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CHAPTER 6
The Romance k- Complementizers

M. RITA MANZINI

In Germanic and Romance, finite complementizers are clearly nominal, be-
longing to argumental series such as demonstratives or wh- elements respec-
tively. Therefore in previous work (Manzini and Savoia 2003, 2005, 2010a)
we propose that the complementizer is not a functional category of the em-
bedded verb, but rather an independent nominal head, which satisfies an
argument slot of the matrix verb and which takes the embedded sentence as
its complement, as briefly summarized in section 1. The aim of the present
chapter is to investigate the range of variation that attaches to the lexical-
ization of complementizers in Romance varieties. We argue that only the
treatment of the complementizer sketched above allows a transparent ac-
count of the observed variation (sections 2 and 3). First, the overlapping of
Romance complementizers with the wh-system follows precise patterns,
which exclude the possibility that homophony is simply at stake. Second, an
account of the variation internal to the complementizer system requires the
complementizer to be interpreted as introducing a propositional variable—
which is natural only if it is a nominal head. Finally, in section 4, we consider

Note: The analyses presented here are based on a long-term collaboration with Leon-
ardo Savoia. The core analysis was first published in Manzini and Savoia (2003)
and corresponds to an invited lecture at the XIX Incontro di Grammatica Generativa,
Urbino, February 13-15, 2003 (cf. notes 1, 10, 11), reprinted in Manzini and Savoia
(2008). The implications of this analysis for the overall structure of the left periphery
(cf. notes 3, 5, 6) were at the center of the presentation “The Nature of Complemen-
tizers” at the Edges in Syntax Conference, Cyprus College, May 15-17, 2006, and
are covered by the discussion in Manzini and Savoia (2005, vol. I) and Manzini and
Savoia (2010a, 2011). We are indebted to an anonymous reviewer for pointing us to
some relevant recent literature. Tarald’s interest in Romance variation was a source
of inspiration for us throughout and it is a particular pleasure to be able to acknowl-
edge it here.
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the finiteness restriction that complementizers are subject to, arguing that
they do not select for embedded temporal/modal properties (this being a
potential argument in favor of their status as a functional projection of the
verb); rather they select for the properties of the embedded EPP argument—
hence of the proposition as a whole.

1. BACKGROUND

Current theories hold that complementizers are functional projections of the
verb, i.e., their position is essentially one that could in other circumstances be
filled by a verb (or an auxiliary). This is true independently of whether there is
a set of C positions (Rizzi 1997, 2001, 2004a), or a single C position with arich
Spec structure (Chomsky 1995). But if complementizers fit into the same type
of position(s) as verbs (or auxiliaries) it is unclear why they so clearly coincide
with functional projections of the noun, say with demonstratives in Germanic,
or with wh- elements in Romance. Even if we were to accept that the relation
that complementizers entertain with the wh- system in Romance languages,
with the demonstrative system in English and so on is only an historical one,
the question would arise as to how a nominal, quantificational element could
come to fit verbal specifications. Thus the form of the argument would
change—but its substance wouldn'’t.

Consider, for instance, Italian, where che introduces finite declaratives as in
(1), as does English that. The same element also introduces interrogatives with
the meaning of ‘what’ as in (2). Furthermore che can appear as the wh- deter-
miner of complex interrogative NPs as in (3).

1) So che fai questo.
Lknow that you.do this
‘I know that you do this’

(2) Che fai?
what you.do
‘What are you doing?’

(3) Che lavoro fai?
which job  you.do
‘Which job do you do?’

Let us begin with examples of the type in (3), where che appears internally to
anoun phrase. The latter can be assigned a structure of the type in (4a), where
che represents a quantificational position Q within the noun phrase. Assum-
ing that the structure of the noun phrases is entirely parallel to that of

ROMANCE K- COMPLEMENTIZERS [149]
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sentences, in (4a) the position of the head noun is indicated as [—to parallel
the ordinary position of the verb within the sentence. From an interpretive
point of view, it seems reasonable to propose that in (4a) che introduces a vari-
able, restricted by lavoro ‘job,” along the lines of (4b).1

@ a _—
Q

che

/\
I
lavoro

b. che x: lavoro (x)

There is also no particular difficulty in unifying the occurrences of che in sen-
tences of the type in (2) with those in (4) and the like. Quite simply, we can
assume that in sentences like (2) the same quantificational element che as in
(4) heads its own noun phrase, where it is not restricted by any predicate.
Within the sentence the noun phrase che will in turn occupy a position in the
C field, as indicated in (5). Since the C position is not lexicalized, it is indicated
within brackets in (5) as a pure diacritic for the modal domain, implied in real-
ity by the che operator. Note that a complete parallelism between sentences
and noun phrases would lead us to suppose that the Q element che is in the
modal C field of the noun phrase in (4) as well.

65— T
=

che o
©
/\
I
fai

1. The tree representations in this work are meant to indicate constituency of actu-
ally occurring lexical terminals. The labels of predicative heads indicate what domain
they instantiate in the sentence/noun phrase that they project (here the predicate
lavoro instantiates I). The labels of arguments indicate what relation they have to the
predicate (here guante introduces a variable corresponding to the internal argument
of the predicate). Labeling of phrases is omitted (here the conventional noun phrase
would be an IP if che is in the Spec of I). We also omit representing abstract structure,
in particular empty heads (for which see the discussion of the bracketed C notation in
(5) in the text). We further omit representing derivations, i.e., chains in representa-
tional terms, since they are largely irrelevant here (but cf. notes 8, 12). In any event,
we agree with Chomsky (2000) that there is no syntactic head-movement, hence no
head traces.

[150]  Functional Structure from Top to Toe

06-Svenonius-Chap06.indd 150 @ 12/06/14 7:44 AM


manzini1
Cross-Out

manzini1
Inserted Text
Q(P)

manzini1
Cross-Out

manzini1
Inserted Text
che (Italics)

manzini1
Inserted Text


®

HOUP—SECOND UNCORRECTED PROOF, June 12, 2014 H

From an interpretive point of view, che in (5) binds the internal argument of
the predicate fare ‘to do’; thus the structure in (5) corresponds roughly to the
Logical Form in (6a). In turn the position of che lavoro in a sentence like (3) is
the same as the position of che in (5)—and the Logical Form in (4b) is to be
completed as in (6b). In short the occurrences of che in (2) and (3) fairly obvi-
ously are a single lexical item, namely a quantifier binding an argumental vari-
able either restricted by a noun as in (6b) or not, as in (6a). The che element
holds a quantificational position within the noun phrase, as in (4a), while the
noun phrase as a whole inserts in a nominal position in the C field of the sen-
tence, as in (5).

(6) a. chex,fai(x)
b. che x: lavoro (x), fai (x)

Besides its coincidence with the occurrences of che just described on the mor-
phophonological form che, the complementizer in (1) can also be taken like
them to be a quantifier introducing a variable—restricted by the content of
the proposition, along the lines of (7). In this perspective, the main interpre-
tive difference between wh- che and complementizer che is in the nature of the
variable they introduce. This ranges over arguments of a predicate for wh- che
in (6), while for complementizer che in (7) it ranges over situations/possible
worlds, i.e., propositions.?

(7)  che x: [fai questo] (x)

From a syntactic point of view, wh- che and complementizer che both have a
position in the left periphery of the sentence. Specifically, wh- che fills a nomi-
nal position of the type in (4a) and (5)—while under current theories comple-
mentizer che lexicalizes the kind of position, namely C, that we questioned at
the outset. Recall that C is independently known to be a possible position of
the verb in the sentence, and this is at odds with the nominal character of che
reviewed so far. The model of Manzini and Savoia (2005, 2007) actually re-
stricts every sentence/noun phrase to at most one (predicate) head; therefore
auxiliaries, particles, and so on must either be arguments of another head or

2. As already noted, the first published version of this analysis is Manzini and Savoia
(2003), where “we propose that the complement sentence in (1a), the question in (1e)
and the wh-phrase in (1g) are all preceded by the same lexical item in that they have a
similar LF with che introducing a variable. The different interpretations stem from the
fact that in (1e) che binds the internal argument of a verbal predicate, as illustrated in
(10a); in (1a), che binds a variable with sentential content, as in (10b); and in (1g) che
binds the internal argument of a nominal predicate, as in (10c).

(10) a. [che x [fai (x)]]
b. [che x [x: vieni domani]]
c. [che x [camicia (x)]]” (p. 95)

ROMANCE K- COMPLEMENTIZERS [151]
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define their own noun phrase-like or sentencelike projection. Such a model
provides a principled reason why a sentence cannot include a complementizer
head in a potential verb position (namely C) in addition to its verbal head. At
the same time, the model also structures the logical space where an alternative
to the classical analysis of complementizer che can be sought. For, either the
so-called complementizer is an argument of the verb—or, given its nominal
character, it heads its own noun phrase,

The first logical possibility is exploited by wh- che both within the sen-
tence, as in (5), and within the noun phrase, as in (4a). Complementizer che
then has the second option open, namely-that-of projectingan-altogether
separate-noun-phrase. If so, in a sentence like (1) the main verb heading the

matrix sentence takes as its object a noun phrase headed by the che comple-
mentizer, shown in (8) in the usual § position ef neminal/verbalheads.’ The
complementizer head in turn takes the embedded sentence as its comple-
ment, yielding a structure of the type in (8). In (8), the trend toward an “ex-
ploded” phrase structure—associated in particular with the work of Rizzi
(1997 inter alia) and of the so-called cartographic approach (Cinque 2002,
Belletti 2004, Rizzi 2004b)—does not translate into the postulation of
specialized hierarchies of functional categories. Rather atomization of con-
stituent structure results from the recursion of elementary modules of
predicate-argument structure.

(8) /\

I
so o
L
che o~
I
fai
/\
N
questo

3. Going back to (5), one may wonder what the C head corresponds to under the
new conceptualization of the complementizer in (8). Recall that one of the reasons for
our original puzzlement at the currently standard analysis of complementizers was
the fact that such clearly nominal elements would occur in positions otherwise taken
by verbal (modal) heads. The present view, despite reforming the conception of com-
plementizers, does not touch current analyses of verb placement. Thus interrogative
inversion is still construed as the occurrence of the verb in a higher position than I,
i.e., Cin (5). In this sense if there are several positions of the verb higher than I, there
will be a recursive C field in the sense of Rizzi (1997). These points are developed in
Manzini and Savoia (2005, 2010a, 2011).

