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1. INTRODUCTION

Imperative clauses have received quite a lot of attention in the generative syntactic
tradition (Davies 1986; Beukema & Coopmans 1989; Rivero & Terzi 1995; Potsdam
1996; Platzack & Rosengren 1997; Han 1998, etc.) though researchers disagree a great
deal on the nature and the status of these. While Culicover (1976) states that "the
imperative is an idiosyncratic construction in most languages", Beukema & Coopmans
(1989) say that "this is an overstatement", claiming that an imperatives are "fairly
orthodox". Platzack and Rosengren (1997) write that the imperative clause seems to have
quite a simple structure and that when looking at it more closely, we find that it has
certain universal and language-specific properties "which are not immediately compatible

with the descriptions assumed for finite clauses".

Numerous morphosyntactic and semantic accounts have been offered for imperative
clauses, focusing mainly on their form, interpretation and distribution, lexical and non-
lexical subjects, speaker-hearer characteristics, and the interaction with sentential
negation and pronominal clitic placement. There seems to be a great deal of disagreement
among linguists in terms of these properties as reflected in imperatives. However, most of
these accounts seem to agree with the following four morphosyntactic characteristics of

imperatives cross-linguistically:

(6))] The imperative form of the verb in imperative clauses is not always marked morphologically
with a special morphological inflection. In other words, many languages do not have a
separate inflectional imperative paradigm as in declaratives (and subjunctives, or other moods
if recorded in a given language), but rather employ other morphosyntactic devices that give
imperative meaning, such as specific particles, clitics or clitic-like affixes, verb stem
alterations, or simply use infinitives or subjunctive forms with an imperative force. (Zanuttini

1997; Rivero & Terzi 1995; Platzack & Rosengren 1997; Han 1998; etc.).



(i1) The specific properties that make a clause an imperative reside in the left periphery of the
clause, i.e., in the C-domain. Hence, C° - or some other functional head in a split-CP phrase
structure account - is taken to be the locus of imperative (logical) mood, interacting directly
with discourse, giving the illocutionary force of ordering or command (Chomsky 1995; Rizzi
1997; Platzack & Rosengren 1997; Han 1998; Cinque 1999). In a feature-driven syntactic
theory, the head hosting an imperative or imperative-related feature must be checked by the
verb, triggering either overt or covert verb movement to that functional head (Chomsky 1995;
Platzack & Rosengren 1997, etc.).

(iii) An overt subject in imperatives never seems to be obligatory (Han 1998; Potsdam 1996, 1998;
Platzack & Rosengren 1997, etc.).

64%) There is a putatively universal restriction against embedding imperative clauses (e.g., Palmer

2001; Platzack & Rosengren 1997; Han 1998, etc.).

The aim of this paper is to show that the statement in (iv) is ultimately wrong and that the
prohibition of embedding cannot be taken to be a universal property of imperatives.
Moreover, the paper addresses the mechanism behind embedded imperatives by claiming
that sentential force is not directly encoded in the syntax, though morphological mood
may be checked in functional projections above VP by the verb moving into the head
positions of these projections. Furthermore, the paper shows that the phrase structure of
imperatives (and imperatives in general) in Slovenian is the same as that of finite clauses.
Consequently, the study refutes Pltazack & Rosengren’s hypothesis of imperatives

universally lacking a T(ense) P(rojection).

The paper is organized as follows. First, we briefly review some of the most influential
accounts of the syntax/semantics of imperatives in terms of the negative statement in (iv)
above, showing how little attention embedded imperatives have received in the literature
and how most researchers have arrived to the conclusion that imperatives cannot embed.
Section 3 offers data on Slovenian imperatives in general, providing a descriptive
analysis of the phenomenon and reviewing Miljovevic Sheppard & Golden's (2002)
analysis of Slovenian imperative clauses. Section 4 looks at the morphosyntactic
properties of Slovenian embedded imperatives in terms of the properties generally

studied in relation to imperatives (e.g., subject restrictions, negation, clitic placement),



offering a possible solution to the puzzle of embedded imperatives within the minimalist

syntactic framework (Chomsky 1995; 1999). Section 5 concludes the paper.

2. CAN IMPERATIVES EMBED?

There is a wide agreement in traditional as well as in generative linguistic literature that
imperative clauses cannot be embedded (Sadock & Zwicky 1985; Palmer 1986, 2001;
Han 1998). Palmer (2001), for example, argues that the only time imperatives can be

embedded is in direct speech, as in (1) below:

(1)  She said, “do your homework!”

In her dissertation on a cross-linguistic study of imperatives, Han (1998) devotes only a
short paragraph to embedded imperatives. She provides ungrammatical examples of
embedded imperatives from Italian ([2]), Modern Greek ([3]), and Spanish and German,

contrasting them with grammatical non-imperative examples (from Han 1998):

(2) a. *Ti ordino che fallo subito. [Italian]
you order-isgpres that do-asgmvp.it immediately

'T order you to do it immediately.'

b. Ti ordino che lo faccia subito.
you order-1sg pres that it do-»sg susjy immediately

'T order you to do it immediately.'

