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Abstract

This paper aims to analyze optional secondary complementizers in Spanish embedded
clauses. These optional complementizers, dubbed recomplementation (Gupton, 2010; Villa-
Garcia, 2011; 2012a; 2012b; 2012c), are common in informal registers, are restricted to specific
types of predicates (Rathmann, 2012) and are not unique to Spanish but also other Iberian
languages (Fernandez-Rubiera, 2009; Gupton, 2010; Kempchinsky, 2013). Using data from clitic
positions and the behavior of topics, foci and other dislocates in Iberian languages, this analysis
posits that the left-periphery of embedded clauses in Spanish contain three possible projections
(ForceP >TopicP>FinitenessP) each containing a head with their own instantiation of que ‘that’.
It will be shown that what is most commonly labeled recomplementation only refers to the
optional reduplicated complementizer que in the head of TopicP while que a subordinating
complementizer appears in the head of ForceP and, finally, que in the head of FinP has an
exhortative or polarity function. The points addressed here are new contributions to the study of
recomplementation. Finally, this paper discusses the implications for a more economical left-
periphery in both embedded and matrix clauses and calls for more experimental research to be
done as such phenomena are below the level of speaker consciousness and prescriptively
avoided.

1. Introduction

Embedded clauses of certain predicates display an optional secondary complementizer
que ‘that” which can optionally follow fronted topics in Spanish, Galician, Asturian, European
Portuguese and Catalan (Gonzalez i Planas, 2012). Although prescriptively avoided, this
construction occurs in the oral production of subordinate complements of reportative and
quotative constructions; predicates that do not have any significant illocutionary force but rather
report the propositional content of another utterance (Rathmann, 2012).

1) Context: Speaking of your cousin what did José say that happened to her?
Me dijo que a mi prima;  (que) la;  echaron.
Clpar saidssg that ACC my cousin that clacc threwsp,.
‘He said that they threw my cousin out (i.e. she was fired)

Also known as reduplicative que or secondary que, recomplementation is most often restricted to
highly informal, conversational registers of the aforementioned languages (Gonzalez i Planas,

! I would like to thank Stephen Fafulas and Matt Kanwit for their invaluable feedback as reviewers as well as
Yoshiisha Kitagawa for his guidance during the writing of this paper. Finally, I would like to thank Timothy Gupton
for further feedback on the final drafts of this paper. Any errors are my own.

1



2012; Gupton, 2010). In this squib, I discuss the syntactic positions of these reduplicative
complementizers, what kinds of dislocates are possible with a secondary que (que2), how this is
compatible with other accounts of the left-periphery such as Rizzi (1997) and Lépez (2009) and
what this tells us about the CP-layer of embedded clauses. Previous analyses of
recomplementation show three structural possibilities for the position of que2: (i) the head of
FinP in (2) (Poletto 2000), (ii) the head of a doubled ForceP as in (3) (Gupton, 2010) and (iii) the
head of TopicP (Villa-Garcia, 2011; 2012b; 2012c).

(2) [ForceP [Force que ] [TopicP LD [Top [FinP [Fin qUEZ ] [TP
(3) [ForceP [Force que ] [TopicP LD [Top [(Doubled) ForceP !:(Doubled) Force qUGZ ] [FinP---
(4) [ForceP [Force que ] [TopicP LD [Top qUEZ ][FinP [Fm [TP

It will be shown that que2 occurs after topics? as in 1 and is located in the head of a TopicP with
the topicalized XP in its specifier. While | leave some notions of the mechanics of Topic
movement for further research?, in the current squib, | do discuss relevant data that clarify this
position in support of the model originally proposed by Villa-Garcia (2011; 2012a; 2012b;
2012c) while adding some contributions such as how clitic placement in Fin® in lberian
languages contribute to the localization of the head which hosts que2. These data lead to the
conclusion that the embedded CP layer consists of three projections: ForceP > TopP*(which can
be recursive cf. 11) > FinP.

