complementation

Let us now turn to a concrete example. To reiterate, we propose that embedded
clauses headed by agreeing forms of le constitute sets of contentful saying events,
where the verbal nature of le ‘say’ is reflected in its semantics. In order to imple-
ment this, we adopt an eventuality-based framework where the relation between the
attitude holder and the proposition is mediated by contentful eventualities. We will
illustrate our proposed semantics based on the example with a reception verb that we
used in Sect. 5, namely (41a), repeated in (71a) with added bracketing; this bracketing
reflects the syntactic choices made for the underlying structure, which we argued for
in Sect. 5. The tree in (71b) is based on (41b), now enriched with semantic types. We
first focus on the kolé derivation, where pro is coindexed with the applied argument
Kiplangat.

71 a. [pp2 K4-1-kéds-émn Kiplangat
PST.CURR-2SG-hear-APPL Kiplangat
[rpt ke:-1€/i:-1e/ko-1€ [cp ka-@-tf3ir

IMPRS-LE/2SG-LE/3-LE.SBJVI PST.CURR-3-steal
Kibé:t rabi:nik]]].
Kibeet.NOM money
“You heard from Kiplangat that Kibeet stole the money.’

39While the entry in (69b) does not exclude a combination with content nouns, it does not per se allow
this combination either. One way to derive (70b) is by adopting a theta head that introduces individual
type arguments, since its existence has independently been argued for in the context of hyperraising in
‘say’-based complementation languages in general (Bondarenko 2020b) as well as in Kipsigis in particular
(Driemel and Kouneli 2021).
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Since le is not a complementizer but a verbal category, it introduces a saying even-
tuality: see the repeated entry in (72a). Following Hacquard (2006), we assume that
speech and attitude eventualities have propositional content, that is, that they define
sets of possible worlds. The le morpheme in Kipsigis is unique in that it not only
denotes a saying eventuality but also introduces the content function CONT (see also
Kratzer 2006; Moulton 2009). The content function takes eventualities and outputs
sets of worlds compatible with the worlds accessible in those eventualities. As for
(71a), these would be worlds in which Kibeet steals the money. Thus, le combined
with the embedded CP results in a set of saying events the content of which is that
Kibeet steals the money (72b). This analysis ensures that the agreement morpheme
on /e will always track the source of the information of the embedded clause, as the
verb comes with its own Voice layer that introduces the agent of the saying event,
where Voice combines with VP via Event Identification (Kratzer 1996), as is shown
in (72c). Thus, attitude holder and proposition are connected indirectly via the atti-
tude eventuality. The analysis crucially also predicts that /e can be modified by an
adverb, as was shown in (27)/(68b).

(72) a.  [le]"8 =Aps,nrey.say(e) AVw' € CONT(e): p(w')
b.  [VP!]"€ = re,.say(e) A Vw' € CONT(e): Kibeet steals the money
in w’
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c.  [VoiceP!]¥:8 = re,.say(e)AAG(e) = g(n) A Yw' € CONT(e): Kibeet
steals the money in w’

Given that the content function is part of the lexical entry of /e, we derive the special
status of /e clauses in the language. As was pointed out in Sect. 5.2, /e is the only verb
that can introduce an indicative clause. Hence, verbs other than /e have to combine
with /e to take indicative complements. If it is true that propositional content is neces-
sarily introduced by CONT and that e is the only lexeme encoding CONT, we predict
that no other matrix verbs can take indicative clauses as complements directly, with-
out also making use of /e. At the same time, le can act as the matrix verb on its own
since it additionally encodes a saying event. In the remainder of this section, we lay
out how /e clauses combine with matrix predicates and how our semantics extends
from speech reports to attitude reports.