3) a. *O Yannis se dietakse grapse. [Modern Greek]
the Yannis you ordered-sg past Write-2sG vp

'Yannis ordered you to write.'
y



b. O Yannis se dietakse na grapsis.
the Yannis you ordered-sG past NA write-2sG susj

"Yannis ordered you to write.'

Han (1998) states that it has been noted that imperatives cannot occur in embedded
contexts and this is a logical consequence of a well-established assumption that
embedded clauses do not express illocutionary force. She argues that "[i/f imperatives
have an operator in C’ that encodes directive force, it follows that imperatives cannot be
embedded. This fact is not conclusive evidence that imperative verbs move to C°, but it is
consistent with the claim that the locus of imperative operator that encodes directive
force is in C™ (Han 1998: 40; italics mine). I return to Han's second statement below in

section 4.

Thus, for Han, embedded imperatives do not occur and they should not occur anyway. In
later chapters, however, she gives evidence for imperatives in embedded contexts in
Korean, but claiming that these have different properties than matrix imperatives and

should not be analyzed as ‘true’ imperatives (see below in this section).

Platzack & Rosengren (henceforth P&R) (1997) state that "[iJmperative clauses cannot
be syntactically embedded" (italics mine). The statement has a footnote saying that there
have been a few exceptions mentioned in the linguistic literature, though no references
are given by the authors. They claim that it has been reported that these exceptions do not
seem to be regularly embedded imperatives but rather quotations or clauses of some other
(e.g., optative) type of verbal paradigm and P&R explicitly state that they will neglect

them in their discussion on imperative clauses.

Interestingly, P&R do not merely speculate that imperatives are not possible due to the
unavailability of a force feature in embedded C°, but rather offer an interesting account of
showing why imperative clauses cannot be embedded. They discuss the unavailability of

examples such as in (4) below (their [6]):



4) a. *I ask you that sit quiet on the chair. [English]

b. *Ich bitte dich, sitz  still auf dem Stuhl. [German]

I ask you sit-pvp quiet on the chair

c. *Jag ber dig att sitt  stilla pa stolen. [Swedish]

I ask you that sit-pyp quiet on chair-the

According to their view, the unavailability of embedded imperatives comes from the
absence of the AgrP projection in the phrase structure of imperative clauses, a property
that, according to P&R, also explains other characteristics of imperatives (e.g., non-
obligatoriness of overt subject pronouns ([p.31 ff]). Since it is generally assumed that
embedded clauses are introduced by CP and that C° c-selects AgrsP (in the minimalist
paradigm of Chomsky 1991, 1993), it is the absence of Agr,P that leads to
ungrammaticality, such as the sentence in (4) above. Note that under this approach, one
must posit not only selectional properties of lexical heads, but also the functional ones,
putting the issue aside whether we allow for empty functional heads with no visible
checking properties or multiple selections with such heads. An alternative solution to the
ungrammaticality in (4) that P&R offer assumes that the imperative lacks Agr;P because
the addressee is spoken fo rather than spoken about and is therefore not allowed to be part
of the predication, or in P&R's words, "[i/f embedding always requires a clause where
the argument in Spec-VP in some way or other must be checked in Agr.P, the imperatives

cannot be embedded" (p.33; italics mine). Consider the data in (5):

%) a. Leave the room!
b. He said that you should leave the room.
c. He asked you to leave the room.



Neither with (5b) nor with (5¢) do we approach the addressee the same way as we do in
imperative clauses (cf. (5)a). Note that one is talking about ‘him’ and what ‘he’ should
do. P&R go on by saying that "[iJf the imperative clause cannot be embedded, then
there, of course, cannot be any CP either - that is if we define CP as the embedding
projection” (P&R 1997:34; italics mine). When embedding is desirable or necessary,
P&R argue that languages use "other structures", such as subjunctive clauses or clauses

containing a modal (cf. (5)b) or embedded non-finite clauses (cf. (5)c).

Portner (2003) argues that in Korean imperatives can be embedded under verbs of
ordering. However, these imperatives differ from true (root) imperatives in two
morphosyntactic properties, namely in the morphological form and in the restriction on
the subject. Han (1998) shows that when embedded, Korean imperatives have a different
morphological form. Furthermore, while Korean matrix imperatives only allow for 2™
person subjects, Korean embedded imperative constructions never allow for overt
subjects, but always contain PRO subjects. One might conclude that such imperative
clauses might be different clause types, particularly in a language like Korean showing a
great variety of clause types with different morphological marking (Pak 2003). Hence, it
seems that Korean imperatives do not provide much counterevidence that imperatives

cannot embed.
Rongvaldsson (2003) shows that in Old Icelandic (as opposed to Modern Icelandic)
imperatives do not need to move to C°, hence allowing [cp you Viwp [...]]. The examples
from his study are all of the following two schematas, seen in (6):

(6) a. lorder you [that you V-ivp]

b. Do-mp one-of-both [that you Va.mp or Vi ivp]

Strikingly, both these types are characterized by the fact that the context of the speech act

described in (6a) or performed in (6b) in the matrix clause does not differ from the



utterance context on any of its syntactic/semantic characteristics (e.g., speaker, hearer,

time, ‘possible’ world).