2. The position of que2

While the CP-layer of embedded clauses is far less studied than its matrix counterpart, it
does display some aspects of complex syntax. Despite a full comparison being beyond the scope
of this paper, two specific analyses based on matrix clauses will be discussed in this paper:
Rizzi’s (1997) seminal work which lays out cartographic approach to the left periphery (ForceP
> (TopicP) > (FocusP) > (TopicP) > FiniteP) and L6pez’s (2009) account which uses a much
more reduced left periphery consisting of only ForceP and FinP with clitic-doubled left
dislocations (CLLD) and fronted focus (FF) both in Spec, FinP. In embedded clauses
recomplementation presents a problem for Lopez’s account in that although it correctly predicts
that Topic > Focus is ungrammatical, que2 does not have any other recourse but to appear in
Fin®. However, as we see in 5, this is ungrammatical if we take foci to be in Spec, FinP in
agreement with his analysis.

(5) Context: Juan said that he wants to buy the blue car?
No, Juan dijo  que EL COCHE ROJO (*que) quiere comprar, no el azul.
No, Juan saidssg that the red car (that) he wantsgsg buying, not the blue.
‘No, Juan said he wants the red car, not the blue one’

2| define Topics as some information that is known between the speaker and hearer and has a previous referent in
the discourse, i.e. it is anaphoric, as well as being the locus of the comment (Kitagawa, p.c.). Additionally, many
topics are contrastive, meaning that they can simultaneously open and close a discourse variable (Lopez, 2009).

® One reader indicated that this is not an uncontroversial statement which is addressed later in this paper. | take
clitic-doubled left dislocated topics to be be the result of movement in agreement with Lopez (2009). However,
others such as Cinque (1990) propose that this dislocated topics are base-generated. While a complete discussion is
beyond the scope of this paper, in this paper, | analyze clitic-doubled left dislocated topics as initially merged in
their canonical position and later move to their spell-out position.
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Crucially, in 5 we see that FF (all caps = primary stress) is not allowed with que2. Furthermore,
as is widely known, Spanish CLLD has an obligatory resumptive clitic pronoun and, in Spanish,
this option is proclitic with finite verbs as in (1). This clearly distinguishes CLLD and FF. For a
more detailed analysis of CLLD and FF in Spanish, | refer the reader to L6pez (2009). In
contrast to Spanish, the Asturian example in 6 (Fernandez-Rubiera, 2009) shows that a fronted
CLLD topic is accepted with enclisis which, as we will see, is indicative of topicalized XPs in
these languages.

(6) ?Xulio cree gque nes moces de Mieres que enfétase  tou Dios. Julio
believesssg that  in-the girls from Mieres that trust-clger. all God
Julio believes that girls from Mieres, everybody trusts them.’

As can be seen in these data and those presented later, patterns of cliticization are highly
relevant in this analysis. Enclisis is observed with topics in languages in which clitics appear in
Fin°® due to PF-considerations as in Galician, Asturian and European Portuguese (cf. the f —
parameter (Raposo & Uriagereka, 2005). Enclisis following topicalized XPs is exemplified by
the European Portuguese examples in 7. On the other hand foci, wh-elements and negative
polarity items appear in Spec, FinP and are, thus, incompatible with enclisis as enclisis suggests
that there is no phonological material to the left of the clitic forcing verb-swallowing (i.e.,
movement of the verb to Fin°® to comply with PF requirements (Raposo & Uriagereka, 2005)).
Such a notion suggests that topics must appear in a higher XP while foci are in Spec, FinP.

7) a. Essos livros;, dei-os; ao Jodo. (*os;dei)
These books  gaveisg-Clacc to John (Clacc giveise)
‘I gave John those books.’

b. Quem o viu? (*viu-o0)
Who clacc sawssg (givessg-Clacc)
‘Who saw him/it?’

c. Ndoo  viu. (*viu-0)
No CIACC SaW3sg (SaW3SG'CIACC)

‘He didn’t see him/it’

These clitic placement patterns have been proposed to be a reflex of PF/morphological
requirements in Asturian, Galician, and European Portuguese (Mavrogiorgios, 2013; Raposo &
Uriagereka, 2005). Such reflexes have taken many forms for example Barbosa (2000) proposes a
PF-requirement barring clitics from the initial position of an intonational phrase, *[;n¢ CL... ].
For Raposo and Uriagereka (2005) the left periphery in these languages contains a finiteness
head (which they call f) that requires that the VV move there in order to satisfy this PF
requirement; a process they denote as verb swallowing. In contrast, Spanish does not display this
same cliticization pattern as Fin® in Spanish is not the host of clitics—they are in T(I) and Agree
with Fin®, but have similar patterns of topicalization, meaning that the final landing site of topics
is above FinP. These clitic placement patterns, while independent of fronting processes, are a PF-
reflex of the difference in the composition of Fin® in the two language types. While Spanish does
not have a PF-requirement barring clitics at the beginning of an intonational phrase, clitic
positions are sensitive to finiteness. As is well known, [+Fin] verbs display proclisis and [-Fin]
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verbs, enclisis (Kempchinsky, 2013; Mavrogiorgios, 2013). The evidence presented in 5-7
suggests that topics are above foci in a separate syntactic position. | propose that this position is
Spec,TopP and that fronted foci appear in Spec, FinP as they, along with wh- items, negatively
quantified expressions and polarity items, only allow proclisis. Such an analysis satisfies the
morphological requirements of Fin® (*[;np CL... ]) and is exemplified by the Asturian examples
8-9 (taken from Kempchinsky (2013)).