The next two points concern the aspectual information and the implementation
of the subjunctive on /e in (71a). Given that le can show aspect morphology, as was
shown in (21), we include an AspP layer in (71b). In general, subjunctive Type I
connects clauses, as it is also used more widely in coordinate clauses: recall exam-
ple (7a). With respect to le complementation, subjunctive Type I expresses a causal
relation between the event introduced by le and the event introduced by the matrix
predicate. In order to integrate this CAUSE relation, we have to consider the analysis
of aspect. Traditionally, aspect is assumed to existentially close off the eventuality
argument and introduce a time argument; denotations are given in (73) for perfective
and imperfective aspect. In unembedded scenarios, that is, in indicative clauses, the
standard account can be adopted. Hence, the denotation in (73a) can be directly taken
to be encoded by Asp? in (71b).4

(73) Aspect (cf. Kratzer 1998; Paslawska and von Stechow 2003)
a.  [PEV] = APy.gAt.3e[t(e) St A Ple)] Asp? in (71b)
b.  [IPFV] = APy yAt.3e[r C t(e) A P(e)]

Following Parsons (1990) and Thomason (2014), we take CAUSE to be a relation be-
tween eventualities. So in order to let SBJVI encode a causal relation between the
matrix event and the saying event, SBJVI has to be able to access the event argument
of le. This is not provided by the lexical entries in (73). Grano (2021) proposes to
define variants of the aspectual morphemes in such cases: see (74), where the even-
tuality argument is passed up rather than existentially closed off as in (73). We will
adopt this idea and take (74a) to be encoded by Asp!, resulting in the denotation in
(75) for AspP!.

(74) Aspect under subjunctive (Grano 2021)
a. [PEV-S]| =APygre.rt[t(e) St A P(e)] Asp! in (71b)
b.  [IPFV-S]| = APy nrert[t C T(e) A P(e)]

40The aspect denotations make use of t, which, applied to an event, produces the event time (Krifka
1998). The difference between perfective and imperfective is that for the former, the run time of the event
is included in the reference time, whereas for the latter, the reference time is included in the run time of
the event.

@ Springer



C-Agree is local subject-verb agreement in Kipsigis

(75) [[AspPl}]“”g = Aelrt[t(e) Ct Asay(e)AAG(e) = g(n) AVw' € CONT(e):
Kibeet steals the money in w’]

The entry for subjunctive Type I is provided in (76a); it combines the saying events
in (75) with the hearing events in (76b), the result of which is the denotation of VP2,
shown in (76¢). The lexical entry in (76a) is inspired by Ozyildiz et al. (2018), who
provide a similar entry for a gerundive affix serving a similar linking function in
Turkish complementation.*!

(76) a.  [SBIVI]"8 = APy i.mAQv.nre” .3’ [CAUSE(e, ") A P(e')(t)
AQ(e")]
b.  [kas]¥-8 = rey.hear(e)
c. [TP']w&([kas]™8) = [VP?]"8
= Ae” .3’ [CAUSE(e’, €”) AT(e') Tt Asay(e)AAG(e) = g(n)
AVw’ € CONT(e’): Kibeet steals the money in w’ A hear(e”)]

Finally, both the experiencer and the source of the hearing event are added via Event
Identification in the matrix clause, resulting in the denotation in (77).

a7 [VoiceP?]” 8 = Ae” 3¢/t [CAUSE(e’, ¢”) A T(e') Tt A say(e') AAG(e') =
g(n) AYw' € CONT(¢): Kibeet steals the money in w’A
hear(e”)ASOURCE(e") = kiplangat, NEXP(e") = g(i)],
defined iff g(i) is addressee*?

The CAUSE relation is bidirectional, where direction is resolved by context. In (77),
the agent of the saying event corefers with the source of the hearing event, indicated
by 3SG agreement on /e (recall that we provide the kolé derivation above). In this
case, the CAUSE relation can only be interpreted in a way such that the saying event
causes the hearing event to take place. In other words, Kiplangat being the agent of
the saying event causes the addressee to enter a hearing event with Kiplangat as the
source.

