7 -  Head Movement from Iº to Cº 

We have seen how English, French and Italian differ with respect to verbal head-movement, with English avoiding movement of verbal stems outside their generated position in Vº and Italian allowing for their movement all the way up to Agrº.
Are there other instances of head movement affecting the grammar of these two languages? Here we will consider instances of movement from Iº to Cº. But first let us remember the properties of Cº heads.
1. Overt Cº in Subordinate Clauses

When overtly realized, Cº introduces a subordinate clause. Like any other phrase, CPs may be the argument of some other predicate.

	(1) CPs
	Italian
	English

	Subject
	[CHE Bill ha già mangiato] è evidente

that Bill has already eaten is obvious
	[THAT Bill has already eaten] is obvious

	Object
	John ha detto [CHE Bill ha già mangiato]

John has said that Bill has already eaten
	John said [THAT Bill has already eaten]


Different complementizers signal distinct semantic/pragmatic functions for the clause they introduce (this is called the illocutionary force of a clause). For example, different complementizers may signal whether the clause is declarative or interrogative, as in the examples below. 

	(2) Italian
	Declarative
	Interrogative

	Subject
	[CHE Bill ha già mangiato] è evidente

that Bill has already eaten is obvious
	Non sappiamo [SE lui sia ricco o meno]
We don’t know if he is rich or not.

	Object
	John ha detto [CHE Bill ha già mangiato]

John has said that Bill has already eaten
	John si chiede [SE Bill ha già mangiato]

John wonders  whether Bill has already eaten


	(3) English
	Declarative
	Interrogative

	Subject
	[THAT Bill has eaten] is obvious
	[IF Bill has eaten or not] is irrelevant

	Object
	John said [THAT Bill has eaten]
	John asked [IF Bill had already eaten]


Verbs taking clausal arguments (e.g. dire, pensare, credere, etc.) are sensitive to their illocutionary force As the examples below show, some verbs only take declarative complements, others only take interrogative ones, and finally a few others allow for both complement types.  

(4) Verbs requiring declarative complements (and hence declarative complemetizers ‘that’ and ‘che’).
English:
John asserts / says / thinks / believes [CP that Bill has eaten] 

Italian
:
John dichiara / afferma [CP che Bill ha mangiato]

(indicative mood)


John states    /asserts         that Bill has eaten

 

John pensa / crede 
  [CP che Bill abbia mangiato]

(subjunctive mood)


John thinks / believes        that Bill havesubjunctive eaten

(5) Verbs requiring interrogative complements (and hence interrogatives complementizers ‘if’, ‘whether’ and ‘se’).
English:
John asks / wonders [CP if Bill has eaten]

Italian
: 
John (si) chiede / domanda 
      [CP se Bill ha già mangiato]
(indicative mood)


John (refl.) asks / wonders                if Bill has already eaten


 
John (si) chiede / domanda 
  [CP se Bill abbia già mangiato]
(subjunctive mood)


John (refl.) asks / wonders 
       if Bill havesubjunctive already eaten

(6) Verbs allowing for both types of complement:

English:
John knows [CP  that / if  Bill has eaten]

Italian
: 
John sa [CP che / se Bill ha già mangiato]



John knows that/if John has already eaten
2. Auxiliary Iº-to-Cº Movement

2.1. Conditionals

A first instance of I-to-C movement occurs in conditionals. Conditional clauses are usually headed by an overt Cº which determines the conditional interpretation of the clause.

(7)  Cº-headed Conditionals:

English
if John had called, ….

Italian

se Gianni avesse telefonato, … 



if John had called…

In compound conditionals, however, it is also possible to have the auxiliary raised into Cº, replacing the original overt complementizer.

(8) Iº-to-Cº movement:

English
had John called, ….

Italian

avesse Gianni telefonato, … 



had John called…

The auxiliary raises into Cº providing an overt head to the CP projection, while retaining the conditional interpretation. The structure for “Had John called” is provided below.
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The impossibility for complementizers and raised auxiliaries to co-occur to the left of the subject supports the hypothesis that the auxiliaries raise into Cº rather than simply left-adjoining it.

(10) Impossible co-occurrence of Aux and overt Cº:

English:
*if had John called, ….;


*had if John called, ….
Italian:

*se avesse Gianni telefonato, …;

*avesse se Gianni telefonato, …;


Finite Verbs – We know that English finite verbs cannot move away from the Vº position. We thus expect them to be unable to raise to Cº in conditionals. This is indeed the case.