(8) ...[rinP YO MESMA [1p [fme la repito un cientu vegaes] (*repitomela)
. |  same clpat Clacc repeatisg a hundred times  (repeat;se-Clpat-Clacc)
‘... I (myself) repeated it to myself a hundred times.’

(9  [rie Nadie [rinf][te[rlo sabia]... (*sabialo)
No one CIACC knew;gs(_‘, (kneW3SG-C|Acc)
‘No one knew it’

Additionally, multiple dislocates are allowed and other fronted material can appear below que2;
which is suggestive of a recursive TopP, as can be seen in 10 and in 11 with the tree diagram in
12 showing a partial representation of the sentence in 11.

(10)  Context: So about the ticket for your father, were they really going to give it to him?
Me dijeron que el billete que a tu padre nose lo van a dar
clpar toldsp, that the ticket that to your father not clpat Clacc g0spL 0 givene
‘They told me that they are not going to give your father the ticket.’

(11) Context: Speaking of the money that Juan received, how did they send it to him?
Dijo que eldinero, (que) a Juan, (que)se lo mandaron por correo
Saidssg that  the money that DAT John that clpat Clacc sentsp. by mail
‘S/he said that they sent John the money through the mail.’

12y ... ForceP
T
Force TopP
‘ T
que DP Top'
PN T
el dinero Top TopP
TN
que DP Top'
N T
aJuan Top

que

Furthermore, mood interpretations reveal that exhortative/desiderative que is not the
same as que2 but rather suggests that they are two distinct heads that are spelled out overtly.
Crucially, this means that in 13 and 14 the subjunctive mood is incompatible with que2 but is
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compatible with exhortative or desiderative que which is obligatory for the subjunctive mood to
obtain.

(13) What do they demand that they do if Marta calls?
Dicen que entonces, (que) sillama Marta, *(que) se lo den.
Saysp. that then that  if callsssg Martha that clpar Clacc  giVespr subj
‘They demand that if Martha calls, that they then give it to him/her/them.’

(14) Quiero que las cartas (*que) las lean hoy.
want;sg  that the letters that clacc  readspsus; today.
‘I want that they read the letters today.’

In addition to data concerning mood interpretations, certain polarity items are also implicated in
this analysis. For instance, a test for topichood in Spanish inserts an optional positive polarity
item, si que ‘yes that’, which is only felicitous with a topicalized XP (Lopez, 2009). This
suggests that, in my analysis, some polarity items are in Spec, FinP. As can be seen in 15 and 16,
these items are only possible with topics and not foci.

(15) Context: Speaking of that book, did he really buy it?
Me dijo que [rope €se libro [top quel, [rine Si [rinque] lo compro.]]
Clpat saidssg  that that book  that yes that clacc boughtsse
‘S/he told me that, yes, he did buy that book’

(16) Context: Juan said that he wants to buy the blue car?
No, Juan dijo  que EL COCHE ROJO (*si que) quiere comprar, no el azul.
No, Juan saidssg that the red car  (yesthat) he wantszsg buyne, No the blue.
‘No, Juan said he wants the red car, not the blue one’

These data should suggest that if the polarity item si ‘yes’ is in Spec, FinP, it is
incompatible with foci. This, coupled with the possibility for recomplementation in 14, leads to
an analysis containing separate projections for topics and foci. Additional support for polarity
items in this position can be observed the clitic data in (7)* as negative polarity items require
proclisis and not verb-swallowing. This means that, in agreement with Raposo & Uriagereka
(2005), the morphologically-active f head of FinP finds a phonological host in the polarity item
and the clitic remains with the verb in T°.