(78) You heard from Kiplangat; [pro; ko-1é [Kibeet stole the money]]
~ say(e') causes hear(e”) to take place

The reverse relation, however, holds in case the agent of the saying event corefers
with the subject of the matrix predicate, that is, if /e inflects for 2SG; in other words,

U The way SBJVI connects the /e clause with the matrix predicate suggests a promising explanation why
negation is unable to appear on embedded le; recall the examples in (31). Since negation is standardly
taken to be a propositional operator but event semantics introduces sets of events, existential closure of
events is often suggested as the bridge between the event domain and the propositional domain (see Penka
2010; Winter and Zwarts 2011 for discussion). In this context, note that the entire /e clause operates in the
event domain; existential closure of the saying event ¢’ in (76¢) only comes in via application of SBIVI.
At the same time, SBJVI takes the matrix verb as an argument. Hence, there is no position for negation
to take scope in between the matrix verb and le. We believe that this is the root of the problem of why
negation is incompatible with embedded /e clauses more generally in Kipsigis. The incompatibility with
negation is not expected when /e acts as the matrix predicate, since matrix predicates are tensed and thus
allow negation to apply to a propositional argument.

42 p-features on pronouns denote partial identity functions of type (e, e) (Sauerland 2003, 2008; Heim
2008); for free pronouns the relevant assignment is given by the utterance context.
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the i:l¢ derivation of (71a). In this case, the hearing event causes the saying event to
take place, as the addressee is the agent of both the hearing and saying events. This
interpretation can be understood more abstractly as representing the addressee’s own
interpretation of Kiplangat’s words.

(79) You; heard from Kiplangat [pro; i:-Ié [Kibeet stole the money]]
~ hear(e") causes say(e’) to take place

The two readings are also attested for a ‘say’-based complementizer combining with
reception verbs in Turkish, where Ozyildiz et al. (2018) identify the reading in (78)
as a speech report and the reading in (79) as an attitude report. The speech report
reading represents a saying event that causes the addressee to hear such a speech
event. The attitude report reading, however, represents a hearing event that causes
an abstract saying event, or as Ozyildiz et al. (2018, 302) put it: “the internal event
of mentally representing/interpreting” the hearing event. In a sense, the saying event
happens internally as the agent conducts an internal monologue caused by the event
introduced by the matrix predicate.

Our data support the discussion in Kratzer (2013a), Grano (2016), and Major
(2021) in that SAY complementation in Kipsigis is not limited to speech event in-
terpretations but readily allows attitude readings. The eventuality introduced by le
can encode either a speech event or a mental state, where the latter specifically can
occur under nonspeech matrix verbs, that is, in situations that do not involve speak-
ing. Ozyildiz et al. (2018) describe the attitude reading as a “mental utterance,” and
Demirok et al. (2020) call the reading “inner speech,” while Major (2021) classi-
fies this reading as stative SAY.*? Interestingly, for perception verbs such as in (71a),
where both the speech report reading and the attitude report reading are possible, one
of our consultants consistently mentions a commitment effect for /e clauses showing
agreement with the matrix subject on behalf of the subject’s referent, that is, under the
attitude report reading. The Kipsigis complementation pattern, thus, aligns with the
previous literature, as attitude readings have been reported for covert SAY in English
as well as overt SAY in Turkish.

The analysis presented in this section can be extended to a variety of communi-
cation and attitude verbs shown to combine with e clauses throughout this paper;
some are presented in (80). Examples of verbs that appear with /e clauses in our field
notes include ja:n ‘to believe,” bwa:t ‘to think/remember,” ta:m ‘to (falsely) accuse,
o ‘to complain,’ naj ‘to realize,” rua:tit ‘to dream,” ra:gin ‘to worry, pajpaj ‘to be
happy,” abd nere:tf ‘to be angry’ (recall Table 1).

(80) a. Ka-o-tfaim Kibé:t ko-1é ka-o-tfap
PST.CURR-3-whisper Kibeet.NOM 3-LE.SBJVI PST.CURR-3-make
kimpé:t.
ugali

‘Kibeet whispered that he made ugali.’