German is similar, though - like Modern Icelandic - it exhibits a V2 phenomenon with
imperatives moving obligatorily to C° hence blocking the occurrence of overt
complementizers. However, phenomena of (at least semantically) embedded V2 clauses

are attested in German (cf. Reis 1997), as seen in the example below:

(7) Hans glaubt, es regent
Hans believes it rains.

‘Hans believes that it is raining.’

In the same way, imperative contexts can embed, as seen in (8):

(8) Ich habe dir/*Maria doch  gestern schon gesagt, geh heute hin.
I have you/Mary part yesterday already told  go-2scimp today there
‘I told you already yesterday that you should go there today’

Analogously to the Old Icelandic example in (6) above, (8) involves (semantic)
embedding, where the deictic heute (‘today’) refers to the utterance time as well as the
time when the order should be accomplished. We see that embedding is ungrammatical
when the addressee in the reported speech context is not the one of the utterance context.

The only case this is possible is in direct speech.

Hence, we may conclude that universal blocking of imperative embedding is not well
justified, given that at least some languages allow (within their syntactic possibilities) for

embedded imperatives when reported context and utterance context overlap sufficiently.

Interestingly, Slovenian seems to be the least restrictive of all the languages that have
been reported to allow for embedded imperatives. Though the Milojevi_ Sheppard &

Golden 2002 paper on Slovenian (negative) imperatives only briefly touches the issue of



embedded imperatives, it shows not only that Slovenian imperative clauses can be
embedded, but also that embedding need not take place only under reporting verbs. The
following section provides data and a descriptive analysis of the phenomenon of

embedded imperatives in Slovenian.

3. IMPERATIVES IN SLOVENIAN: FORM, MEANING AND DISTRIBUTION

Slovenian is a second position (2P) ('Wackernagel') clitic language, which, according to
traditional grammarians, distinguishes among three moods, namely indicative, imperative
and exclamative (Topori_i_2000: 657). The indicative and the imperative have distinct
verbal morphology. The table in (9) below shows the imperative morphological paradigm
contrasted with the present indicative paradigm, which has 9 cells (1SG, 2SG, 3SG, 1DU,
2DU, 3DU, 1PL, 2PL, 3PL). The imperative paradigm has a restriction in allowing only
for 2™ person singular (2SG) and 1* and 2™ persons dual and plural (1DU, 2DU, 1PL,
2PL) forms:

(€))
2SG 1DU 2DU 1PL 2PL
Present dela_ delava delata delamo delate
Indicative
delaj delajva delajta delajmo delajte

Imperative | you-work | let-us-two-work | let-us-two-work | let-us-work | you-work

In Slovenian, the imperative illocutionary force can be expressed in a number of ways,
usually with a particle naj followed by a finite verb in the present ([10]a), or by
conditional be and a past participle ([10]b), or with modals expressing a directive force

([10]c) (Topori_i_ 2000: 658):




(10) a. Naj dela!

naj work-3sG prRES IND

‘Let him work’/’He should work’

(10) b. Naj bi delal!
naj be-cond worked-sg masc
“You/He should work’

(10) c. Delati  moras!

work-i, must->sg

‘You must work!’

All of the cases above can appear in embedded contexts:

(11) a. Ukazal mu je, (da) naj dela!

/Delal bi!
worked-sG Masc be-cond

“You/he should work’

ordered him is (that) naj work-3s pres IND

‘He ordered him to work.’

b. Naro il mu je, (da) naj bi

delal.

ordered him is (that) naj be-conp worked-sg masc

‘He told him that he should work’

C. Rekel mu je, da mora

delati.

said him is that must->sG PRES IND work

‘He told him that he must work.’

Topori i (2000: 657) argues that ‘true’ imperatives, i.e., imperatives with distinct

imperative mood morphology on the verb are used only when we are ordering someone



to accomplish an action. This statement, we believe, is too strong since ‘true’ imperatives
can have a wider interpretation, not limited to ordering only. They can also express
suggestion, for example. Conversely, sentences with naj, conditionals and modals can
also have the interpretation of ordering (cf. (11)a), and not just that of suggestion (cf.
(11)b). We will focus our discussion on imperatives that show ‘true’ imperative
morphology (distinct from any other finite or non-finite verb form), regardless of their

speech act interpretation.

In Slovenian, such imperatives can appear in root (12 [a-c]) as well as embedded (12 [d-

f]) contexts:

(12)

®

Pojej jabolko!
eat-2sG mmp apple

‘Eat an apple.’

b. Poka_ita, kaj znata.
Show-pu v What can-,pu pres D

‘Show (us/me) what you can (do).’

c. Telefonirajte mami, ko prispete v Washington.
phone-pr. e mom  when arrive-pr pres inp in Washington

‘Call mom when you get to Washington.’

d. Rekel je, da pojej jabolko.
said is that eat-sG nvp apple

‘He said that you must/should eat an apple.’
€. Ukazal je,da poka_ita, kaj znata.