Table 1, below summarizes the positions | postulate which constitute a more reduced CP-
layer and the constituents therein (* means recursive projection). This analysis is compatible
with the data found in this paper and those used in previous analyses (Fernandez Rubiera, 2009;
Gonzalez i Planas, 2012; Kempchinsky 2013; Rathmann, 2012; Villa-Garcia, 2011; 2012a;
2012b; 2012c).

* It is worth noting that some of Fernandez-Rubiera’s (2009) analysis proposes some subtle differences in a variety
he calls conservative Asturian. His data for these varieties suggest that there may be some variation in clitic
placement in this particular variety. Furthermore, he claims that a pragmatic formalization of [+conviction] meaning
that an utterance is deemed veridical or not to eh speaker is key in these conservative varieties. This could be
compatible with the current analysis as it will be shown that the reportative content (i.e., having conviction, allows
for reduplicative que2.



Table 1: The left-periphery in embedded contexts
Force® > Spec, Top > Top’(*) > Spec, FinP > Fin°

Subordinate Topic XPs que2 Foci Exhortative
que [+anaphoric] Only select que
predicates
Illocutionary Topic operator Polarity Polarity
force items operator

Negatively Clitics in
quantified Ast., Gal. &
XPs Port.

The following tree diagram in 17 places these structures in their appropriate position in the
derivation.

a7 ForceP
Spec Force'
/\
Force TopP
| TN
que Spec Top'
| T
Topics Top FinP
| TN
que2 Spec Fin'
| N
Polarity Fin
Foci |
Neg. QPs  que

In this section, | have demonstrated that que2 must appear in Top® as it is felicitous only
in topic contexts. | define topic in a manner compatible with Lopez (2009) who states that topics
are [+anaphoric] in discourse, i.e., they refer to information already mentioned in the discourse
which is known to both interlocutors. According to Lépez, the primitive [+anaphoric] may be
inserted at the syntax-pragmatics interface at phases and assigned to the leftmost constituent at
the phase edge. New to the analysis of recomplementation is the incorporation of cliticization
and polarity data of the other Iberian languages which supplements the Spanish data as Spanish
does not have the proclisis-enclisis alternation with finite verbs. Furthermore, foci are
incompatible with que2 and cannot cross it or appear to the left of it. This accounts for the
ordering of *Focus > Topic in these languages and cements que2 as a topic-related element.
Finally, exhortative/desiderative que and ‘polarity’ que seen in 13 and 14 are instantiations of a
different head (Fin°) than que2 (Top®). While a detailed analysis is beyond the scope of this
paper, Section 3 discusses the mechanics of recomplementation, which accounts for the data;
however, | leave more fine-grained analysis for future discussion and research.



3. Mechanics of recomplementation

Minimally, the analysis so far posits that there is a projection above FinP reserved for
topics with a head that is the site of que2 and that topics need some mechanism to merge in this
position. Diverging from Rizzi (1997), this analysis proposes that in order to account for multiple
spell-out domains or phases (Chomsky, 2005), it is necessary for fronted objects move to an
intermediate landing site which | take to be Spec, vP. While it has been claimed that other topics
may be base-generated in their final position depending on topic type (i.e, aboutness or givenness
topics), this analysis is still consistent with claims made by Villa-Garcia others (cf. Cinque,
1990; Emonds, 2004). However, objects need to receive Case; therefore, they must either agree
or move from a Case position. | propose that topicalized objects originate in their canonical
positions and then move to Spec, TopP. Some accounts also propose SpecTP, i.e., phase-sliding
(Gallego, 2006). However, | agree with Lopez (2009) in that this intermediate landing site is
Spec, VP as it is still visible at the edge of the phase if v° is, indeed, a phase head. In Lopez’s
account the topic is then assigned a [+anaphoric] specification. It is from this site that the
topicalized object moves on to Spec, TopP, possibly moving through Spec, FinP en route to its
final landing site.

However, the actual catalyst of movement to Spec, TopP is not entirely clear. While there
is support for a Spec-Head relationship between the topicalized XP and its head (que 2) (cf.
Rizzi, 1997; Villa-Garcia, 2011; 2012b; 2012c), it is unlikely that this is due an XP endowed
with an arbitrary [Top] feature. Therefore, | agree with Rathmann (2012) that a Spec-Head
relationship is necessary, but, in addition, there must be a feature on topics that also forces
movement. This feature may take the form of a discourse feature related to referentiality or
specificity which must be checked by the head, Topic®. Furthermore, | also stipulate that Topic®
in these contexts must also require an XP in its specifier that is marked [+anaphoric] by
pragmatics.