(11) English finite verbs:
a. *Calls John, I will answer

(if John calls, I will answer)

b. *Called John, I would answer
(if John called, I would answer)

Italian finite verbs, on the other hand, move from Vº to Iº. We might therefore expect them to be able to move to Cº in conditionals as well. The relevant structures appear more acceptable than the corresponding English ones, but not as acceptable as those involving movement of the auxiliary, showing that there must be additional and less well understood conditions governing I-to-C movement in conditional clauses.
(12) Italian finite verbs:


a. ?Facesse la nostra banca prestiti a chiunque, finirebbe presto in bancarotta

 Made the our bank loans to anybody, (it) would-finish soon in bankruptcy

b. ?  Mangiassero gli americani un po’ meno patatine, vivrebbero meglio


       Ate the Americans a bit less chips, (they) would-live better

c. ? Pigliassero i ragazzi la medicina regolarmente, guarirebbero prima


      Took the boys the medicine regularly, (they) would-heal sooner

d. ? Cantasse Pavarotti, avremmo più ascoltatori

      Sang Pavarotti, (we) would-have more listeners

2.2. Gerundives and Infinitivals

A second instance of I-to-C movement is attested in Italian gerundives and infinitival structures. First the subject moves to specIP then the auxiliary moves into Cº, thus preceding the subject. Once again this type of movement is more readily available when it affects auxiliaries rather than lexical verbs. 
(13) Italian compound gerundives:



a. Avendo Gianni già telefonato, Maria decise di non aspettare oltre. 

Having John already called, Mary decided of not to-wait further

John having called, Mary decided not to wait any longer

b.   Essendo Maria già partita, Gianni decise di raggiungerla. 

Being Mary already left, John decided of reaching-her

Mary having already left, John decided to reach her

(14) Italian compound infinitives:



a.   La testimone affermava [aver gli imputati spesso frodato il fisco]

The witness asserted to-have the defendants often cheated the tax-office

The witness asserted that the defendants had often lied to the IRS

b.   La commissione ritiene [aver i giudici sempre ottemperato agli obblighi di legge]. 

The commission believes to-have the judges always satisfied to-the obligations of law

The commission believes the judges to have always followed the law
We may wonder whether in the above examples the subject failed to leave its original specVP position, in which case the auxiliary could remain in Iº and still precede the subject. There are good reasons to reject this anaysis. First of all, as we saw in previous classes Italian subjects cannot normally occur in specVP, see for example (15) below. 

(15) Unacceptable specVP subjects:



a. *Ieri ha Gianni parlato in televisione. 

 Yesterday has John spoken in TV

b. *Hanno i ragazzi mangiato pollo. 

  Have the boys eaten chicken

c. *Sono gli studenti tornati a lezione




Are the students returned to class

Furthermore, the subjects of the above sentences all precede an adverb left-adjoined to VP and therefore they must be located higher than SpecVP. 

Finally, the subjects of gerundive and infinitival clauses allow for floating quantifiers to their right, see te examples in (16) below. If they were in specVP the corresponding floating quantifiers would have to precede them as no post-subject position would be available for the quantifiers. 

(16) FQs in infinitives and gerundives:



a. Avendo gli studenti tutti già telefonato, Maria decise di non aspettare oltre. 

Having the students all already called, Mary decided of not to-wait further

The students having already all called, Mary decided not to wait any longer

b.   Essendo Marco e Maria ormai entrambi partiti, Gianni decise di raggiungerli. 

Being Mark and Mary already both left, John decided of to-reach-them

Mark and Mary having already both left, John decided to reach them

c.   Questo tribunale ritiene [aver gli imputati sempre tutti violato la legge].
This court believes to-have the defendants always all violated the law

This court believes the defendants to have always all violated the law

d.   La commissione ritiene [aver i giudici sempre tutti ottemperato agli obblighi di legge]. 

The commission believes to-have the judges always all satisfied to-the obligations of law

The commission believes the judges to have always all followed the law

3. Iº-to-Cº Movement in English Interrogatives

Like conditionals, English wh-interrogatives, require Iº-to-Cº auxiliary movement. The specifier of CP is occupied by the interrogative operator, called ‘wh-operator’, which has moved to specCP from its original argument position. The auxiliary raises to Cº in order to provide Cº with an overt head. Note how the subject occurs to the left of FQs and VP-delimiting adverbs, confirming its specIP position. 

(17) I-to-C in English wh-interrogatives:



a. What have the students all seen?

b. Who have they always spoken to?

3.1. Yes/No Interrogatives

Inversion. The same kind of auxiliary inversion occurs with yes-no questions. 

(18) Yes/No-questions:
a. Have the students always spoken?

b. Have they all seen Rome?

Here we do not see any visible fillers for specCP. Yet, there are strong reasons to think that even yes/no questions contain a non-overt interrogative operator (henceforth ‘y/n-op’). Like Wh-operators, this operator is hosted in specCP, forcing the CP projection to seek a filler for its head Cº, which in turn forces the auxiliary to raise from Iº to Cº.

Evidence for y/n-op. The strongest evidence for the phonologically null but structurally present y/n‑op comes from the analysis of English ‘negative polarity’ items. These are linguistic items that need to occur in the c‑commanding scope of a negative element. A typical example is the quantifier ‘any’ which must be licensed by a c‑commanding negative marker as shown in (19a) and (19b) below. Note that in example (c), any occurs outside the scope of the neg-marker, even if the latter co‑occurs in the same clause, and is therefore left unlicensed. 