43 Major (2021) makes a distinction between eventive and stative SAY in languages with SAY comple-
mentation, but the obligatory presence of agreement on /e in Kipsigis suggests an eventive SAY syntax in
Major’s typology. In other words, the syntax of le always corresponds to eventive SAY, but its semantics
corresponds to either eventive or stative SAY. We therefore chose not to pursue this line of analysis.
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b.  &-jdm-{ a-1é mdsgdl gwon.
1SG-believe-IPFV 1SG-LE.SBJVI round earth.NOM
‘I believe that the Earth is round.

c. Anpiajpaj a-lé ko:-@-stir Kiplaggat.
1SG-happy 1SG-LE.SBIVI PST.REC-3-pass Kiplangat. NOM
‘I’m happy that Kiplangat passed (the exams).’

As for communication verbs like zfd:m ‘to whisper’ (80a) and the doxastic verb jan
‘to believe’ (80b), it is reasonable to assume that the eventuality introduced by the
matrix verb causes a saying event to take place, either as a speech event or as a mental
event. In this sense, the causal direction matches the one in (79). So for example
in (80b), entering a believing eventuality leads the speaker to entertain the mental
utterance that the Earth is round. On the other hand, the sentence in (80a) conveys
the meaning that Kibeet enters a whispering event that causes the speech event whose
content is that he made ugali. For other verbs, however, the opposite causal direction
seems to be suitable: for example, for fiction predicates like rua:tit ‘to dream’ and
emotive factives like nere:tf ‘to be angry’ and pajpaj ‘to be happy.” The latter is seen
in (80c). In these cases, it is plausible to assume that the mental utterance causes the
attitude holder to enter a dream event or a state of happiness/sadness.**

We speculate that factivity more generally arising with predicates like ‘to be
happy’ in (80c) is a consequence of the directional relation indicated in (78). Re-
call from examples (62) and (63) in Sect. 5.2 that the matrix verbs in Kipsigis for
‘to know’ and ‘to be happy’ trigger factive inferences. These effects follow from the
assumption that in such cases the mental ‘say’ event always causes the state/event
denoted by the matrix predicate to take place. Since causation is often assumed to
imply causal precedence, our view of factivity aligns with recent accounts for com-
plementation patterns in Buryat (Bondarenko 2020a) and Bangla (Banerjee 2023) in
which factivity is analyzed as a preexistence condition rather than a requirement of
the complement clause to be true. Note that Bondarenko (2020a) and Banerjee (2023)
also pursue a Davidsonian analysis of complementation where attitude verbs simply
denote eventualities but their content is introduced by different means. We believe
this is not a coincidence. Bochnak and Hanink (2021, 999) in their work on the com-
plementation patterns in Washo point out that, within an eventuality-based account,
there is no obvious way to encode a factivity presupposition in the traditional sense
since, for example, a matrix verb like ‘know’ does not serve as the linking element
anymore between the attitude holder’s doxastic alternatives and the proposition de-
noted by the complement clause. Hence, there is not one lexical element that could
presuppose that the proposition is true in all of the attitude holder’s doxastic alterna-
tives. Instead of encoding the factivity trigger lexically, Davidsonian-based accounts

440ne question we leave open for now is how the semantics of SBJVI extends to the semantics of SBIVII.
Recall from Table 1 and the minimal pair in (9) that a set of verbs select for either SBJVI+le or SBIJVII,
with a meaning difference often aligning with a reportative versus directive flavor (Kibeet whispered that
he made ugali vs. Kibeet whispered to me to make ugali). We tentatively proposed that SBJVII mood
selection involves an embedded CP, as was shown in (47). On the meaning side, this additional structure
presumably corresponds to a more complex semantics, for example, involving an INTEND component and
a self-referential *CAUSE relation along the lines of a recent proposal made for intention-based predicates
in Grano (2022). We leave the details of this proposal to future work.
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rather derive factivity compositionally via the way factive verbs combine with their
complement clauses, which is often motivated by the observation that the clauses oc-
cur with some form of nominalization (Ozylldlz 2017; Bondarenko 2020a; Bochnak
and Hanink 2021). The complementation patterns in Kipsigis then pose a challenge,
as we do not (at least so far) observe an interaction between a factive reading of
the matrix verb and the form of the complement clause. For this reason, we think
it is promising to view factivity in Kipsigis as a consequence of the CAUSE seman-
tics introduced by SBJVI—specifically, as the result of the causal direction in which a
mental utterance causes the state/event denoted by the matrix predicates to take place,
that is, a state of knowing in (62) or a state of happiness in (63). Since the CAUSE
relation is bidirectional and a factivity inference is only triggered in one direction,
we expect the le clauses to come with the same morphosyntax across factive and
nonfactive predicates. While this view naturally accounts for the observation that the
matrix verb pwa:t can mean ‘think’ or ‘remember’ when combining with a le clause
(Table 1), it does raise the question why we do not observe such factivity alternations
elsewhere in the language. We want to stress, however, that we have only investigated
this topic with a handful of predicates so far. Thus, we do not exclude the possibility
that SBJVII could play a role for factivity with at least some of the predicates (see
e.g. the perception verbs ‘hear’ and ‘see’ in Table 1) or that other properties such as
extraction pattern in the predicted ways. We leave this topic to future research.