[152]  Functional Structure from Top to Toe
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The syntactic structure for complementizers in (8) and the semantic analysis we
have provided in the discussion that precedes are logically independent. A good
example of this is provided by the discussion of the English complementizer that
by Roberts and Roussou (2003), according to whom “we are dealing with one
and the same lexical item which can surface as either D or C” (115). This analysis
is compared to Davidson’s suggestion ([1968]1997: 828-829) that “sentences in
indirect discourse, as it happens, wear their logical form on their sleeves. . . .
They consist of an expression referring to a speaker, the two place predicate
‘said,” and a demonstrative referring to an utterance.” According to Roberts and
Roussou (2003: 113-114) in Davidson’s analysis complementizer that “is actu-
ally the demonstrative”; by contrast “it is possible to argue that that in terms of
its position in the sentence has been grammaticalized as a C element.”

What an analysis like that of Roberts and Roussou (2003) implies is the
possible acceptance of a semantic treatment of the complementizer along the
lines adopted here, explicitly connecting it to other nominal, quantificational
series in the language—while maintaining the conventional “grammatical-
ized” role of the complementizer as a functional projection of the verb within
the sentence. A straightforward argument in favor of (8) is then that it pro-
vides a transparent link with the semantics, while the alternative, more con-
ventional syntax makes this connection opaque.*

It should be noted that the theoretical literature does contain treatments
where sentential introducers are rescinded from the C projection(s) of the em-
bedded sentence and are made to depend directly from the main sentential
tree. Notably Kayne (1994), in analyzing the infinitival introducers of Ro-
mance languages, such as Italian di ‘of’ and the like, does not treat them as

4. The work of Arsenijevi¢ (2009), which appeared only after this text was presented
at the Tromsg Workshop is a more relevant case in point. Thus according to Arsenijevic
(2009: 47) “the variable denoted by a wh-element gets bound by a question operator in
questions or by an appropriate head in relatives. Its presence in FCCs in a significant
number of languages signals that the denotation of these clauses involves a variable,
as postulated in the present analysis.” Despite the convergence of this conclusion with
those in the text, the syntax proposed by Arsenijevi¢ (2009) for English markedly dif-
fers from ours. Thus that, which semantically introduces a lambda operator, syntacti-
cally occupies the conventional C position. The variable the lambda operator abstracts
on corresponds to the Spec of a Force head generated immediately under the C head.
This position is occupied either by a nominal expression with Force content such as
claim or by its abstract incorporated counterpart for verbs such as to claim (analyzed
as make claim). In these terms the overall structure assigned to (claim) that John kissed
Mary is a relativization headed by claim, roughly as in (i):

(@) [~ (claim) [c that [claim [Force [John kissed Mary

It seems to us that this syntactic derivation contains ad hoc assumptions, concerning
in particular the existence of a Force phrase, which are unnecessary—since both the
semantics for propositional embedding and the identity of so-called complementizers
and wh-phrases follow from the simpler syntax proposed here. In fact, if one likes, the
structure embedded in (8), and given the interpretation in (7), can be construed as a
relative of sorts, but a free rather than a headed relative. We will return to this point in
connection with conditionals, in note 12.

ROMANCE K- COMPLEMENTIZERS [153]
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complementizers, but as functional projections of the main verb, triggering
movement of the embedded sentence to their Spec position. What we propose
here is different, in that we are rejecting entirely the idea that complementiz-
ers are functional heads (of the embedded or of the main sentence) and we are
arguing that they are true arguments and complements of the main verb—
taking the embedded sentence as their argument. For reasons of space we
cannot deal with di-type introducers here; Manzini and Savoia (2005) treat
them as prepositions proper (Manzini 1982).

Given the structure in (8), a question immediately arises as to its compatibil-
ity with known evidence concerning the left periphery of the sentence. The
presence of material related to the quantificational and informational structure
of the sentence (topic, focus, etc.) after the complementizer is familiar from
English as well as from Romance languages; in (9) we provide some examples
from Italian, where (9a) illustrates a topic and (9b) a focus. Within the present
model such material can be hosted by the left-periphery of the embedded sen-
tence, as discussed in more detail by Manzini and Savoia (2005, 2010a, 2011).

9 a. So che quello non '’hanno preso.
Lknow that that not it they.have taken
‘T know that they haven't taken that one’
b. So che questo hanno  preso (non quello).
Lknow that this  they.have taken not that
‘T know that they have taken this one, not that one’

Since the complementizer heads its own noun phraselike or sentencelike con-
stituent, a left periphery can be postulated for it as well. For instance the left
periphery of the complementizer must host at least wh- elements (presumably
foci) in Romance varieties in which wh-interrogatives are introduced by a clus-
ter of wh-quantifier and che-type complementizer, as in (10). More evidence,
regarding in particular topicalized material, is provided by Manzini and Savoia
(2005, 20104, 2011).°

(10) Zoldo Alto(Veneto)
a. di- meki ke vep
tell me who that comes
‘Tell me who comes’

5. This proposal, though adequate to cover the facts at hand, raises questions con-
cerning the left periphery of nominal elements other than che, i.e., ordinary noun
phrases. Manzini and Savoia (2010a, 2011) articulate their answer in two parts. First,
that noun phrases do in fact have a left periphery is independently argued in the litera-
ture (Szabolcsi 1994). Second, the asymmetries between the left periphery of ordinary
noun phrases and that of so-called complementizers depend on the individual versus
propositional denotation of the two. On other asymmetries between noun phrases and
complementizer phrases (i.e., sentences), cf. note 6.

[154]  Functional Structure from Top to Toe
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b. di- meke ke te feze
tell me what that you do
‘Tell me what you are doing’

In short, our structural hypothesis accounts both for data where the comple-
mentizer has topic and focus material to its right and for data where it has
topic and focus material to its left—matching the descriptive power of an ar-
ticulated C field theory of the type in Rizzi (1997 and later).® Another important

6. The distribution of focus and topic material both after and before the so-called
complementizer is only one of many syntactic questions raised by the proposal in (8).
To begin with, left peripheral material embedded under the complementizer includes
instances of embedded verb second; in present terms these involve the C position
of the embedded sentence, now construed as an exclusively verbal position in the
terms of note 3. Note that embedded verb second, examples of which are provided for
Romance by Manzini and Savoia (2005, 2010a, 2011), eliminates one of the strongest
potential arguments in favor of verbs and complementizers occupying the same posi-
tion, namely their complementary distribution in verb second environments. As is well
known, the latter is a strictly language-specific phenomenon.

Less straightforwardly, suppose that some notion of phase holds; then, as an anony-
mous reviewer asks, is C (now an exclusively verbal head, cf. note 3) the phase head,
or is that role taken over by the Nominal complementizer head? Suppose we take the
most reductive construal for phases, as the locality domains for movement. A structur-
ing of the sentence along the lines of (8) yields a straightforward reason the bounding
nodes for Subjacency (Chomsky 1973) were originally taken to be the IP (S) and the
CP (S"), namely because the CP is in reality an independent noun phrase. This suggests
that (at least) the so-called complementizer is a phase head in current terminology—
assuming that phases are indeed relevant for locality.

Mention of phases inevitably leads to questions about islandhood, e.g., why isn’t the
sentence in (8) an island, given that it is embedded under a noun phrase? The answer
must be the same provided in note 5 as to the different nature of the left peripheries of
ordinary noun phrases and of complementizer noun phrases, namely their individual
and propositional denotation respectively—and is again discussed in more detail by
Manzini and Savoia (2010a, 2011). In the same vein, one may wonder what the differ-
ence is between a nonfactive embedding like (8) and a factive embedding. The answer
of Manzini and Savoia (2010a, 2011), following Roussou (1994), is that factive comple-
ments have a definiteness property, which yields a weak island.

In a separate development of the theory, phases have become responsible for the dis-
tribution of features in phasal domains (Chomsky 2008). It is presumably in the spirit
of these proposals that an anonymous reviewer asks us in general about the distribu-
tion of features in the C-T domain, and more specifically about complementizer agree-
ment phenomena. As for C-T agreement generally, expressing it in terms of phases and
of operations on features is certainly possible—but so is expressing it in terms of prop-
erties selected by a head on another head; we are not aware of any piece of evidence
that would make this choice anything but a theory-internal matter. Complementizer
agreement in Germanic languages cannot be construed as such a piece of evidence. It
certainly admits of an agreement analysis, but it can also be analyzed as depending
on an enclitic subject appearing on the complementizer (Shlonsky 1994). Under this
latter analysis there is no C-T agreement, but simply an agreement between different
copies of the EPP argument in different structural domains. Multiple copies of subject
clitics are independently attested in Romance, where the borders between what are
traditionally called agreement inflections and clitics are also quite labile (Manzini and
Savoia 2005, 2007).

ROMANCE K- COMPLEMENTIZERS [155]
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point is that, though we argued that the nominal, wh- nature of Romance
complementizers requires the structure in (8), vice versa nothing in the struc-
ture we propose requires nominal, let alone wh-, properties in the complemen-
tizer. We know from Germanic languages that complementizers can belong to
a non-wh- nominal series, for instance that of demonstratives like English
that. For these languages we would still hold to the idea that the complemen-
tizer introduces a propositional variable, whose value is restricted by the com-
plement sentence; in other words, the same analysis as we offered for Italian
che, eventually modifying the nature of the quantification involved. There are
also Romance languages where, though the complementizer shares the same
k- basis as the wh-operator series, they have a distinct lexical entry—which we
fully expect on the basis of the fact that, despite their common core properties,
they ultimately have different interpretations (i.e., they introduce different
types of variables). One such system, among many, is illustrated in (11).

(11) Calascibetta (Sicily)

a. mi Oissro ka veni dumani
to.me they.said that he.comes tomorrow
‘They told me that he shall come tomorrow’

b. ku venr
who comes
‘Who comes?’

c. ki sta fatfinnu
what you.are doing
‘What are you doing?’

d. ki llibbrusta  liddfinno
what book  you.are reading
‘Which book are you reading?’

What is more, in some languages so-called complementizers are verbal,
rather than nominal in nature (Roberts and Roussou 2003 and references
quoted there). Under the present approach, these can be treated again as the I
head of their own projection—in this case not a noun phrase-like projection,
but a verb phrase-like or sentencelike projection.’