Ordered is that ShOW-zDU IMP what Can->pu PRES IND

‘He ordered you to show (him/us, etc.) what you can (do)’

10



f. Ali je ukazal, da telefonirajte mami, ko prispete v Washington?
Q is ordered that phone-2p. pyp mom when arrive-,prpres np in W

‘Did he order you to call mom when you arrive in DC?

From the examples above we see that imperatives in Slovenian can be embedded under

both declarative as well as interrogative clauses.

One would naturally assume that embedded imperative clauses appear embedded only
under (reporting) verbs, similar to Korean and Old Icelandic, as we saw above. This is
not true of Slovenian, embedded imperative clauses not only appear as embedded
argument clauses (13a-b), but also as embedded restrictive relative clauses (13c) and as
nominal complement clauses (13d) (cf. Milojevic Sheppard & Golden [henceforth S&G]
2002):

(13)

®

Rekel je, da pojdi/pojdita/pojdite spat.
said is that g0-2sG vp2pU MP/2PL IMP SlE€EP-INF

‘He said that you must go to bed.’

b. Peter vztraja, da pridi/prideta/pridite zgodaj zjutraj.
Peter insists that come-2sG imp/2pU iMp2pL iMp — €arly morning

‘Peter insists that you must come early morning.’

C. To je avto, ki  ga prodaj/prodajta/prodajte impre;j.
this is car which it Sell-QSG IMP/2DU IMP/2PL IMP as Soon as you can

“This is a car which you must sell as soon as you can.’
d. Zakaj te moje opozorilo, da bodi previden, tako jezi?

why youmy warning that be-sgmvp careful so make angry

‘Why does my advice that you must be careful make you so angry?’

11



However, in cases with embedded argument clauses (and probably also with embedded
imperatives as nominal complements) one can see that there exist, after all, a semantic
restriction on the verb under which the imperative is embedded. It seems that in all these
cases the semantics of the verb needs to comply to generally assumed semantics for
imperatives, namely denoting the property of being the hearer and fulfilling the

imperative (Portner 2003). Consider the unacceptable examples below ([14] a-b):

(14) a. *Obljubil je, da pojdi/pojdita/pojdite spat.
promised is that g0-2sG mp2pU MP2PLIMP  SlE€P-INF

‘He promised that you (must) go to bed.’

b. *Peter dvomi, da pridi/prideta/pridite zgodaj zjutraj.
Peter doubts that COMCE-25G IMP/2DU IMP/2PL IMP early morning

‘Peter doubts that you (must) come early morning.’

The most common embedding verbs seem to be reci (say), vztrajati (insist), ukazati

(order), svetovati (suggest), and opozoriti (warn).

Trying to refute Rivero & Terzi’s (1995) hypothesis that the signaling of the so-called
logical mood (which arises via the imperative mood through imperative V-feature
marking) only arises in sentences with directive force (i.e., with imperative illocutionary
force), S&G provide the following examples from Slovenian (examples in [15] in S&G

2002):

(15) a. Potempa e komu zaupaj.
then part part whom trust-,sG nvp
‘And then trust anybody!’

[intended meaning: ‘It is impossible to trust anybody.’

12



b. Reci bedaku, da je pameten, pa ti bo verjel.
Say-2s6 vp fool that is smart part (and) you be-3sg rur believed
“Tell a fool that he’s smart and he’ll believe you.’

[intended meaning: ‘If you tell a fool...’

We agree with S&G’s (2000) intuition in pointing out that Slovenian imperatives need
not be used only in sentences with an imperative illocutionary force, though, as we see
above, the examples that S&G (2000) provide are some archaic/formulaic set phrases
with imperative morphology which may not be (fully) productive in the language or
could be (naturally) paraphrased as having a conditional reading. Nevertheless, from
examples like the two above, S&G (2000) conclude that these data suggest that
imperative verbs do not necessarily correlate with imperative illocutionary force. We

leave this issue aside here for further investigation.

Furthermore, S&G (2000) crucially assume that the root C° is the natural syntactic
location in the clause for the logical mood (sentential force), which we disagree with and

develop our own analysis below.

The following section concentrates on embedded imperatives and their characteristics.
We argue that imperatives are tensed (finite) clauses with the same clausal
representation as found in finite clauses. The subjects of embedded imperatives show the
same (syntactic) restrictions as the subjects of matrix imperatives (see below for these
restrictions) and these seem to have the same properties as the subjects of finite clauses in
Slovenian. Negation, too, functions the same way in embedded imperatives as in root
imperatives and finite clauses — another piece of evidence that embedded imperatives are
‘fully-blown’ clauses (CPs). We also review clitic placement in embedded imperatives,
which is different from the clitic placement in matrix imperatives. We argue that
morphological mood (Rivero & Terzi 1995) is encoded in the syntax per se in M°
(Mood/Modality; cf. also Isac & Jakab 1997), but the logical mood (illocutionary/

(sentential) force is not encoded in the C-domain of the clause per se, but rather arises via

13



syntax/semantic interface (in the spirit of Portner 2003 and Zanuttini & Portner 2002,

2003).