One might wonder at this point if the CAUSE semantics is too weak to capture
the restrictions on SAY complementation in Kipsigis. Given the bidirectionality, for
example, do we now make the false prediction that kas ‘hear’ and le can occur in
the opposite order in (71a)? The same question arises for the data in (80). Such word
orders are in principle not predicted by our analysis. Patterns of the form [SUBJECT
le mwa/kas/tfdxm CLAUSE] cannot be generated given the special status of le. Re-
call from (69) that it is only /e that introduces the content function and selects for
a proposition. Hence, only /e is able to introduce indicative semantics. As such le
cannot serve as the second argument of SBIVI (76a), which has to be a predicate
of events, thereby ruling out the flipped word orders where le precedes the matrix
predicate.

Finally, let us briefly address /e in matrix position. As shown in Sect. 4.1, le is able
to act as the matrix predicate on its own without the requirement to combine with a
le clause to introduce indicative complement clauses. We provide another example in
(81a), with the underlying syntactic structure in (81b) and the semantic contribution
of VoiceP in (81c). Note that the denotation of VoiceP is derived with a lexical entry
for le that is identical to the one we proposed in (72a). In prose, (81c) denotes a set of
saying events whose agent is Kibeet, and in all worlds compatible with the content of
such events, the speaker steals the money. Hence, the derivation of (81a) is straight-
forward under the current account. Since we provide a syntax and semantics of le
along the lines of a lexical verb, we predict that /e naturally occurs as such in envi-
ronments where it acts as the sole embedding predicate introducing the speech event.
Also note that e is inflected for indicative mood, thereby predicting the absence of
CAUSE semantics that is normally associated with the occurrence of subjunctive.

(81) a. [rp Ki:-@-1€ Kibé:t [cp ki:-a-tf5ir rabf:nik]].
PST-3-LE(IND) Kibeet.NOM PST-1SG-steal(IND) money
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C.

‘Kibeet said that I stole the money.’

TP(S_’Q
T AspP<i,t>
[PST] /\
ki:-o- Asp VoiceP,
[PFV] T~
Kibé:t Voicele (v.0)
Voice VP .y

\Y% CPsy)
1é

ki:-a-tf3:r pro rabrinik
[matrix VoiceP in (81a)]*"8

= Aey.say(e) A AG(e) = kibeet AYw' € CONT(e): g(i) steals the money
in w’; defined iff g(i) is speaker

This section presented the main components of the semantic analysis, implement-

ing the analysis of prefixal agreement on /e and deriving its special status in Kipsigis

complementation, as pertains to the combinatorial possibilities with other perception,

communication, and attitude predicates.

6.3 Extension to suffixal agreement

Let us now turn to suffixal agreement, which was discussed in Sect. 4.1. We repeat

example (2) from the introduction in (82), which shows that /e not only shows prefixal

agreement with the matrix subject but also an object clitic introduced by APPL.