2. SYSTEMS WITH TWO K- COMPLEMENTIZERS

Having briefly established the basic compatibility of the present hypothesis
with distributional evidence, as well as typological variation, we now turn to

7. The combination of a complementizer verbal head with another verb recalls serial
verb constructions. For Manzini and Savoia (2005) these constructions involve com-
plex predicate formation, typically resulting in the lack of inflection on one of the two
verbs. The so-called complementizer status of a verbal head can then be described in
terms of serial verbs/complex predicate formation (Manzini and Savoia 2010a, 2011).

[156] Functional Structure from Top to Toe
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arguments that support it. What all of these arguments have in common is
that they depend on the (micro-) variation in complementizer systems ob-
served in Romance languages and specifically in Italian varieties.

The system of standard Italian, which we have considered so far, is charac-
terized by a single complementizer introducing all finite declarative clauses—
which is also the distribution familiar for English that. However, there are
many Central and Southern Italian varieties that have two finite declarative
complementizers, as in (12). One of the two complementizers, generally ka, is
systematically found to introduce complements to verbs of ‘saying’ or ‘know-
ing” The other complementizer, generally ke/ki (ka), is found to introduce
complements to verbs of ‘believing’ or ‘wanting,’ though in some varieties
(Guglionesi) some predicates alternate between the two complementizers. In
other varieties, where all these predicates select the same complementizer ka,
a second complementizer is found to introduce complements to ‘before, ‘after’
(Montenerodomo). Another important common property of these systems is
that they present some overlapping between the complementizer system just
described and the wh-quantifier system. Crucially, this overlap never affects
the ka complementizer; instead it is the ka complementizer that quite gener-
ally overlaps with the wh-quantifier for ‘what.

(12) Montenerodomo (Abruzzi)
a.i. m omod ditto ka vi dumo:na
to.me they.have said that you.come tomorrow
‘They told me that you will come tomorrow’
a.il. pendzo ka issove  dumo:nd
Lthink that he comes tomorrow
I think that he will come tomorrow’
a.iii. vulessa ka moniffs
Lwould.want that he.would.come
‘I would want him to come’
b.i. so [leuts preimoks maneiva
Lam gone.out before that he.came
‘T went before he came’
b.ii. so [feuts dopoke tu avi moneuts
Lam gone.out after that you had come
‘I went after you came’

c. ka ff
what you.do
‘What are you doing?’
Guglionesi (Molise)
a.i. m onna dotto ka ve kre

to.me they.have said that he.comes tomorrow
‘“They told me that he will come tomorrow’
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a.il. pentsoka ve kre
Lthink that he.comes tomorrow
I think that he will come tomorrow’
b.i. wvujjo ko wi kre
Lwant that you.come tomorrow
‘I want you to come tomorrow’
b.ii. pendzaka vve kre
I'think that he.comes tomorrow
I think that he will come tomorrow’
b.iii. songaffeuts promoks tteu monassd
Lam gone.out before that you would.come
‘I went before you came’
b.iv. sopgaffeuts dopps ko ssi maneuta
Lam gone.out after that you.are come
‘I went after you came’
c. ke fh
what you.do
‘What are you doing?’

The double complementizer systems just described should not be confused
with another form of split lexicalization for sentential introducers, found in
so-called Balkan languages as well as in some Southern Italian and Sicilian vari-
eties. The relevant systems are characterized either by the lack of morphologi-
cal infinitives (for instance in Albanian; Manzini and Savoia 2007), or by the
very reduced use of them. What in languages like English (or Italian, French,
etc.) are embedded infinitival clauses associated with control and raising inter-
pretations are rendered in Balkan(-like) languages by the embedding of finite
clauses introduced by a specialized particle. In Calabrian varieties, including
Arena in (13d), the relevant particle is mu. The independence of this phenom-
enon from the one we are concerned with here can be seen from the fact that
they actually combine. Thus Arena, which has control and raising complements
introduced by mu, also independently presents two complementizers of the k-
series, roughly with the distribution described above for Montenerodomo, as in
(12a)-(12b). Of the two complementizers, it is the ki one, selected notably by
‘before’ and ‘after’ that coincides with the wh-quantifier for ‘what,” as in (13c).

(13) Arena (Calabria)
a.i. mi ‘'Oissiru ka veni domani
to.me they.said that he.comes tomorrow
‘They told me that he will come tomorrow’
a.ii. kriju ka wveni
Lbelieve that he.comes
‘I think that he will come’

[158]  Functional Structure from Top to Toe

06-Svenonius-Chap06.indd 158 @

12/06/14 7:44 AM



| ®

HOUP—SECOND UNCORRECTED PROOF, June 12, 2014 H

a.ili. € mmieyu ka vieni
it.is better  that you.come
‘It is better for you to come’
b.  neffivi dueppuki vinni
Lwent.out after  that he.came
‘T went after he came’
c. ki ffatfiijju
what does he
‘What is he doing?’
d.  vuepyu munisffu
Lwant Prt I.go.out
‘I want to go out’

We assume that introducers of the type of mu in Calabrian (or té in Albanian)
are not complementizers in the sense defined in the preceding paragraph, i.e.,
they are not (nominal) heads taking the embedded proposition as their (sen-
tential) complement. Rather they are internal to the embedded clause, to
which they contribute modal properties (Rivero 1994, Roberts and Roussou
2003) and/or EPP properties involved in control and raising interpretations
(Manzini and Savoia 2005, 2007; Manzini 2009). Thus we shall put mu and the
like aside without further discussion.

Let us then go back to (12). The distribution of ka and ka in varieties such
as Guglionesi is reminiscent of the fact that standard Italian employs the in-
dicative as a complement of ‘to say’ and the subjunctive as a complement of ‘to
think’ or ‘to want, with regional variants allowing the indicative at least under
‘to think, as in (14).

(14) a. Dico che viene.

Lsay that he.comes
I say that he will come’

b. Penso che venga/ viene.
Lthink that he.come/ he.comes
‘I think that he will come’

c. Voglio che venga.
Lwant that he.come
‘I want him to come’

The similar distribution (and the somewhat similar one of indicatives vs. in-
finitives in the English translations) seems to suggest that some common
property lies at the core of the complementizer split and the modality split.
However it should be stressed that one phenomenon does not depend on the
other. In particular, in the examples in (12) the two complementizers can
embed the same indicative verbal forms, while ka in Montenerodomo’s
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(12a.iii) can embed the one form of subjunctive that appears to be present in
the language, roughly the counterfactual. In other words, there is no obliga-
tory selection of the verb modality by the complementizer or vice versa.

On the other hand, it is perfectly possible for a full-blown indicative—
subjunctive system of the standard Italian type to combine with a double com-
plementizer system of the type exemplified in (12) with Abruzzese varieties. A
case in point is represented by Sardinian varieties such as Paulilatino in (15).
It will be noted that the ka complementizer combines with morphological in-
dicatives in (15a) while the ki complementizer combines with morphological
subjunctives. This excludes the possibility that the complementizer split can
be linked to the relatively impoverished modal system of varieties like (12); in
other words over the spread of grammarat our disposal not only is it the case
that there is no selection relation between complementizers and subjunctives
but furthermore there is no complementary distribution (functional equiva-
lence) either.

(15) Paulilatino (Sardinia)

a.i. m anta nauka bbeni kkraza
to.me they.have said that he.comes tomorrow
“They told me that he will come tomorrow’

a.ii. pentsoka ‘'bbenizi
L.think that you.come
‘I think that you will come’

b.i. pentsoki 'bbendzede
ILthink that he.come
‘I think he will come’

b.ii. kerdzoki ‘'bbendzeze
Lwant that you.come
‘I want you to come’

b.iii. seo bis'siu appustiski ze Renniu
Lam gone.out after  that you.are come
‘I went after you came’

b.iv. s€o bis'sia primmaki esse Renniu Jue
L.am gone.out before that be come  you
‘I went before you came’

c. itte fa'eze
what you.do
‘What are you doing?’

Itis worth pointing out that the correlation between complementizer and verb
modality breaks down in an otherwise highly consistent language like (15) in

connection with complements to ‘before’ and ‘after’ in (15b.iii) and (15b.iv)
respectively. Following the pattern of standard Italian the complement of
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‘before’ is a subjunctive (a counterfactual) while the complement of ‘after’ is an
indicative. Nevertheless in both cases the complement is introduced by the
“modal” complementizer ki. This should be taken together with the existence
of languages, like Montenerodomo in (12) or Arena in (13), where comple-
ments to ‘before’ and ‘after’ maintain a specialized complementizer while
other declarative sentential complements are uniformly introduced by ka. The
two facts strongly suggest that at least two parameters are at stake, one having
to do with the distribution of complementizers according to the indicative-
subjunctive split and the other one having to do with their occurrence in the
‘before’ and ‘after’ contexts.

Let us begin by considering the first of these parameters. By the conclu-
sions of section 1, the finite k-type complementizer in Romance languages is
an independent nominal head introducing a propositional variable, whose
content is restricted by the embedded sentence, while the complementizer
itself acts as its quantificational binder. This suggests that the difference be-
tween the two complementizers in (12) or in (15) is simply the difference
between two types of quantification—their characterization depending on
the characterization we give of the indicative-subjunctive divide. We could
assume for instance that the ka nonmodal complementizer is a definiteness
operator, effectively the counterpart to a definite determiner, so that the LF of
Guglionesi’s (12a.ii) would be along the lines of (16a). By contrast, the LF of a
sentence like Guglionesi’s (12b.ii) could introduce an indefinite quantification
of sorts, perhaps just a free variable bound by existential closure, as sketched

in (16b).

(16) a. Ithink this x: x he comes tomorrow
b. I think for some x: x he comes tomorrow

If we take seriously the parallelism between the complementizer system just
described and the indicative-subjunctive system of languages like Paulilatino
in (15), or standard Italian, we expect that the indicative-subjunctive divide is
also connected with the definite or indefinite binding of the situation or pos-
sible worlds denoted by the proposition. In particular, Manzini (2000) notices
that mood selection is not exclusively determined by the matrix predicate.
Thus ‘to know’ in (17a) normally requires the indicative; the latter remains
possible when the matrix predicate is questioned, as in (17b), where the read-
ing is still a factive one, in which the truth of the embedded proposition is
presupposed. However if the sentence is questioned, the subjunctive also be-
comes possible; if so, the embedded proposition is in the scope of the question
operator, yielding a nonpresuppositional reading, which is apparently equiva-
lent to that obtained by embedding it under an ‘if complementizer.
Alternations like (17b)-(17c) can be described by saying while the indicative
introduces a definite description, the subjunctive introduces an indefinite
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propositional variable, which can be interpreted in the scope of polarity op-
erators such as the question one. We shall return to the significance of the
possible alternation with ‘if’ in (17c) in section 3.