4. THE MORPHOSYNTACTIC PROPERTIES OF EMBEDDED IMPERATIVES IN SLOVENIAN

Milojevi_ Sheppard & Golden (S&G) (2002) argue against Platzack & Rosengren’s
(P&R) (1997) hypothesis about imperative clauses being tenseless clauses, where the
term ‘tenseless’ is not to be understood merely as non-finite (in which case T° would
carry a feature [-finite]), but rather as a clause completely lacking the TP projection. P&R
(1997) state: “Imperatives do not seem to be related to time (see e.g. Davies 1986 and
Donhauser 1986), so we assume that there is no tense-feature in their lexical entry and
hence no TP (italics mine). S&G’s (2002) argument against P&R’s tenselesness in
imperative clauses doesn’t come from embedding itself, of course, since non-finite
clauses are commonly embedded cross-linguistically. Rather, what S&G have in mind
when arguing against the lack of tense in imperatives (though this is not spelled out in the
paper at all) is that the presence of an overt complementizer in C° (Slovenian da)
indicates that there must be a complement clause to the head C, namely a TP. This,
however, still doesn’t present good enough evidence since complementizers cross-
linguistically also introduce non-finite clauses (cf.: It was difficult [cp for John [rp to go
there]]). However, in Slovenian the complementizer da (just like that in English) never c-

selects a [-finite] clause:

(16) a. Ukazal mi je, (da) naj delam.
ordered me is (that) naj work-1sG pres IND

‘He ordered me to work/He told me that I must work.’
b. Ukazal mi je delati.

ordered me is work-mnr

‘He ordered me to work.’

14



c. *Ukazal mi je, da delati.
ordered me is that work-inr

‘He ordered me to work.’

In the examples above, we see that the complementizer in C° (da) c-selects either a
[+finite] T ([16]a) or a [-finite] T ([16]b). However, it cannot be complemented by an
infinitival clause with the presence of the overt da. Compare the examples in (16) with

that in (17), where an imperative verb occurs in an embedded context:

(17)  Ukazal je, da delaj.
OI'dGI' ed iS that WOI‘k-QSG IMP

‘He ordered you to work/that you just work’

From all the examples with overt complementizers above, we must conclude that an
imperative cannot be a tenseless clause, whatever its structure may be (i.e., if it contains a
TP or a fully blown CP with FinP, MoodP and TP; cf. Rizzi 1997). Hence, we take
imperatives as tensed forms, having the same structure as finite clauses (CP-TP-VP),
with (optional) V°-to-T® movement (for verb movement accounts in Slovenian, see Ilc

1998, 2002; Sheppard & Ilc 2002; Rus 2003).

In Slovenian, the syntactic subject in matrix imperatives is either the same as the
addressee or quantifies over the addressee, just like in English (Han 1998). Hence, either
the hearer addressed by the speaker must be present or one or more persons the action is
directed to must be present when the utterance containing an imperative verb is uttered.
The same restrictions apply in embedded imperatives, where there are no speaker-hearer
restrictions in the matrix clause, but the imperative subject shows the same restrictions as

the subject in root imperatives, i.e., it must be 2SG, 1DU/PL or 2DU/PL:

(18) a. Peter je rekel, da pojej/pojejva/pojejta/pojejmo/pojejte jabolka.

Peter is said that eat-sG iMp/1DU IMP/2DU IMP/1PL IMP/2PL IMP apples

15



‘Peter said that you/us two/you two/us three or more/you three or more

must eat the apples.’

b. Peter mi je rekel, da pojejva/pojejta/pojejmo/pojejte  jabolka.
Peter me is said that eat-2sG vp/1DU IMP/2DU IMP/1PL IMP/2PL IMP @PPles

‘Peter told me that ... must eat the apples.’

c. Aliti je Peter rekel, da pojej/pojejva/pojejta/pojejmo/pojejte jabolka?
Q you is Peter said  that eat->sG mp/1pu Mp2DU IMP/IPL IMP2PLIMP @PPIeS

‘Did Peter tell you that ... must eat ..?

d. Peter je rekel Mariji, da pojej/pojejva/pojejta/pojejmo/pojejte jabolka.
Peter is said Mary that eat-2sG imp/1DU IMP2DU IMP/1PL IMP2PL IMP  @ppleES

‘Peter told Mary that ... must eat the apples.’

Hence, the subjects of embedded imperatives seem to exhibit the same syntactic
characteristics as the subjects of root infinitives, which exhibit the same syntactic
characteristics as the subjects of finite clauses: they can bind an anaphor in VP ([19]a),
control the PRO subject of non-finite complements ([19]b), and agree with predicatively

used adjectives and past participles ([19]c):

(19) a. Rekel je, da si kupi kolo.
said is that yourself buy-,sgmmp  bicycle

‘He said that you must buy yourself a bicycle.’
b. Rekel je, dase  navadi PRO pospraviti svojo sobo.
said is that refl get used-scmp to clean up your own room

‘He said that you should learn to clean up your room.’