(19) Negative Polarity Item ‘any’:

a. I have not seen any students

b. *I have seen any students

The evidence for y/n-operators comes from their ability to license polarity items like any. As (20) below shows, a positive declarative clause cannot license ‘any’ whereas a yes/no question can. Since all overt items are already present in the non-licensing declarative, the licensing element must be non-overt, namely the y/n-operator in specCP also responsible for the movement of the auxiliary into Cº. The operator expresses the possibility that the clause is or is not true and the negative alternative licenses the negative polarity item. 
(20) a. Declarative clause:

*You have met any students.

b. Y/N question:

Have you met any students?

That the negative assessment of the truth of the clause implied by the y/n-operator is responsible for the licensing of any is confirmed by the examples below. They show that verbs that express a negative assessment of their clausal complement such as ‘to doubt’ do license any as expected, whereas a corresponding non-negative verb such as ‘confirm’ cannot license it.
(21) a. Licensing by ‘to doubt’:
I doubt that you will meet any students.

b. Lack of licensing with ‘to confirm’:   *I confirm that you will meet any students.

Further evidence for the existence of y/n-operators comes from clauses where ‘any’ occurs as part of the subject. As (22a) shows a declarative with an ‘any’ subject is ungrammatical. ‘Any’ here is not c‑commanded by the lower negative marker ‘not’ and therefore it is unlicensed, making the entire sentence ungrammatical. Compare this with the y/n-question in (22b). This sentence is grammatical, hence ‘any’ must be licensed. Yet its position has not changed. The only item that can conceivably license it is the silent y/n-operator in specIP, confirming its existence.
(22) a.  *Any student has complained. 

b.    Has any student complained?

We may thus conclude that yes/no questions are similar to interrogatives with overt wh-operators: they involve a silent but structurally present y/n-operator in specCP which forces auxiliary in Iº to rise to Cº ti provide Cº with a head. 
4. Conclusion

We have seen how head-movement generalizes to Cº, as we expected, with instances of I-to-C movement in Italian conditionals, gerundives, infinitives, and English conditional and interrogatives. In the next classes we will analyze do-support in terms of the CP-projection required by interrogatives and examine related phenomena in Standard Italian and in some Italian dialects. 

5. Homework
[1] On the basis of what you have discovered in this course about the structure of the cause and the properties of English verbs answer the following questions:
Q1:
Why do English interrogatives with finite verbs require do-support, or more precisely, why is ‘What liked John?’ ungrammatical?
Q2: What is the structure of sentence (22b) above? (You can use IP in substitution of the AgrP and TP projections.) 
[2] Readings 5, 6, 7 and 8 from the study pack (about 20 pages in all).

NB: Readings 6 and 8 from Radford call ‘TP’ the projection that we call ‘IP’. Reading 7 from Heageman analyzes whether as a Cº item. This is disputed by the evidence in the appendix below, which favors an analysis of whether as an interrogative operator in specCP.

Appendix - Whether as a wh-operator in SpecCP

Early Modern English used ‘whether’ as an overt y/n-operator. Like today’s null y/n-operator, whether triggered Iº-to-Cº movement of the auxiliary, see (23a) below, and insertion of dummy do when no auxiliary was available, see (23b). Since Cº was occupied by these items, ‘whether’ itself must have occurred elsewhere, i.e. as the specCP operator forcing the presence of a CP in the first place.

(23) a.
[Whether  had you rather lead mine eyes] or eye your master’s heels?

b. Whether dost thou profess thyself a knave or a fool?

Moving to modern English, we observe that overt instances of Cº cannot occur after a preposition, see (24), whereas clauses involving a wh-operator may do so, as shown in (25). As (26) shows, whether patterns with the wh-operators, once again supporting its wh‑operator status.
(24) a.
*I am concerned over [ that / if taxes are going to be increased]

b.  
*I am puzzled at [ that he should have resigned]

c.  
*I am not very keen on [ for you to go there]

(25) a.
I’m not certain about [ when / where  he will go]

b.
I’m not certain about [ what he will see]

c.
I’m not certain about [ who he will talk to]

(26) I’m not certain about [ whether he will go]

Finally, wh-operators are phrasal constituents they may occur as coordinated phrases, as shown in (27) below. In contrast, Cº is a head and thus disallows coordination because it may only host a single item at a time, see (28). Even under this respect, whether patterns with SpecCP wh-operators rather than with overt complementizers in Cº, allowing for coordination as shown in (29) below. 

(27) Wh-operators:


I do not know [CP  [where or when]  he will turn up]

(28) Complementizer ‘if’:

*I do not know [CP [Cº if or not]  he will turn up]
(29) Wh-operator ‘Whether’:
I do not know [CP [whether or not]  he will turn up]
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