@17) a. So che ¢/ *sia venuto.

Lknow that he.is/ he.be come
‘Tknow he came’

b. Sai che ¢  venuto?
you.know that he.is come
‘Do you know that he came?’

c. Sai che/se sia venuto?
you.know that/if he.is come
‘Do you know if he came?’

Because the evidence and the results discussed in this paper are mostly syn-
tactic in nature, we must content ourselves with a sketchy account of the
interpretation. What precedes is, however, sufficient to yield the general-
ization that of the two complementizers in languages like Guglionesi in
(12), it is always the modal complementizer that overlaps with a wh-
quantifier. For the nonmodal complementizer effectively introduces a defi-
nite description, hardly compatible with wh-quantification, while the modal
complementizer introduces a propositional variable subject to quantifica-
tional binding, exactly like the argumental wh-variable. Manzini and Savoia
(2005) exemplify a considerable number of languages like Guglionesi and in
all cases the same generalization holds, as evidenced by their summary
table, reproduced in (A) in the Appendix. Needless to say, there will also be
systems in which no overlapping is found (cf. table A' in the Appendix,
again from Manzini and Savoia 2005), and Paulilatino in (15) is an example
of them.

The results that precede are important for the present discussion for
more than one reason. A preliminary point is that the coincidence of com-
plementizers and wh-elements covers grammars that are not just different
in general terms, but specifically different in what concerns the finite com-
plementizer system—presenting either a single complementizer or split
modal versus nonmodal complementizers. In other words, it cannot be ob-
jected that the coincidence of the complementizer with the wh-system is in
a sense the property of just one grammar—and therefore treatable as ac-
cidental. More importantly, the fact that in two complementizer systems it
is the modal complementizer that coincides with the wh-system supports
the semantics for complementizers sketched in section 1 and here, and in-
directly the syntax in (8). Under the alternative view, which has comple-
mentizers as C functional heads, one could probably link them to the modal
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or nonmodal nature of the embedded event; but the overlap with wh-quan-
tifiers could not (directly) be captured.

The two complementizer systems of languages like those in (12) or (15)
may have a reflex even in the complementizer system of a language like
Italian. In fact there appears to be a good match between matrix predicates
that require the modal complementizer in (12) or (15) and those that, ac-
cording to the literature, allow the deletion of the che complementizer; and
vice versa, contexts that require the nonmodal complementizer seem to co-
incide with those that do not admit the deletion of complementizer, as il-
lustrated in (18). The issue is made more complex by the existence of at least
one variety where effectively any matrix predicate admits of complementizer
deletion. The latter is identified by Cocchi and Poletto (2002) with the vari-
ety spoken in Florence; as in many cases involving Italian, the question can
legitimately be asked whether on the contrary the judgments attributed to
the standard are not unduly constrained by normative considerations (in
fact the judgments in Cocchi and Poletto 2002 appear to be unnecessarily
restrictive even for the Italian spoken in Florence). Be it as it may, the reason
to address the (potential) pattern in (18) here is that although we do not
know of other systematic discussions of two complementizer systems in the
generative (or even descriptive) literature, phenomena of complementizer
drop have been prominent in the theoretical literature since the study of the
that-t filter in English (Chomsky and Lasnik 1977). Therefore distributions
of the type in (18) have been discussed more than once (Poletto 2001, Giorgi
and Pianesi 2004), providing us with possible alternatives to the analysis
advocated here.

(18) a. So *(che) viene.
Lknow that he.comes
‘T know that he is coming’
b. Penso (che) venga.
Lthink that he.come
‘I think that is coming’
c. Vorrei (che) venisse.
Lwould.want that he.came
‘T would like him to come’
d. E* meglio (che) venga.
it.is better  that he.come
‘It is better for him to come’

On the basis of the discussion of double complementizer systems that pre-
cedes, we would be led to characterize the alternation in (18) by saying that
in order to introduce a propositional definite description the complementizer
is necessary, as in (18a); other types of propositional complementation
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admit the bare embedding of a sentence under the matrix verb, as in
(18b-c). Having established that there is a good correspondence between
the complementizer split and the indicative-subjunctive one, it comes as no
surprise that contexts obligatorily introduced by the complementizer have
the indicative, while subjunctive contexts admit complementizer drop.

Giorgi and Pianesi (2004) and Poletto (2001) similarly assume that so-
called complementizer deletion does not correspond to the deletion of lexical
material nor to the zero instantiation of the C position. For Giorgi and Pianesi
(2004), whereas the sequence of che and a subjunctive provides separate in-
stantiations for modality (through the che complementizer) and for agree-
ment (through the I position of the verb), in complementizer deletion con-
texts the Mood and Agr properties are conflated in the I head, and simply
lexicalized by the verb. The reason che cannot delete in indicative contexts has
to do with the fact that in indicative contexts T and Agr properties cannot
conflate, but must be independently lexicalized. To be more precise, “the
T-features are duplicated in che/C in such a way that the indexical component
can be evaluated outside the clause” (200). According to Giorgi and Pianesi
(2004) the satisfaction of this latter condition is independently required in
order to obtain the so-called Double Access Reading, under which the situa-
tion denoted by the embedded sentence is taken to hold both at the time of
the matrix event and at the time of utterance.

What is relevant here is that Giorgi and Pianesi’s (2004) framework could
certainly be extended to account for double complementizer systems, as the
result of a split between exponents of C endowed with Tense (ka) and expo-
nents of C endowed with Mood (ke/ki). But since there is no (direct) connec-
tion between the wh-system and subjunctive Mood (e.g., wh-questions do not
necessarily select the subjunctive) the overlapping of modal complementizers
and the wh-system would not be predicted. The present discussion provides
the missing link; but crucially it does so by extricating the complementizer
from the Mood and Tense system to which Giorgi and Pianesi (2004) confine
it—and by assuming that it is an argumental, quantificational element. Cor-
respondingly it is rescinded from the C position and construed as an indepen-
dent (nominal) head.

Let us then turn to Poletto (2001), who draws a parallel between comple-
mentizer deletion and Germanic V-to-C movement; the latter, at least in
some languages, is in complementary distribution with the lexicalization of
the complementizer (and thus seems to result in its deletion). The idea is that
“the class of verbs selecting Clomplementizer] D[eletion] complements is ex-
actly the same as in Germanic embedded V2 contexts” (267). Thus both phe-
nomena can be captured by the movement of the verb to the C position. On
the assumption that “CD is possible only when the embedded verb is a sub-
junctive, a future or a conditional form” and that “these forms all have a
modal quality” Poletto (2001: 278) proposes that “a [-realis] feature . . . is
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realized on the head of the complement and attracts the verb into the CP
domain.”

The first point to be made concerning Poletto’s (2001) theory is that
movement of the verb to the C position in Italian complementizer deletion
contexts may or may not hold for independent reasons (that we shall not
enter into); but it is logically independent of the characterization of com-
plementizer deletion contexts. For Poletto (2001), the latter reduces to the
presence of a [-irrealis] feature in C inducing the lack of a complementizer—
eventually via V-movement. It is not difficult to recognize the common core
that Poletto’s (2001) theory shares with that of Giorgi and Pianesi (2004),
namely that complementizer deletion involves modal properties absent
from indicative contexts. The point on which we differ from both is once
again made clearer if we try to extend Poletto’s (2001) account to the double
complementizer systems considered here. One could assume, for instance,
that what we have called the modal complementizer lexicalizes the -realis
feature, while the other complementizer satisfies the +realis feature in C.
But if so, there is no reason the modal complementizer overlaps with the
wh-system, since wh-questions do not appear to have any (immediate) con-
nection with -realis (not being restricted, say, to the subjunctive). As
before, the present theory has the advantage that it can make direct predic-
tions on this point; but these crucially depend on complementizers being
extricated from the C position, and treated as argumental, quantificational
heads.

Returning now to the languages originally presented in (12), recall that
they exemplify two quite distinct grammars. One is the grammar analyzed so
far, with a split between modal and nonmodal complementizers. In the other
grammar, exemplified by Montenerodomo in (12) but also by Arena in (13),
what we shall call the wh-complementizer (i.e., the complementizer overlap-
ping with a wh- question word) introduces essentially complements to ‘after’
and ‘before.’ As we noted in connection with Paulilatino in (15), these con-
texts do not correlate with the verb modality—which can be subjunctive
under ‘before’ but is consistently indicative under ‘after. A further element
that differentiates the two grammars has do with languages where no comple-
mentizer overlaps with a wh- argument, as tabulated in (A') in the Appendix.
From the data of Manzini and Savoia (2005) it can be seen that all of the lan-
guages in (A"), like Paulilatino in (15), present the modal versus nonmodal
complementizer distribution. In other words, in (A) there are no languages
with the distribution of complementizers of Arena or Montenerodomo in (A);
hence selection by ‘before’ and ‘after’ is specifically connected with the wh-
nature of the complementizer.