C. Rekel je, da bodi previdna!

said iS that be-sz IMP careful-SG FEM

16



He said that you must be careful.’

We mentioned above that it is generally assumed that syntactic subjects in Slovenian
imperatives are restricted to 2SG and 1DU/PL and 2DU/PL subjects. However, these
subjects are almost always covert (pro). Overt subjects are, of course, possible (either full

NPs or pronouns), generally denoting contrast or emphasis ([20] a-d):

(20) a. Rekel je, da si ti  kupi kolo, ne Marija.
said is that yourself you buy-,s6mmp bicycle not Mary

‘He said that you must buy yourself a bicycle, not Mary.’

b. Rekel je, da se vidva navadita PRO pospraviti svojo sobo.
said is that refl you-two get used-,pymvp to clean up your own room

‘He said that you two should learn to clean up your room.’

C. Rekel je, da vidva z Markom bodita  previdna!
said is that you-two with Marc be->pu mve careful-sG rem

He said that you and Marc must be careful.’

d. U _iteljica opozarja, da vsi otroci bodite  previdni v gozdu!
teacher warns thatall kids be-ypr mp careful-pp mascin wood

'The teacher warns that all kids must be careful in the wood.’

If the subject agreement features are assumed to be shared by small pro, which is a
standard assumption in the generative literature, then pro must be referential. This seems
to rule out P&R’s proposal on the absence of finiteness in imperative clauses. P&R
explicitly claim that subject agreement (and aspect) features are unrelated to finiteness
and that would mean that in the system we are proposing, the subject agreement features
have no referential role. I am not sure in what particular sense P&R claim that the

subject agreement features are non-referential. P&R’s claim seems to be counterintuitive

17



to standard assumptions of reference between subject agreement features and pro, though

I leave this issue aside here.

Embedded imperatives are negated the same way as root imperatives, with the Neg head

ne preceding the conjugated verb:

(21) a Ne delaj tako po asi
Neg work-xsgmmp SO slowly

‘Don’t work so slowly.’

b. Rekel je, da ne delaj tako po_asi.
said is that not work-»sgmp SO slowly

‘He said that you shouldn’t/mustn’t work so slowly.’

Slovenian sentential negation is generally expressed by ne in a preverbal position in
indicative clauses. S&G (2000) propose the following clausal structure for both

indicatives and imperatives:

(22) CP>AgrsP > NegP > TP

Together with the tensed verb, the Neg head functions as a first position (1P) constituent
with respect to clitic placement. A fairly standard assumption is illustrated in (23) below,
where the verb has moved to C°, which hosts second position (2P) pronominal clitics,

with the negation marker ne having moved along with:

(23) Nepoka em ti ga
not show-1sG pres IND YOU-CL- DAT it-cL- acc
P1 P2 P3

‘I’'m not showing it to you.’
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Though Slovenian is a language with 2P clitics (cf. [24]a), pronominal clitics can

sometimes be sentence-initial (cf. [24]a vs. [24]b):

(24) a. Daj mi mir.
giVe-sz IMP ME-CL-DAT peace

‘Leave me alone’

b. Mi lahko prinese vodo?
me-cL-paTt Can bring-sz PRES IND water

‘Can you bring me water?

However, clitics cannot precede the imperative verb (*CL + V-pp) in matrix imperatives,

where the only possible order is V-pp+ CL:

(25) a. *Ga poslu_aj, ~eho e .

him-cr-par listen-»sg e 1f Want-»sG pres IND

b. Poslu_aj ga, e ho e .

listen-psg e him-cr-par if want-,sG prRES IND

‘Listen to him if you want’

Interestingly, V-mp+ CL is ungrammatical in embedded contexts, where the reverse order

(CL+V-pp) is attested:

(26) a. *Vztrajal je, da pokli i ga.
insisted iS that call-sz IMP hil’l’l-CL_ ACC

‘He insisted that you must call him.’
b. Vztrajal je, da ga pokli i

insisted 1S that hil’l’l-CL_ ACC call-sz IMP

‘He insisted that you must call him.’
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In interaction with clitics, negation yields the word order Neg + V-gy + CL, as shown in

examples in (27) below:

(27) a. Ne pojem ga.
not eat-1sG PRES IND 1t-CL-ACC SG

‘I don’t eat it.’

b. *Ne ga pojem.

not it-cL.accsg  €at-1sG PRES IND
C. Ne  bom ga pojedel.

not  be-isgrurmp it-cr-accsg  eaten

‘I won’t eat it.’

d. *Ne ga bom pojedel.

not it-cr-accsc be-isgruTinp  €aten

In matrix imperatives, the word order is exactly the same, Neg + V-pp + CL, as seen

below:
(28) a. Ne pojej ga!
not eat-sG imp it-cr-acc sG
‘Don’t eat it.’
b. *Ne ga poje;j!
not  it-cr-accsc eat-2sG imp
c. Ne poslusaj jih.

not listen-,sg mp  them-cr-acc L

‘Don’t listen to them.’
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d. *Ne jih poslusaj
not  them-cr-accpr listen-»sg vip

‘Don’t listen to them.’