In order to explain the optionality of que2, Villa-Garcia offers a solution in which que2
is always present and resembles Comp deletion at PF in English. Comp-T effects are observed,
which requires PF-deletion of the Top head in order to resolve the locality effects of the kind
seen in 18.

(18) Quién; me dijiste quea tumadre;  (*que) ti la iba a llamar t;
Who clpar saidasg that ACC  your mother that  tj clacc going to calline
‘(Speaking of your mother,) Who did you say was going to call her (your mother)’

Additionally, recomplementation can block either an embedded construal (19a) or a bound
variable reading (20).

(19) a. Cuandome dijiste quea Evaque la iban a operar?
when  clpar saidyse that ACC Eve that clacc were goingsss to operateng?
(ok MATRIX CONSTRUAL of cuando; *EMBEDDED)
b. Cuando me  dijiste quea Eva la iban a operar?
when clpar saidysg that ACC Eve clacc were goingssc to operateng?
(ok MATRIX or EMBEDDED CONSTRUAL of cuando)
‘(Speaking of Eva,) When did you tell that they were going to operate on her (Eva)?’



(20) a. Me contaron que su=j cochex que todo el mundo; lox tiene que dejar
clpartoldsp.  thathis car  that all theworld clacc hassss that leavene
(* BOUND READING)
b. Me contaron que suj; cochey todo el mundo; lok tiene que dejar.
‘They told me that everybody has to leave his car.’
(BOTH READINGS)

From the data in 18-20 (taken from Villa-Garcia (2011)) we see that (i) movement across que2
induces locality violation while (ii) PF deletion of secondary que2 removes the locality violation.
This analysis does account for the data, but this cannot be the case for all topics—it is
exclusively an embedded clause phenomenon and is further restricted by pragmatic use.
Therefore, an analysis that is also applicable to matrix clauses is preferable. Rathmann (2012)
proposes that there is an operator in the head of TopP which may spell-out as que2. Such an
approach appears to be a worthwhile avenue of research as que2 may be ever-present in these
clauses. In fact, it may be true that que2 is always present in these clauses since
recomplementation is restricted ONLY to these predicates as a kind of CP-layer marker or Topic
marker with syntactic consequences for locality. Crucially, it has been shown that in embedded
clauses that are not quotative/reportative, recomplementation is not observed. It seems divergent
from notions of economy that que2 be present in all clauses even though it is only spelled out
with certain clause types. Therefore, to me, it seems more reasonable to posit that some aspect
unique to the Top® head in quotative/reportative clauses causes it to be subsequently spelled-out
as que2 but not with other embedded clauses. Such an approach appears to be a promising area
for future research.

4. Conclusions

This paper set out to propose an alternative analysis for optional secondary
complementizers in Spanish (i.e., que 2) which has immediate applications to future analysis of
the CP layer of the both embedded and matrix clauses in Spanish. While the actual mechanics
involved in topic movement are beyond the scope of this paper, it is apparent that embedded (and
probably matrix) topics appear in a projection above FinP (TopP) and that the head of that
projection is lexicalized as que (que 2)in some embedded clause types. Que can also potentially
be the spell-out of Force® and Fin® in certain contexts, but these heads have various properties
distinct from que2 and this paper has shown this to be the case. Data containing foci/wh- items,
cliticization alternations, mood distinction and polarity in Spanish and other Iberian languages
help distinguish these positions which contain homophonous complementizers. However, as the
data for this paper were taken from secondary sources and only one informant, | propose that
future research on recomplementation be of an experimental nature as it is below the level of
consciousness and highly contextual. Additionally, | propose that more research be done with the
aid of audio as opposed to exclusively written stimuli due to the prescriptive restriction of this
structure in writing and the possible interaction with prosody and its effect on language
processing strategies when parsing. Furthermore, the study of recomplementation incorporates
discursive-pragmatic notions and prosody into syntax, making it a fruitful area of research for
investigating interfaces between various modules of grammar. If this analysis is correct and can
be extended to matrix clauses as these data suggest, it could mean that the CP-layer of all clauses
is less articulated than previous analyses have claimed.
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