The key to this distribution resides in the fact that prepositions like
‘before’ or ‘after’ can easily embed complements introduced by wh-
arguments/adjuncts, as in Italian (19). Thus (19) corresponds to an LF
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roughly of the form T arrived (at a time t) earlier than (a time t') he thought
I would arrive (at t').'®

(19) Sono arrivato prima di quando pensava che arrivassi.
Lam arrived before of when  Lthought that I.would.arrive
‘I arrived earlier than he thought I would arrive’

On the basis of evidence like (19), we propose that languages that embed a spe-
cialized complementizer under ‘after’ and ‘before’ effectively select a wh-
structure. More precisely, the lexicalization of the ki/ke type complementizer, as
opposed to the ka complementizer in these contexts, responds to the presence of
atemporal variable. A formal implementation of this observation can be achieved
by assuming that the ki/ke complementizer acts in this case as a sort of general-
ized quantifier, binding the propositional variable, restricted by the following
sentence, and at the same time the temporal variable. As noted before, the evi-
dence we are considering is essentially syntactic in nature and therefore hardly
insightful when it comes to the semantics; hence this implementation is sug-
gested here essentially for the sake of falsifiability. In these terms, we neverthe-
less expect that the generalized quantifier that we have hypothesized also turns
up as a wh-binder of arguments; in other words, it is not specialized as a propo-
sitional introducer, but will overlap with a wh-argument—as is indeed the case.
If the discussion that precedes is on the right track, we should be able to
account for the fact that in all languages having what we call a modal comple-
mentizer, for instance Guglionesi in (12) or Paulilatino in (15), the latter also
turns up in the environments where what we have called the wh-complemen-
tizer is lexicalized. Now, if a wh-complementizer in languages like Arena in
(13) or Montenerodomo in (12) is to be able to function as some sort of

8. The analysis of temporal clauses as involving a wh-like temporal operator goes back
at least to Larson (1987), who in turn quotes Geis (1970). Apart from the fact that
temporal subordinators can overtly correspond to wh-phrases (e.g., when in English,
quando ‘when’ in Italian, etc.), the classical argument in favor of this conclusion is that
temporal sentences can display ambiguities corresponding to what the base generated
position (or the reconstruction position) of the temporal operator is taken to be. Thus
John left after Mary told him that he should leave can be interpreted as John leaving after
he should have left (according to Mary) or as John leaving after Mary told him some-
thing (namely that he should leave).

Recent work by Haegeman (2007) takes up this evidence again arguing that operator
movement accounts for an altogether different set of data, namely for the impossibil-
ity of embedding left periphery material under temporal adjuncts. However, as noted
by Haegeman, Romance clitic left dislocation is possible under temporal adjuncts.
Embedding of foci in Italian in turn is taken to be ungrammatical by Haegeman (2007:
316); but it can be quite acceptable in my judgment, as in (i)

(i) Quando UN DIECI prendera, sard  contento
when a ten  hewillget, Lwill.be happy
‘I will be happy when he gets an A’

We return to this matter in connection with conditionals, where it is more directly
relevant for our discussion; cf. note 12.
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generalized binder of propositional and wh-variables, it cannot be definite
(which would exclude wh-quantification). Therefore we expect the contexts
relevant for its lexicalization to be picked up by the modal (more properly in-
definite) complementizer. This furthermore will hold whether this coincides
with a wh-argument, as in Guglionesi in (12), or it does not, as in Paulilatino
in (15). It is perhaps worth pointing out that a treatment of the modal com-
plementizer in terms of the Mood/irrealis system of the sentence could not
extend to these cases at all, at least not in any direct way.

The final fact worth bringing up is that in all of the languages tabulated in
(A)-(A") in the appendix and exemplified in Manzini and Savoia (2005), what
we have called the modal or wh-complementizer also introduces relative
clauses. Relevant examples are given in (20). These involve that-relatives, and
not wh- (‘who’) relatives, since, although the relevant complementizers over-
lap with ‘what,’ as illustrated in (12), (13) and (15), ‘who’ has a distinct lexical-
ization, as illustrated in (20c). We can extend to (20-23) the analysis that we
have already proposed for (19), treating ki/ka as some sort of generalized
binder for the propositional variable and the argumental one (actually a pro-
nominal variable in the (b) examples). Similarly, we find the modal/wh-
complementizer to introduce comparatives, as shown in Paulilatino (23d).

(20) Montenerodomo

a. e kkwillo ks vve:ts ssmbra
it.is that  that IL.see always
‘It is the one I see all the time’

b. e kkwilloks i so date lo solde
it.is that  that to.him Lam given the money
‘It is the one I gave the money to’

c. ki ve
who comes
‘Who comes?’

(21) Guglionesi
a. € kkullo ke vvads sembra
he.is that  that I.see always
‘He is the one that I see all the time’
c. ki ve
who comes
‘Who comes?’

(22) Arena
a. su kkijji ki  vviju sempri
they.are those that I.see always
‘They are the ones that I see all the time’
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b. su kkijji ki ntfi dettsili sordi
they.are those that there I.gave the money
‘They are the ones I gave the money to’

c. ku veni

who comes
‘Who comes?’

(23) Paulilatino
a. €s kussuki bbio zempere
he.is that  that Lsee always
‘He is the one that I see all the time’

b. es kussuki dd appo jau z inari
he.is that that him L. have given the money
‘He is the one that I gave the money to’

a’. juanni ki est ammiyu meu
John thatis friend mine
‘John, who is my friend . ..’

c. kie b'benidi
who comes
‘Who comes?’

d. tendzo pru llibroski (no) inare
L.have more books thaw_ not money
‘T have more books than money’

According to the data of Manzini and Savoia (2005) tabulated in (A), a few
varieties actually present free alternation between the ka and the modal
complementizer, namely Guardiaregia and Gizzeria, which are both of the
Montenerodomo/Arena type. If free alternation is interpreted essentially as
the alternation of two different grammars, then these varieties provide
some evidence as to the compatibility of systems with a declarative and a
wh-complementizer (or in fact a modal complementizer subsuming the
latter) with a purely declarative treatment of relative clauses. More interest-
ing is a case like that of Ardauli in (24), otherwise similar to Paulilatino,
where the alternation between the ka and the ki complementizer appears to
be governed by the distinction between restrictive and nonrestrictive rela-
tives. In this case the modal complementizer introduces the restrictive rela-
tive and the ka nonmodal complementizer introduces the appositive one.

(24) Ardauli  (Sardinia)
a. €8 kussuki bbi sempere
he.is that that Lsee always
‘He is the one that I see all the time’
b. es  kussu ki dd appo jau zu inare
he.is that that him ILhave given the money
‘He is the one that I gave the money to’
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a'. dzuannika esti ammiyu meu
John thatis friend mine
‘John, who is my friend . .’

c. kie 'enidi
who comes
‘Who comes?’

d. tendzo pru llibros ki (no) inare

Lhave more books thaw not money

‘I have more books than money’

We suggest that in a language like Ardauli the choice of the modal complemen-
tizer is sensitive to the nature of the embedded variable. Thus appositive rela-
tives, which contain an individual variable, are incompatible with it and
present the ordinary declarative complementizer ka. Once again, the present
approach could not be translated into a model where the modal complemen-
tizer is tied directly to Mood/irrealis properties of the verb—providing an-
other potential argument in favor of the view advocated here.’

9. We may wonder how theories of complementation as relativization fare with respect to
thelanguages in (20) and (21). We have already netedpne of these theories in note 4, namely
that of Arsenijevi¢ (2009). Another such theory is Kayne’s (Chapter 7 in this volume), which
again became available to us only after our text was prepared. The gist of Kayne’s proposal
represents a striking revision of the idea in Kayne (1976) that the relative que of French is
really the que complementizer, in a direction broadly compatible with the present analysis.
Thus “that isn’t [a complementizer]. The that introducing sentential complements is really
a relative pronoun” (p. 227). “The claim that English sentential that is a relative pronoun
must be taken to extend . . . for example, to Italian che, to French que, . . . From the present
perspective that is not a Force® in Rizzi's (1997) sense nor the head of a CP phase in Chom-
sky’s (2001) sense” (p. 217, n. 55). At the same time, the actual implementation that Kayne
(Chapter 7) provides for these ideas differs substantially from the proposals put forth here.
In particular for Kayne (in this volume) “factive sentences . . . have a deleted or silent FACT.
If so, . . . factives too must involve relative clause structures” (p. 216). “Assume, then, that
sentential complements and sentential subjects are always accompanied by a head noun,
even if they are not factive. . . . Either it will be raised from within the relative in a way largely
parallel to what happens with overt fact . . . or a silent noun will be so raised” (p. 217).

We have insisted more than once on the empirical reasons, but also on the general theo-
retical problems that lead us to reject the silent categories approach of Kayne, for instance
in the domain of clitic phenomena (Manzini and Savoia 2008; 2010a, b; Savoia and
Mangzini 2010). In the case at hand, an obvious empirical problem for Kayne (Chapter 7)
is raised by languages like Paulilatino, i.e., languages that have a two complementizer
system, but where relative clauses are formed without exception by the modal comple-
mentizer. If the nonmodal ka complementizer is nothing but a relative pronoun itself,
why doesn't it ever overtly appear in relatives? In fact, the same question can be asked of
Arsenijevi¢ (2009), except that in his case, because of the rather more explicit nature of
the relative head involved, it is easier to envisage an answer. Roughly speaking, different
complementizers could select for different types of “Force” arguments. Even so, there is
no explanation as to why what we have characterized as the modal complementizer comes
to coincide with the relative complementizer to the exclusion of the nonmodal one. For
it does not seem possible to say that relative clauses associate with a particular type of
Force. It seems to us, furthermore, that to the extent that the proposal of Kayne’s (in this
volume) is spelled out, it must turn out to be similar to Arsenijevi¢’s (2009); therefore the
same discussion applies (cf. also note 12 on conditionals).
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3. SYSTEMS WITH TWO K- COMPLEMENTIZERS, INCLUDING ‘IF’

The complementizer system of Italian, as discussed in section 1, and that of
the varieties considered so far, have a specialized lexicalization for the inter-
rogative/hypothetical complementizer ge in Italian, corresponding (more or
less) to English if. Thus the Italian data in (1-3) are to be completed as in (25).

(25) a. Sepiove, (spesso) esco
if it.rains often Il.go.out
‘If it rains I (often) go out’
b. Non so se viene
not Lknow if he.comes
‘T don’t know if he‘ll come’

As it turns out, this state of affairs does not hold of necessity, but only as one
of several possible parametric options. In some Sardinian varieties with a
double declarative complementizer system, the modal complementizer also
lexicalizes hypothetical and interrogative ‘if,” as exemplified by Laconi in (26).
Note that the modal complementizer tfi belongs to the wh- lexical series, ex-
emplified by tfinni ‘who’ in (26c¢.1). Note that the distinction between the com-
plementizer for restrictive and appositive relatives that we discussed for Ar-
dauli in (24) also characterizes Laconi. As expected, it is the complementizer
introducing restrictive relatives that overlaps with the modal/if
complementizer.