Hence, as regard to clitic placement, Slovenian matrix imperatives show the same word
order as clitic placement in finite inidicative clauses (Neg + Vevpe + CL). Interestingly,
the embedded imperatives do not show the same word order as regard to clitic placement

as matrix non-imperative clauses, yielding ...that CL + Neg + V-pp:

(29) a. Rekel je, da ga ne poslusaj.
said is that it'CL-ACC SG not give-QSG IMP

‘He said that you must not listen to him.’

b. *Rekel je, da ne poslusaj ga
said iS that not give-QSG IMP it'CL-ACC
c. Vztrajal je, da mu ga ne poka i.

insisted iS that him-CL_DAT it'CL-ACC SG not ShOW-zSG IMP

‘He insisted that you must not show it to him.’

d. *Vztrajal je, da ne poka i mu ga.

insisted is that not ShOW-zSG IMP him-CL_DAT it'CL-ACC SG

From all the data above, we can now account for the following research questions:

(a) Can imperatives embed? How? (= What'’s the mechanism behind this?)

(b) Are imperative clauses really tenseless, having the least structure of all clauses (d
la Platzack & Rosengren 1997)?

(c) Do embedded imperatives in Slovenian have different characteristics than matrix

imperatives? If so, which and why?
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The question in (a) has been partially answered: YES, imperatives can and do embed and
there is nothing like a universal prohibition against embedding them. Explaining why this
is so is another task, though. P&R’s is the only existing study that offers an account on
why imperatives cannot embed, yet even that one doesn’t seem to offer a satisfactory

answer, as we Saw.

As noted above, most generative linguists have claimed that the root C° is the locus of the
logical mood. In other words, C° is the logical candidate for the locus for the imperative
feature or the imperative operator that licenses (binds, checks off) the imperative V-
feature, yielding the illocutionary force of the sentence. This analysis is on a par with the
general assumption that in interrogative wh-questions the wh-element moves to [Spec,
CP] in order to check its interrogative feature, residing in C° under Spec-head relation
(Rizzi 1991, 1997). Han (1998) observes that in such a feature-checking theory, it follows
without stipulation that a sentence cannot be of two types (e.g., an imperative and an
interrogative), simplifying the theory with the same semantic type associating with the

same syntactic category.

However, this assumption cannot be straightforwardly extended to Slovenian
imperatives, as we saw above. Two logical hypotheses open here. First, either both
matrix and embedded C°’s must be the loci of an imperative operator (or an imperative
feature) and LF is ‘blind’ to interpreting the embedded context operators; or second, C° is
not the locus of any clause-type features or operator, but the clause type — rather than
being marked in syntax per se — arises compositionally from other semantic features
(Portner 2003; Zanuttini & Portner 2000, 2002, 2003). The unavailability of LF
interpreting a clause type (and consequently sentential force, as it is usually assumed) in
embedded contexts follows from nowhere and is thus a pure assumption, though most
mainstream generativists have accepted this hypothesis (Rivero & Terzi 1995; Platzack &

Rosengren 1997; Rizzi 1997; Han 1998).

S&G (2000) avoid the discussion in question by saying that “[s]ince Slovene imperatives

can be embedded, whatever the established mechanism, if stipulating selectional
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restrictions between the embedding verb and the interrogative mood of the embedded
clause may turn out to be, it is expected to extend to verbs that embed imperatives”

(italics mine).

Below we posit a hybrid approach by assuming that morphological mood is checked in
the Mood head (M°) (similar to Isac & Jakab 1997), but that there is no force encoded in
the syntax per se. Crucially, imperative clauses have the same structure as (other) finite
clauses and embedded imperatives have the same structure as matrix imperatives. Note
that the issue of how sentential force arises is not an issue under this approach since all
the narrow syntax needs to do is to check off (bind, license) the verb clothed with
morphological marking in the Mood head. Sentential force is arrived at via
syntax/semantics and discourse (Portner 2003). Cross-linguistically, V-pyp’s will move
overtly or covertly either from V° to M° or from V° to C° via M’ the clitics being

adjoined to some IP/TP projection (Kayne 1994) or having moved to C together with the

verb:
(30) a. [CP [MP V'IMP [Tp CLO ] /matrix clauses/
[cp V-imp CL® [MP [TP ] /matrix clauses/
b. [cp C [MP CLOV-IMP [TP ] /embedded clauses/

Hence we propose that all imperatives will check imperative morphology via V-to-M
movement in both matrix and subordinate clauses. In matrix clauses only, however,
movement can be longer, i.c., with the verbs moving all the way to C°. This operation
may arise for independent reasons, e.g., when a clitic is in P1 position in [Spec, CP] with
the imperative verb in C° or when there is a phrase in P1 providing a host for a clitic in
P2 as a consequence of the Wackernagel effect. The clitics in both these cases climb

together with the verb and adjoin to C, as in the example in (31) below:
31) a Knjige jim berite.

books them-CL read-IMP
Read them books!
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b. [cp knjigey jim; berite; [mp NP« ViCL; [1p ... ] vp...]]