(82)

Ka-g-tfaim-i-dn T[ébeért ko-lem-tf(i)-an
PST.CURR-3-whisper-APPL-1SG Cheebeet.NOM 3-LE-APPL-1SG.SBJVI

ka-@-tfoir Kiplaggat rabifintk.

PST.CURR-steal Kiplangat.NOM money
‘Cheebeet whispered to me that Kiplangat stole the money.’

The occurrence of suffixal agreement is predicted under an account that treats /e as

a verb. In such cases, le introduces an applied argument in addition to a subject, as

shown in the partial derivation in (83).
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(83) /\

TP (v 0.v.0)
T AspPy o)
[SBIVI] T~
ko- A ;
T : sp : VoicePy )
| PFV-S A
N e L= POn Voice’(e'@‘t))
/\
Voice ApplPy 5
-an Applie (v)
/\
Appl VP<V71>

L \'% CPy

le:n

katf5:r Kiplaggat rabunik

We provide the denotation of matrix VoiceP in (84). Suffixal agreement, decomposed
into APPL and a 1SG object clitic, introduces a goal argument for the embedded saying
event, matching the goal argument of the matrix whispering event. As in (80a), the
subject of le corefers with the matrix subject, and the sentence receives a reading in
which the whispering event causes the saying event to take place.

(84) [matrix VoiceP in (83)]*"8
= Ae” .3’ [CAUSE(e', e”) A T(e/) St Asay(e') A AG(e') = g(n)A
GOAL(e') = g(i) AVw’ € CONT(¢'): Kiplangat steals the money in
w’ A whisper(e”) A GOAL(e”) = g(i) A AG(e”) = cheebeet,]; defined
iff g(i) is speaker

Supportive evidence for our analysis comes from the fact that for some matrix verbs
some speakers allow applied arguments on /e only, without the need for an applied
object in the matrix clause. Examples of such verbs are pio;n ‘complain’ and si:r
‘write’:

(85) Ko:-G-néim a:-lém-tfi Kibé:t kor-ja:tf-em
PST.REC-1SG-complain 1SG-LE-APPL.SBJVI Kibeet PST.REC-bad-PL
amitwd:gik.

food.NOM
‘I complained to Kibeet that the food was bad.’
(86) Ko:-@-siir ar-lém-tfi Tfembéit a-tfeléwani.

PST.REC-1SG-write 1SG-LE-APPL.SBJVI Cheebeet 1SG-be.late
‘I wrote to Cheebeet that I will be late.
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This section concludes our syntactic and semantic account of /e as a clausal em-
bedder under attitude predicates.

7 Conclusion

In this paper, we have argued that the Kipsigis “complementizer” is in fact a verb
and that C-Agree is verbal agreement with a locally introduced subject, which is in
most cases a covert pronoun. Our analysis resolves the problems for locality and di-
rectionality of Agree posed by the upwards-oriented C agreement pattern. Whereas
previous analyses have argued for the presence of a C head or a hybrid status of ‘say’-
based complementizers functioning as an element of category V or C depending on
context, we assign the “complementizer” le in Kipsigis the category V throughout
all complementation occurrences in the language. If this line of approach is feasible
in more languages with ‘say’-based complementation (e.g. Koopman 1984; Koop-
man and Sportiche 1989; Major 2021), it could indicate that some instances of what
has been described as C-Agree may instantiate standard verbal agreement instead.
This is significant because many reported cases of upwards-oriented complemen-
tizer agreement involve ‘say’-based complementizers, not noun-y complementizers
of the Indo-European type.*> This observation has broader implications for theories
of agreement, since it calls into question the existence of genuine agreement be-
tween an element of category C and a matrix subject. Similarly, for the Germanic C
agreement pattern, alternative analyses not employing C-Agree have been proposed,
arguing for allomorphy (Weisser 2019) or clitic doubling (van Alem 2023a,b) instead.