(26) Laconi (Sardinia)

a. m anti nauka ennis kraza
to.me they.have said that you.come tomorrow
‘They told me that you come tomorrow’

b.i. bozo tfi endzas kraza
Lwant that you.come tomorrow
‘I want you to come tomorrow’
b.ii € m'mendzuzutfi bbendzaza
it.is better that you.come
‘It is better for you to come’
b.iii s€d es'sia prima3zi frssaz arribbau
Lam gone.out before that you.were come
‘I went out before you came’
c.i. a ttfinni 'tserriaza
to whom you.call
‘Who are you calling?’
c.ii. itta faizi
what you.do
‘What are you doing?’
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d.i.

d.ii

e.i

e.ii

funti 'gussuzu tfi tserriu zempre
they.were those  that Lcall —always
‘They were the ones that I always call’
sorre dua ka este ammiya mia
sister yours thatis  friend mine
‘Your sister, who is a friend of mine.. ..
tfi ‘'olleze  Rendzo
that you.want I.come
‘If you want, I will come’
tfi 'Broedeno bbesso
that it.rains not I.go.out
‘If it rains, [ won't go out’
no iffiu tfi ddu tserriu
not Lknow that him I.call
‘T don’t know if I shall call him’

Another major pattern of lexicalization of ‘that’ and ‘if’ is exemplified in (27)
with Miglionico. This has a single declarative complementizer and a separate
complementizer for hypotheticals and questions—reproducing the condi-
tions of a language like Italian. However the hypothetical/question comple-
mentizer actually belongs to the wh- system, overlapping in fact with the wh-
element for ‘who, namely tfi. Because of this, the embedded sentence in (27¢)
is ambiguous between the wh- question reading ‘who’ and the yes-no question
reading ‘if.’

27)

Miglionico (Lucania)

a.

b.

c.i.

mo vonnd dittoka viena  kra

to.me they.have said that he.comes tomorrow
‘They told me that he comes tomorrow’

s0 assuto primoka tu vo'niasss

Lam gone.out before that you came

‘I went out before you came’

tfi vemna

who comes

‘Who is coming?’

c.ii. tfe f'fafona

06-Svenonius-Chap06.indd 171

what they.do

‘What are they doing?’

tivivuo  venne

if you.want I.come
‘If you want, I come’

nansattfo tfi  vens

not IL.know who/if he.comes
‘I don’t know who comes’ or ‘I don’t know if he comes’
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In short, in Laconi in (26) there is a single lexicalization for the modal de-
clarative complementizer and for the question/hypothetical one. From the
data summarized in table (B), and reported in detail in Manzini and Savoia
(2005), it can be seen that the hypothetical/interrogative complementizer
never coincides with the ka nonmodal complementizer; as in Sardinian vari-
eties in general, there is no overlapping between the complementizer and the
wh-system. In turn, a language like Miglionico in (27) has the same lexical-
ization for the wh- element and the hypothetical/interrogative complemen-
tizer; the declarative complementizer has a different specialized lexicaliza-
tion. The data summarized in table (C), from Manzini and Savoia (2005),
show that it is always the hypothetical complementizer that coincides with
the wh-system.

The complementizer systems of languages like (26)-(27) close a potential
gap in the discussion so far, concerning those languages where the comple-
mentizer system overlaps with the wh-system. We know that wh-items are not
intrinsically interrogative. In Italian, for instance, argument che can head a
free relative, as in (28a) or an exclamative as in (28b). The most natural inter-
pretation of this type of data is that question, declarative (relative), or excla-
mative values are not intrinsic to the wh- quantifier, but are rather contrib-
uted by contextual operators. This situation is far from isolated in natural
languages. For instance, so-called N-words in Romance are not intrinsically
negative, but rather introduce a variable that can receive negative interpreta-
tion in the scope of a negative operator—but can equally well be licensed in
nonnegative contexts (Manzini and Savoia 2005 and references quoted there).
Thus we fully expect that the complementizer does not require a question in-
terpretation, even when it belong to the wh-series.

(28) a. Faccio che mi pare.
Ldo  what me likes
Tl do as I like’
b. Che non farebbe!
what not he.would.do
‘What wouldn’t he do!’

What dees-heweverrepresent a potential problem for the present theory is

that none of the complementizers considered in the previous sections actually
allows an interrogative interpretation. Nothing in what we have said so far
blocks the possibility that in the scope of an appropriate question operator a
k- complementizer could be interpreted as interrogative, along the lines of a
specialized interrogative wh-complementizer like English whether. In this per-
spective, systems like (26)-(27) are interesting in the first instance because
they instantiate this possibility.
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Let us then consider what the characterization of the hypothetical/
interrogative complementizer may be, beginning with a language like Italian
(or indeed English) where it has a specialized lexicalization. Hypothetical sen-
tences are interpreted much in the same way proposed before for complement
sentences, i.e., as the restriction of a propositional variable. According to
Lewis’ (1975) classical treatment, the latter is bound by an adverb of quantifi-
cation, or by a generic quantifier in the absence of other overt quantifications.
Thus the sentence in (25a) has an LF of the type in (29a), if the adverb of
quantification is computed. Otherwise the propositional variable is closed by
a universal quantification, as in (29b).

(29) a. For many situations/possible worlds x: it rains, I go out (in x)
b. For all situations/possible worlds x: it rains, I go out (in x)

An element that introduces a propositional variable (restricted by the embed-
ded propositional content) is associated in the present grammar with
structures of the type in (8), which we will then extend from k- type comple-
mentizers to Italian se ‘if.”° The latter can in turn be interpreted not only in a
hypothetical context as in (29), but also in an interrogative context—exactly
as with English if. The embedded interrogative interpretation simply follows if
the variable introduced by se and the like (and restricted by the following
proposition) can be licensed in the scope of a question operator. Indeed we
assume that this is what the interpretation of an interrogative complemen-
tizer amounts to, as in (30).1

(30) Iwonder for which situations/possible worlds x: John comes

At this point the characterization of the se complementizer is fundamentally
the same as for the che complementizer and more specifically for the modal
complementizer in (16b), where the variable that the complementizer

10. This account of the se complementizer is already found in Manzini and Savoia
(2003) essentially in the same terms as here. Thus “in the tradition of Lewis (1975)
the sentence introduced by se is interpreted as the restriction of a propositional vari-
able, bound in particular by adverbs of quantification. . . . In the absence of an overt
quantification, the operator that binds the quantificational variable can be the generic/
universal one. . . . Given these interpretive properties of hypotheticals, it is natural to
assume that se ‘if’ introduces an indefinite propositional variable. As such we expect its
syntax to parallel that of the propositional che” (p. 105).

11. Again the account of interrogative se goes back to Manzini and Savoia (2003):
“For embedded yes-no questions we can again assume that se introduces an indefi-
nite propositional variable and this in fact establishes a wh-question ranging over the
proposition” (p. 106).
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introduces is closed quantificationally. Therefore we fully expect that ‘if and
the modal complementizer can be lexicalized by the same lexical item, yielding
the Laconi system.?

If anything, the problem is providing some sharper characterization for
languages like Italian or, say, Paulilatino in section 2 that have two distinct
complementizers—or three, respectively. Consider a language with three dis-
tinct forms, including the modal and nonmodal complementizer, as well as
the hypothetical/interrogative one, as exemplified for Paulilatino in (15) and
in (31). By the discussion of section 2, the nonmodal complementizer intro-
duces a propositional complement akin to a definite description, while the
modal complementizer introduces an indefinite variable, The latter is also true

12. In view of the proposals reviewed in notes 4 and 9 to the effect that complement
sentences are relatives, it is particularly worth remarking on the independent litera-
ture treating conditionals as relatives—specifically as free relatives. Thus for Bhatt
and Pancheva (2006) “turning to conditionals, our proposal that they are interpreted
as free relatives amounts to the claim that they are definite descriptions of possible
worlds.” As for the syntax “the null operator in Spec, CP of if-clauses and likely the
when itself in e.g. German conditionals, is a definite binder of the possible world
variable.” As Bhatt and Pancheva note, the proposal that there is a covert operator
in the specifier of CP of conditional if clauses goes back to Larson (1985), where the
focus of the discussion is interrogative if clauses. For the latter, Larson posits the
presence of a covert whether, which he extends to conditional if clauses. For Bhatt
and Pancheva “the fact that if functions in many languages as both a conditional
and an interrogative complementizer makes sense within the general proposal that
conditionals are free relative clauses. In English and in many other languages, this
syncretism would be part of a more general structural parallelism between questions
and free relatives.”

Note that if “free relatives are interpreted as definite descriptions, i.e., with the vari-
able abstracted over being bound by a definite operator” (Bhatt and Pancheva 2006),
the lexicalization patterns observed in Laconi, where ‘if’ overlaps with the modal com-
plementizer, not with the “definite” one, seem to be difficult to account for. More gen-
erally, the present account dispenses us from postulating zero world operators in the
syntax. Quite simply the so-called complementizer is itself the element that introduces
a (situation/possible world) variable in the syntax of LF; indeed we already remarked in
note 4 that if desired, our syntactic analysis can be paraphrased by saying that comple-
ment sentences (and now conditionals) are free relatives. Given the structure in (8),
this would imply an analysis of free relatives in which they are externally headed by the
wh-element itself (cf. van Riemsdijk 2006 for a review, and Donati 2006 for a recent
implementation).

Haegeman (2010) adopts the Larson/Bhatt-Pancheva syntax for conditionals with a
view to accounting for restrictions on the left peripheral material they embed similar
to those discussed in note 8 for temporal clauses—despite the fact the classical argu-
ment in favor of temporal subordinators being wh-operators, namely the possibility
of matrix or embedded construals, does not apply to conditionals. The issue is largely
orthogonal to those debated here. In any event our own judgments on conditionals
are that left peripheral material does not create intervention effects—providing an
unsurprising parallel to temporal clauses in note 8.

(i) Se UN SEI prendi, sono contento.
if a six youget Lam happy
‘T am happy if you get even a D’
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of the proposition introduced by ‘if, which therefore requires to be further
differentiated from at least the modal complementizer.

(31) Paulilatino
Si 'proede no s,
if it.rainsnot I.go.out
‘If it rains, I won't go out’

In introducing the contexts triggering subjunctive in Italian in section 2, it
was mentioned that they are not necessarily lexically selected for; rather, sub-
junctive can be triggered in the scope of the question operator in (17). In the
scope of the question operator furthermore the declarative complementizer,
ordinarily embedded by a verb like to know, alternates with the ‘if comple-
mentizer, as in (17¢). As shown in (32) very much the same is true in the scope
of the negation, with respect to both the triggering of the subjunctive and the
possibility of the ‘if’ complementizer.