Such an approach to the phrase structure in Slovenian can capture all attested word orders

as regards to imperatives in both matrix and embedded contexts:

(32) a [cr [mp pojeji [tp Vi ] [vv Vi jabolka]]]
[cp [mp eati-ive [tp Vi ] [ve Vi apples]]]
b. [CP rekel _]e] [cp da] [MP pojeji [TP Vi ][VP Vi Jabolka]]]
[Cp said IS] [Cp that] [MP eati-IMp [Tp Vi ][VP Vi Jabolka]]
c. [cp pojeji [mp Vi [tp Vi jihj] [ve Vi CLilI]

[cp eati-nve [mp Vi [tp Vi themj-cL] [ve Vi CL]]]

o

[cp rekel je] [cp da jihj ] [mp pojeji  [rp Vi CLi]lve Vi CLi]]]
[Cp said IS] [Cp that themj-CL] [MP eati-IMp [Tp Vi CLj][VP Vi CLJ]]]

By positing the structure in (30) and (32) above, the research question in (b) above has
been answered already: NO, imperative clauses are not universally tenseless. We have
argued that the phrase structure for imperatives does not differ from that of finite clauses
in not having a CP and TP layers (or CP/MoodP/TP projections in a split-CP system of
Rizzi 1997).

We label the highest projection with CP, though it may be some other functional
projection (generally, FP) in a split-CP system. Nevertheless, we do not posit that this
highest projection is a force (or a force-type) projection, yielding sentential force (as
assumed by Rizzi 1997, for example). We believe that the force of imperatives is not
directly represented in the syntax. In other words, there is no special morpheme or
element that directly encodes force in our view. However, in our view, the syntax of
imperatives as clause types is marked morphosyntactically via mood morphology. Cross-

linguistically, there are other morphosyntactic elements that create the meaning

4



components needed for a specific clause type, for example specific particles or different

properties of negative markers (see Isac & Jakab [1&J] 1997 for the latter).

As we saw above, we posit an M projection heading the MP. M hosts an imperative verb
in Slovenian imperative clauses (and verbs of other moods for that matter), but can host a
mood particle, mood operator or mood feature, or some modal-like operator, depending
on the language. MP is lower than Rizzi’s (1997) Force and higher than NegP. In our
system, variation across languages with respect to infinitives would not be a consequence
of differences in the syntax of imperatives, but would follow from different properties of
clitics and negative markers in various languages. Whereas we posit that logical mood
(vielding ‘clause type’) is checked by one of the three ways discussed by 1&J (by
merging a Mood particle in the head of the MP; by moving the V-pp to M®; by moving
Neg® to M®), we do not posit that imperatives check an imperative force feature located

in M°, as I&J do.

5. CONCLUSION

The aim of this paper was to show that imperative clauses can embed with the presence
of overt complementizers and that a general prohibition against embedding imperatives
cannot be taken to be a universal property of languages. In Slovenian, imperative clauses
are not restricted to be embedded argument clauses (only) under reporting verbs, but can
function as embedded restrictive relative clauses or adnominal complement clauses. A
careful analysis of the morphosyntactic properties of Slovenian embedded imperatives in
terms of the properties generally studied in relation to such clauses (e.g., subject
restrictions, negation, clitic placement, and the interaction between negation and
pronominal clitic placement), showed that in general, embedded imperatives not only
function similarly to the way matrix imperatives do, but also share several properties with
(other) finite (i.e., non-imperative) clauses. The only property that distinguishes
embedded imperatives from matrix ones is the clitic placement, which - in embedded

contexts - 1S CL+V-pp, rather than V-;p+CL.
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Though most generative linguists have claimed that the root C° is the locus of the logical
mood (i.e., sentence force) with the imperative feature or the imperative operator
licensing (binding, checking off) the imperative V-feature, we saw that such an
assumption cannot accommodate sentences where a matrix clause has a different mood
interpretation than the embedded clause. To accommodate Slovenian matrix and
embedded imperatives, we posited an approach assuming that morphological mood is
checked in a Mood head (M°), triggering the clause type, but that there is no force
encoded in the syntax per se. Verb movement under this approach is an operation of V°
moving to M for purely morphological reasons. Movement of the verb from M° to C°
(presumably for semantic or even discourse reasons) is independent of the previous

movement and is the consequence of Slovenian being a P2 clitic language.

We also showed that the subjects of embedded imperatives have the same syntactic
properties and restrictions as the subjects of matrix imperatives. What is more, the
subjects of embedded imperatives show the same syntactic properties as the subjects of
finite indicative clauses; they can bind an anaphor in VP, control the PRO subject of non-

finite complements, and agree with predicatively used adjectives and past participles.

We proposed that Slovenian embedded imperatives have the same structure as matrix
imperatives, which in turn have the same clausal representation as finite (indicative)
clauses. Hence, imperatives cannot be taken to be universally tenseless, as suggested in

recent syntactic literature.
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