While we present a clear-cut case, in Kipsigis, of a syntactic reanalysis of a ‘say’-
based complementizer as a lexical verb, other languages with ‘say’-based comple-
mentation might not warrant such an analysis. Specifically in languages where the
morpheme in question seems to be polyfunctional beyond the contexts of speech
verbs and complementation, neither C nor V are suitable to capture the distribution.
Several examples can be found in Giildemann’s (2008) discussion of quotative verbs
found in African languages. For instance, a recent case study by Kiemtoré (2023)
of ‘say’-based complementation in the West African language Jula reveals several
more functions, including similative, desiderative, and naming constructions, which
arguably require a broader syntactic category.

Finally, our analysis provides support for recent accounts of complementation phe-
nomena within a Neo-Davidsonian framework (Hacquard 2006, 2010; Kratzer 2006,
2013a; Grano 2016, 2022). Such a framework makes it possible for the syntactic anal-
ysis of /e as a verb to be reflected in the semantic composition. More importantly, it
lets us derive the unique status of le with a denotation that combines the semantics of
an eventuality with the content function. This lexical entry is distinct from all other
communication and attitude predicates, which simply denote an eventuality, thus re-
quiring them to combine with le to be able to embed a proposition. The fact that le

45 According to a survey of Bantu complementizers in Gluckman (2023), this type of agreement is also
possible for complementizers derived from manner deictics and pronouns; complementizers derived from
demonstratives (as in English) or the copula, on the other hand, never exhibit agreement. Investigating the
category of manner deictic and pronominal complementizers is an interesting topic for further research.
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takes over the function of a lexical verb and a clausal embedder might be the key to
deriving the trademark characteristic of ‘say’-based “complementizers” more gener-
ally, as the denotation allows them to occur naturally either as the main predicate in
sentences with clausal complementation or as the embedding predicate in combina-
tion with another matrix verb.

Appendix: Subjunctive

Various uses of the two types of subjunctive have been mentioned throughout the pa-
per. In this appendix, we briefly summarize all environments known to us where Type
I and II subjunctive are licensed in Kipsigis. Beyond its use in verbal complementa-
tion (see discussion in Sect. 3), Type II subjunctive is also used for purpose clauses
and after modals.

&7 Purpose clauses (Toweett 1979, 199)
a. (a)si a-pir
so  1SG-hit.SBIVII
‘so that I hit’
b.  (a)si a:-kat
so 1SG-greet.SBJVII
‘so that I greet’

(88) Modals (Toweett 1979, 225)
a. g-nail-u a-pir ...
3-must-IPFV 1SG-hit.SBIVII
‘I must hit ...’
b. Mje a-pir...
good 1SG-hit.SBIVII
‘It is good that T hit ...~

As for Type I subjunctive (the form that /e has when used in complementation), its
use is more restricted. As shown in (89), it is the form of the verb used in conditional
clauses. It is also found with some temporal adjunct clauses, of the type illustrated in
(90).

(89) ingot a:-rd
if  1SG-sleep.SBIVI

‘if I sleep’

(90) Ko:-@-tfdap-¢ kimpé:t T[é:bé:t komn a:-po:
PST.REC-3-make-IPFV ugali Cheebeet.NOM when 1SG-come.SBIVI
kazt.
house

‘Cheebeet was making ugali when I entered the house.’

The other prominent use of Type I subjunctive is in coordination (which was dis-
cussed extensively in Sect. 5.2). As shown in (91), if two clauses are coordinated
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with the marker ak ‘and’ in Kipsigis, the second conjunct must be in subjunctive
Type L. Interestingly, the coordinator ak is optional.

on Ka-@-putf Tfé:beit kda:t (ak) w-tfap tfarfik.
PST.CURR-3-sweep Cheebeet house and 1SG-make.SBJVI tea
‘Cheebeet swept the house and I made tea.’

Looking at the environments in which the two types of subjunctive are used, it
seems that subjunctive Type II has many similarities to the subjunctive of European
languages, especially those Balkan languages that lack infinitives. Subjunctive Type
I, on the other hand, does not have a clear parallel, except perhaps for consecutive
tenses of some East African languages (we thank an anonymous reviewer for making
this connection). We leave a complete investigation of verbal mood in Kipsigis as a
topic for further research.
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