(32) a. So che ¢  guarito.
Lknow that he.is healed
‘Tknow he is healthy again’
b. Non sa che sono guarito.
not he.knows that Lam healed
‘He doesn't know that I am healthy again’
c. Non so che/se sia  guarito.
not I.know that/if he.be healed
‘I don't know if he is healthy again’

The fact that ‘if’ is triggered in the scope of a matrix question or negative op-
erator, as in (17) and (32), with an otherwise declarative (factive) verb, points
toward a solution for the problem we are concerned with, i.e., the character-
ization of the contexts specialized for ‘if.” Negations and questions are two of
the fundamental contexts triggering (negative) polarity items, the third being
the hypothetical one. Thus for instance in Italian nessuno ‘anybody,” niente
‘anything,’ etc., are licensed in the scope of a negation (yielding the equivalent
of negative quantifiers nobody, nothing, etc., in English), as well as in the scope
of a question or of an hypothetical. We suggest that the complementizer
system of languages like Italian or Paulilatino (or for that matter English) is
sensitive to polarity, so that complementizers, i.e., nominal heads responsible
for introducing propositional variables, are lexicalized by two different items
in nonpolarity and polarity contexts, surfacing in the latter as se in Italian, if
in English etc. Correspondingly, we shall refer to these as the polarity
complementizers.
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In section 2 we concluded that it was only to be expected that the comple-
mentizer system, i.e., the system of propositional variable introducers, and
the wh-system could coincide; more to the point, in cases of split complemen-
tizer systems the coincidence was predicted to involve the modal complemen-
tizer, i.e., the one introducing a quantified variable, rather than the nonmodal
complementizer, introducing a propositional definite description. This predic-
tion could now be extended to the ‘if’ complementizer. In languages of the
type of Laconi, tabulated in (B) in the Appendix, there is no overlapping of the
complementizer and the wh- systems. However, languages like Miglionico,
tabulated in (C) in the Appendix, verify this prediction for the systems with a
polarity complementizer ‘if” and a nonpolarity one ‘that.” For in Miglionico it
is the ‘if’ complementizer that belongs to the wh- system.

Despite the elementary nature of the tables in (A)-(C), it is possible to see
that several independent parameters intersect. A parameter that is brought
to the fore by varieties like Miglionico, but that is independent of the prop-
erties reviewed so far, has to do with which element of the wh-system the
complementizer identifies with. In Italian, as reviewed in section 1, the over-
lap is between the declarative complementizer and the wh-element for
‘what’—and the same holds for all other systems reviewed so far. By con-
trast, in Miglionico the overlap is between the ‘if’ complementizer and the
wh-item for ‘who.” Even a cursory inspection of the tables in (A)-(C) reveals
that this parameter is independent of the others considered. Thus in at least
one of the varieties in (C) of the Appendix (Ruvo di Puglia) the ‘if’ comple-
mentizer coincides with ‘what’ and not with ‘who.” By contrast, in a variety
like Secinaro in table (A), otherwise entirely comparable to Guglionesi, the
modal complementizer coincides with ‘who, and not with ‘what.” This is il-
lustrated in (33-34).

(33) Secinaro (Abruzzi)

a. vujjo ko wvi
Lwant that you.come
‘I want you to come’

b. ka wve
who comes
‘Who comes?

c. ku ffe
what you.do
‘What are you doing?’

(34) Ruvo di Puglia (Apulia)
a. tfo co:ve mnon iassa

that it.rains not I.go.out
1If it rains I won’t go out’
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a'. nan tsattfo tfo fratte ma coma
not Lknow i brother-yours me calls
‘I don’t know if your brother is calling me’
b. tfi vena
who comes
‘Who comes?’
c. tle ffofo
what you.do
‘What are you doing?’

In terms of the discussion of section 1, the wh-quantifier for ‘what,” such as
Italian che, is characterized by the absence of any lexical restriction. Thus che
questions can be answered by an animate or inanimate noun phrase or by a
proposition, as in (35). Of course a lexical restriction can be added by a noun
phrase, when che ‘what’ appears as its specifier—or by a sentence, when che
appears as the ‘that’ complementizer.

(35) a. Che ¢ &?
what there is
‘What is it?’
b. 11 telefono.
the phone
b. Il postino.
the mailman
b". Suona il postino.
rings the mailman
“The mailman is ringing’

By contrast the wh-quantifier for ‘who’ is characterized by a restriction to
humans, which poses an interesting question as to its ability to appear as a
complementizer at all. In fact, the occurrence of, say, tfi of Miglionico as a
complementizer excludes the possibility that the restriction to humans is en-
coded in the lexicon. What we suggest instead is that it is a lexical property of
tfi that it requires a restriction. In complementizer contexts the latter is pro-
vided by the proposition that tfi introduces. In wh-contexts, on the other
hand, the restriction to humans may be inferred. If this line of reasoning is on
the right track, we should be able to find languages where the wh-quantifier
for ‘who’ also appears as the wh-determiner, restricted by a following noun
phrase.

A case in point is Fontanigorda, in (36), which has a single declarative com-
plementizer overlapping with a wh-quantifier—exactly like standard Italian,
except that the overlap involves ‘who, rather than ‘what.’ That the same
element also appears as the wh-determiner (again as in Italian) is shown in
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(36d). Incidentally, data like (36) confirm that there is complete independence
between the other parameters reviewed here and the parameter as to whether
the complementizer coincides with ‘what’ or ‘who,” though most languages
with the complementizer system of standard Italian eventually have it overlap
with ‘what’ (Manzini and Savoia 2005).

(36) Fontanigorda (Liguria)

a. m ap ittuke te vie dopu
to.me they.have said that you come afterwards
‘“They told me that you are coming afterwards’

b. ke te tfammi
who you call
‘Who do you call?’

c. kuose te fe
what you do
‘What are you doing?’

d. ke  kamizate te betti
which shirt  you yourself put.on
‘Which shirt are you putting on?’

4. THE INTERACTION WITH (NON-)FINITENESS

The last question we shall consider concerns yet another asymmetry between
wh-quantifiers and complementizers, observed even in languages where they
have the same lexicalization. Thus in standard Italian che ‘what’ introduces
both finite and infinitival questions, as in (2) above and in (37a). On the con-
trary, complementizer che is restricted to finite contexts, and the infinitival
counterpart to (1) involves the prepositional complementizer di ‘of as in
(37Db).

(37) a. Che fare?
what to.do
‘What should one do?’
b. Mi hanno detto di/*che essere venuti.
to.me they.have said to/that be come
‘They told me that they had come’

The problem is not descriptive, since complementizer che can be distin-
guished from wh- che on the basis of both syntactic context of insertions
and semantic characterization. From an explanatory point of view, how-
ever, the objection may legitimately be raised that the connection between
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the complementizer and finiteness crucially links it to the functional pro-
jections of the verb. Now, finiteness has two components: a tense one, but
also an agreement one. As is well known, some Romance languages offer an
experiment in discriminating between these two components, since they
present so-called inflected infinitives. A case in point is provided by Sardin-
ian varieties, including Paulilatino in (38). Both inflected and noninflected
infinitives can be introduced by a prepositional complementizer, as in
(38b); but inflected infinitives also allow the finite complementizer, as inde-
pendently observed by Jones (1993). The finite complementizer, then, is
sensitive not to the temporal/modal/aspectual properties of the verb, but
to the presence of an agreement inflection. As we saw, Paulilatino like many
Sardinian varieties has two declarative complementizers, a modal and a
nonmodal one—and as we may expect, it is the modal complementizer that
co-occurs with inflected infinitives. However the two parameters are inde-
pendent, since Manzini and Savoia (2005) also exemplify varieties that
have only one declarative complementizer and where this also appears in
front of the inflected infinitive (for instance Siniscola).

(38) Paulilatino
a. | appu attu innantis de/ki Borrare-s tue
it Lhave done before  to/that come.back-25G you
‘T did it before you came back’

b. 1 an fattu innantis de 'ennere-(ne)/ki  'ennere-ne 'iseoc0
it they.have done before  to come-3PL  that come-3PL they
‘They did before they came’

In the theory of Manzini and Savoia (2005, 2007), Manzini (2009), the so-
called agreement inflection is a lexicalization of the EPP argument of the
sentence internal to the verb. If no lexicalization of the EPP argument is
present, either by an inflection or by a lexical subject, as is the case for non-
inflected infinitives, we may assume that the EPP argument is introduced as
a variable at the interpretive interface. This variable can then be given a
bound reading (control/raising) or a generic reading (arbitrary control). In
such terms, the restriction of the che-type complementizer to finite sen-
tences—including inflected infinitivals—can be restated as an incompatibil-
ity between it and the EPP variable. The question then becomes why the
finite complementizers would have this crucial property. We may surmise
that the presence of an EPP variable within the sentence defines an open
predicate, rather than a proposition. Since we have proposed that the finite
complementizer of Romance, and presumably of English as well, takes a
proposition as its complement, we may conclude that what the complemen-
tizer is actually incompatible with is the open expression resulting from the
presence of the EPP variable.
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It is interesting that for Roussou (2010) the fact that English that requires a
propositional complement ultimately yields the that-t filter, under the assump-
tion that the propositionality requirement excludes again a variable EPP argu-
ment. For Roussou (2010), if that and the EPP argument are both absent, this
configures a case of predicate embedding (restructuring)—allowing wh-
extraction presumably in that the base-generated wh-phrase binds a variable
directly into the argumentstructure, In fact, Roussou (2010) explicitly makes
the link between COMP-t and the finiteness requirement for English for, ana-
lyzing both the *for-t and the *for-to filters as the results of the same restriction
(to the effect that for again embeds a proposition, barring EPP variables).
Needless to say, the connection between the finiteness restriction on comple-
mentizers and the COMP-t filter, if correct, requires exaetly-the notion of fi-
niteness argued for here.

Though a discussion of the that-t filter is beyond the scope of the present
chapter, it is worth recalling that according to the classical conclusion of
Taraldsen (1980) languages like Italian lack that-t filter effects (whence the
apparent lack of correlation with the finiteness constraint on the complemen-
tizer) in that they are null subject languages, however the latter property may
be defined. For Manzini and Savoia (2005, 2007), what is at stake is simply
the fact that although in non-null subject languages the EPP must be satisfied
by a syntactic-level argument (the subject), in null subject languages a mor-
phological-level one (the inflection) suffices. The latter therefore closes off the
proposition even in the case of wh-extraction (effectively acting as a resump-
tive pronoun). Similarly, non-null subject Romance languages, contrary to
English, generally have subject clitics and resolve the propositionality re-
quirement on che-type complementizers by lexicalizing one of them. On the
basis of a comparison with Romantsch varieties, Taraldsen (2002), Manzini
and Savoia (2005) in particular conclude that the -i of French qui is such a
subject clitic.

A further twist on the finiteness problem is introduced by the ‘if’ comple-
mentizer. In alanguage like standard Italian, hypothetical se ‘if’ is restricted to
finite sentences, as in (39a), while interrogative se normally occurs in front of
infinitival questions, as in (39b). Recall next that in Laconi in (26) the same tfi
form lexicalizes both the modal declarative complementizer and the polarity
(i.e., hypothetical/question) one. As it turns out, while declarative (and hypo-
thetical) tfi is restricted to finite sentences, interrogative tfi actually combines
with infinitivals, as in (40).

(39) a. *Se piovere, . ..
if to.rain
b. Non so se uscire
not Lknow if to.go.out

]

‘I don't know whether to go out
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(40) Laconi
no iffiu  tfi ddu tserri'ai
not Lknow # him to.call
‘I don't know whether to call him’

In the discussion that precedes, we attributed to the interrogative comple-
mentizer the interpretation of a wh- element ranging over propositions in the
scope of a question operator. We must conclude that this interpretation
makes it compatible with embedded EPP variables—i.e., insensitive to the
completeness of the embedded proposition defined in terms of the embedded
EPP argument—on a par with other wh-elements, including the English wh-
complementizer whether. The issue is further complicated by the fact that, as
is well known from Kayne's (1991) discussion, whereas Italian se or Laconi tfi
can indeed introduce infinitival questions, as in (39-40), not only English if
but also French si are incompatible with them. In present terms, this means
that French si and English if behave in the ordinary complementizer way.

For Kayne (1991), the finiteness constraint on complementizers reflects
their incompatibility with the PRO subject of infinitivals; in other words,
there is substantial agreement with the view advocated here that the finite-
ness requirement relates to the EPP rather than to the temporal properties of
the sentence. However, for Kayne (1991) what is responsible for it is the struc-
tural government relation holding between the complementizer and PRO. The
lack of the relevant constraint on Italian se correlates with a further structural
property, i.e., with the relatively high position of the infinitive, which protects
PRO from government by the complementizer. That the position of the infini-
tive is higher in Italian than in French can be seen, according to Kayne (1991),
from the fact that the clitic precedes the infinitive in French while it follows
the infinitive in Italian. Even leaving aside other potential issues with Kayne’s
(1991) theory, it seems to us that alanguage like Laconi provides an argument
in favor of a theory of the type proposed here, where the finiteness restriction
on the complementizer is expressed in interpretive rather than structural
terms.

Thus Kayne (1991: 95) acknowledges that his theory ends up not account-
ing for the incompatibility of Italian che with the infinitive, since on the evi-
dence of cliticization the infinitive must be in the same high position in de-
claratives as in questions. In Laconi the problem is even starker, since the
same tfi complementizer cannot combine with infinitival declaratives—as
predicted by Kayne (1991) on the basis of the preverbal position of the clitic
seen in (26)—and can combine with infinitival questions.

Furthermore, in the account of Kayne (1991), whether is oblivious to
the finiteness of the sentence it embeds because it is not a complementizer at
all, but a wh- phrase, where these two notions are given a structural
characterization once more, as a C head and a C specifier respectively. But a
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structural characterization as a C specifier cannot be applied to tfi of Laconi,
on pains of not being able to predict that (as a C head) it excludes nonfinite
sentences in declarative contexts. The alternative is the one that we argued
against at the outset, i.e., to introduce two different tfi’s.’®

Other relevant evidence concerning definiteness restrictions on comple-
mentizers of the k- series comes from Northern Italian varieties (including
some that display the standard Italian coincidence between the wh-quantifier
for ‘what’ and the complementizer), which form questions as shown in (10)
above, by combining wh-quantifier and complementizer. Most of the relevant
languages alternate between wh- che in finite sentences and the wh-element
alone in infinitivals, as shown by the comparison between (10) and (41) for
Zoldo Alto. However there are (a few) otherwise entirely comparable lan-
guages where the wh-che cluster introduces both finite and infinitival ques-
tions, such as Civate in (42), though the che-type complementizer is otherwise
restricted to finite complements.

(41) Zoldo Alto(Veneto)
a. no sai ki kla'ma
not Lknow who to.call
‘I don't know who to call’
a'. no sai ke fa
not I.know what to.do
‘T don't know what to do’

(42) Civate (Lombardy)
a. so miatfe ke tfa'ma
Lknow not who that to.call
‘T don't know who to call’

13. Bhatt and Pancheva (2006) note another problem for Kayne’s (1991) proposal
that if is excluded from finite sentences because it governs PRO, namely the fact that
conditional if can select participial predicates like (i), whose only argument is con-
trolled by the matrix argument. One of our anonymous reviewers further notices that
there is no interrogative analogue to this pattern, as in (ii).

(i) If elected, he has said that . ..
(ii) *By now he will be wondering if elected.

Sentences like (i) are problematic for the present account as well, since they appear
to include a variable EPP argument controlled by a matrix argument. But maybe they
don’t. Note that any nominal predicate can be embedded under if, as in (iii), making it
far from obvious that (i) involves a sentential embedding. To the contrary, (ii) could be
automatically excluded if interrogatives require a sentential embedding.

(iii) If beautiful, a woman has many chances.

What kind of embedding (i) represents, if not a sentential embedding, remains an open
question; but notice that temporal operators equally allow it, as in (iv).

(iv) When still a child, he met his future wife.
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b. tfe ke te tfamet
who that you call
‘Who are you calling?’

The pattern of Zoldo Alto is what we expect on the basis of the assumption
that in the wh- che sequence, the che-type element is the ordinary complemen-
tizer; as such we predict it to be sensitive to the finiteness of the embedded
clause and to exclude in particular an infinitival sentence, whose EPP argu-
ment is a variable under present assumptions. Let us then consider the more
problematic case of Civate. Evidently the presence of the wh-quantifier in the
left periphery of the ke complementizer is sufficient for the latter to be also
interpreted in the scope of a question operator, i.e., as a wh-element of sorts
ranging over propositions. If so, we expect it to have the property that we have
independently reviewed for such elements above, that of being insensitive to
the finiteness restriction.

4.1 SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

The discussion that precedes is aimed both at accounting for subtle param-
eterization data characterizing the complementizer systems of Romance
and at establishing a number of general conclusions on complementizers.
The main conclusion is that C, as currently conceived in generative gram-
mar, i.e., as a conflation of complementizer properties and verbal proper-
ties, is a spurious category. So-called complementizers are best analyzed
as nominal constituents, selected by the predicate that embeds them and
selecting a sentence in turn. This conclusion leads to a consistent seman-
tics for complementation, as conveying quantifications over situations/
possible worlds. Strikingly, even theorists maintaining the conventional C
syntax for complementizers resort to empty operators/nouns (Larson
1985, Bhatt and Pancheva 2006, Arsenijevi¢ 2009) to capture such a se-
mantics. Our argument is not simply that our syntax is the most economi-
cal one off which such a semantics can be read. The argument is also that
legibility conditions at the other interface, the morpholexical interface,
favor the present treatment. This is not just a matter of generically ac-
knowledging the coincidence between complementizer and wh- morphol-
ogy in, say, Romance languages, but rather of accounting for the detailed
microvariation patterns observed in such languages. If we are correct, the
postulation of abstract structure (as in the references quoted, or in Kayne’s
Chapter 7 in this volume) obscures, rather than revealing, the relevant
generalizations.
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APPENDIX
A) comp comp modal/wh-  rel who what
Sonnino ka ke ke ki ke
Pontecorvo ka ke ke ki ke
Colledimacine ka ke ke ki ke
Montenerodomo ka ke ke ki ke
Torricella Peligna ka ke ke ke ke
Secinaro ka ke ke ke ku
Civitaluparella ka ke ke ki ke
Vastogirardi ka ke ke kia ke
Capracotta ka ke ke kia ke
Guardiaregia ka ka ka/ka ki ka
Guglionesi ka ke ke ki ke
Frigento ka ke ki ki ke
Nocara ka ke ke ke ke
Albidona ka ke ke kwe ke
Terranova Pollino ka ke ke ku ke
Morano ka ki ki ku ki
Orsomarso ka ki ki ku ki
Conflenti ka ki ki kine ki
Platania ka ki ki kine ki
Gizzeria ka ki ki/ka kina ki
Sorbo S.Basile ka ki ki kine ki
S.Pietro a Maida ka ki ki ku ki
lacurso ka ki ki ku ki
Arena ka ki ki ku ki
Umbriatico ka ki ki kini ki
Gerace ka ki ki ku ki
S.Agata del Bianco ka ki ki ku ki
@)
Dorgali ka ki ki kie itte
Aritzo ka tfi tfi (e)tfine itte
Ardauli ka ki ki-ka kie (e)itte
Paulilatino ka ki ki kie itte
Gallo ka ku ku ki kwe
Tufillo ka ko ka kia (ko)dekka
Canosa Sannita ka ke ke ki ki
(B) Comp comp/ if rel who what
Laconi ka tfi tfi-ka tfinni itta
Orroli ka ki ki- ka (e)kini itta
Settimo S.Pietro ka ki ki kini itta
Siliqua ka ki ki (ak)kini itta
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© comp If rel who what
Miglionico ka tfi ka tfi tfe
Minervino Murge ka tfo ka tfo tfoka
Gravina in Puglia ka tfi ka tfi attfoka
Bitetto ka tfo ka tfo tfo
Ruvo di Puglia ka tfo ka tfi tfo
Canosa ka tfo ka tfo tfe
Bisceglie ke tfo ke tfo tfo
Martina Fr. ka tfo ka tfo tfo
Molfetta ka tfi ka tfi tfe
Mesagne ka tfi Ka tfi tfe
Putignano ka tfo ka tfo tfe
Brindisi ka tfi ka tfi tfe
Grottaglie ka tfi ka tfi tfe
Carmiano ka fi ka fi tfe
Uggiano ka tfi ka tfi tfe
Copertino ka tfi ka tfi tfe
Melissano ka tfi ka tfi tfi
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